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Abstract
. |
This thesis deals with the ‘ideas of revelation of Norman
Pittenger and Abraham Héschel. It focuses on their common method
of employing polifities in unity to deSc;ibe the nature of reality
and attempts'to compare their major religious ideas as: they feed
into. their respective concepts of revelation. .
Pittenger's use of process philosophy to redefine traditioﬁal
attfibutes of Fhé Biblical God is compared to Heschel's use of the
concept of diwine pathos to describe a Judaic view of God; this coni-
parison serves as the background for an analysis of the similaritges
and differences between their 1deas of revelation.

Criticism of Pittenger and Heschel ultimately rests upon

their respective abilities to remain true to, the Biblical vision of

-~ [

reality they share.

v
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" bjet de la Thése :
’ :
- - - . \
'Cette th&sé a pour objet de traiter des idées de Norman -

t

Pitt:lger et d'Abraham Heschel sur la révélation. Elle porte

notamnente sur leur méthode commune d'employer les polarités dans

1'unité pour décrire la nature de la re?lité et essayer de comparer

s

| s v
levrs idées religieuses les plus importantes quant 3 leurs concepts

respectifs de la révélation. — x §

-

- L'utilisation par Pitfenger de la philosophie du processus
0' ] ’ N
pour redefiner les attributs traditionels du Dieu Biblique est com-

parée a 1'émplol par Heschel du concept du divin pathos pour décrire
une vue Judéique de Dieu; cette ﬁomparaison sert—de}toile de fend’
pour une analyse des éimilitudes ét des dffferences de leurs idées
sur la révélations

La critique de Pittenger et Heschel dépend ultimemené de’
leurs habilités respect%ves pour demeurer fidéle & la«visionuBiblique R

\
)

qu'ils partagent de la réaldité.
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Preface

,' The,pprpose of this thesis i; to analyze and compare the ideas
of.revelation'of Norman ??ttenger and Abraham Heschel. The choice of
these two men;s ideas as the content of the reseafch presented ié the
following pag ; was made for two major reasons: first, as modern
philosophers ﬂf religion, Heschel and Pittenger present one possigility
for understanding the continuum of the Jﬁdeo-éﬁristiénjvision of reality.

Both base their major ideas on the Biblical vision of reality; thus a
| -

1]

: )
major point of correlation exists between them. Second, the use of

polarities in‘uﬁity in discussing revelation by Pittenger and Heschel
2 .

speaks of a major area of .common methodology. -

;

Although Pittengér's particular, Christian perspective, which
: . |

fuses the Christian framework -of ontology and revelation with a p%ocess
p . Q . ‘
philosophy of organism, varies at basic and distinct points from Heschel's

BT . !
Jewish world-view, which employs the category of the divine goncern as

the explanation of God's involvement in création, the bverriding idgn—
tification of their respective beliefs in the d&namic, living quali%y
of being, and hence of the iiving and vital concern of Godi;resent Qn
it, makes a comparison of their ideas possible. |
Iﬁ fact, Pittenger's reiterated stanceithat process ideas
revitalize the Qgristian vision of reality, returning it to its roots

in the dynamism of the 0ld Testament world-vi W (awayffrom the abstract,

static vision of Greek cosmology and philosophy) pointed out the

;

possibility of a valid comparison of his philosophy and a modern Jewish

one.
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\\ Preyious reading in the area of Jewish theongy and philosophy

. (1.e., besides Heschel, Martin Buber, Max Dimont, Herman Wouk, and

7

T

others), coupled with course work in modern philosophy of religion and
a prior researgh paper on Pittenger's process ontology, led me éo

2 /
believe that there was ample and interesting content for a comparison

7
“

of Pittenger and Heschel. | t

Revelat;on was chosen as the the;e of this thesis for several
reasons: 1) it 15 a primary chus in theology on the relation between j
God and the world and between human knowledge iggﬂreality, 2) it |
particllarly reveals the polarities in unity which Pittenger and
Heschel gmploy in their philosophies; 3) it makes clear the discinguiéhing
categorjes of belief between Jewish and Christian religion while up-

holding the historical connection between them and the content shared

Y ' )
1n common. . ! R
e

This thesis attempts to indicate how close to the Biblical
vision of reality, especially in regérd to revelation, Pittenger and

Heschel remain. In this vein, its intention is to analyze the prophetic

character of Biblical revelation as it is maintained in these two Ve

thinkers' ‘modern perspectives.

<

Chapter One deals with Pittenger's fusion of process ontology -
|

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

through the aid of other notable process thinkers to distinguish the
/' . . «.\(\\ '
chtef points of Pittenger's own versiAh of the relation of God to

.
7

fhe world, especially in revelation as am event.

Chapter Two is the presentation of the major ideas of Leschel

>

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

o |

i
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of understanding his rgligious.philosophy.
Chapter. .Three attempts to analyze and,coﬁpare the major idéas
of Pittenger and Heschel as they have been preseﬁped in the first
two chaptérs. It is my hwpe—that a fair appraisal of both these
thinkers, based on their ability to remain true to the Biﬁlical
visisg,of reality, has been made. Such notions as the importance of
the and history, the personal as the locus of meaning in re?lity,
the nature of creation as purposive, the living relation of God and
man, the ethical anéybxistenoial dimensiopL of being, all of which
are Biblical in origin, are raised and discussed in relation to the
validity and scope of Pittenger's and Heschel's respecéive ideas.

The ultimate value of researching and writing this thesis

has been a clarification of my own religious ideas through the analysis

and comparison of the ideas of two significant thinkers in the field of"’

‘

modern religious philosophy.
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CHAPTER ONﬁ
Revelation in Norman Pittenger: The %ocal Disclosure of the
Nature of Process Reality

Norman Pittenger's process view of re;e}aiiqn truly aefines
itself only within Epe larger framework of his ontology. And, indged,

in any process theology dependent on the philosophy of organism, the
overriding structure of the process }qSelf‘dictates the understanding
of special foci in theology such as revelation. A necessary analysis

then of Pittenger's process ontology and the major influences of other

J

i

I

e

|

Process Theology: Simultaneously Existing Polarities in Unity

process thinkers on this ontology must precife a study ofvPitténger's

ideas on revelation.

Perhaps the most apparent charactejkstic ofjprocess theology
; J

. i
is the inclusiveness of its ontological elemgnt%% In other words,
' ’ o f .

a preacess concept such as panentheism, which pd?itsja God who includes
- 1
[
in his sphere of being all that is in the univetse without being
L
equated to it as in pantheism,l points to the 'artificial abstraction

involved in distinguishing for singular emphasis elements of process
-
reality. Classical theology's distinctions bétween God and creation !
’ !
(based on’ Greek ideas of reality), for examplé, no longer have meaning

4 [

in a process world-view where God is inclugive of, yet more than, the

created order.

As Charles Hartshorne points out in his article, "PhiIOSophépal
. \ t .
and Religious Uses of 'God'," God is intuited by man asrco?mic wholeness—-

[ \‘ .
immutable, inclusive reality worthy of human love only if he is léve

i

inclusive.2 Hartshorne's understanding of God emphasizes the basic !

/

!
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. which sees exjstence as external x.el.{bions of mutually exclusive

_ emphasis 1s on the dynamic nature gS'f the wbx/’ld as process. The universe

social nature of rea;f;jy implicit in process ontology, "that the

'sociallf,'in its most general sense is definable as the synthesis of
g /

all thé:; universal categories. It is.the union of absolute and . -
- ’ f
4 : y
-relative, 'independent and dependent, free_dom and order, 'individual kil -
_/-"J 3 :P (.il a . r/]"} .

and ‘un},versal, quality and structure and°so on."
- Thus process ontology is an atte}nipé to posit the internal
p , .

, . . ,
relations;of elements of reality, overcoming the misunderstanding

ot s

¥ ¢ R : ¢ &

ént:l.ties isofated from one another in spacel—time.a‘ Hartshorne, for
; ,;‘;‘» v L - ' . /
“instance; pofints out 'that humaf. nature (and \liff ~1in general) reveals —
N , :
the social nature of reality.5 Since life is seen as the most inclusive .
e r ‘ N

A~

realm of being, it must be paradigmatic of the nature of all reality, ’
.including the Godhead. . ‘ ) o / . }' ’ o
S . [ y

What c}i;tinguishes Goq from the rest of reality, according =~ =~ -

I -

to Hartshorne, is not his status as creator, per se, but his metaphysiéaﬁy

. . i, ‘,

]being, thé fact'that he .- /I /
I (“ - {

.upique position as the most 'eminent' social
éxempliffes to a maximum degree all universal cateQéries}; of being, P

LT~ 6 ) J .
absolute and relative. : 4 ) ) o
/

3

14 0 g r o ’ . .

&

. - I v J

Process ag Event : The Dynamism of Redlity ) - o it
| ' Jo

. “'With Hartshornme's and Whitehéad's thinking predomingting ins . P
B - ’ o m/

the formation of his process {:heology, Pittenger furthers a Christian

understanding of reality as social and orgdnismic. Pittenger's chief
/ - . _.

"
K

#
’ 4

is a societal movement, an "“inter~donnected, inter-related, inter-penetrative. -
" - s - - -
t M - / B o
! .
series of events.?'7 For Pittenger then the dissection of objective and
\ ’ ;o iy j z '
o - J

3 ‘ a 5 “ s;
r° o Lo . !
. e , i
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subjective reality within human experience is neither definitive

nor ulWimate in reality.

-

4 He rejects, thus, such' dualisms as have disjoined huMan

R

—

of the proce\s overcomes the static poddrities,of classical, western

.ot

ontologiés such ‘ unchanging, eternal God versus the changiné, .
temporal world. Thomas Ogletree further points out that Morris Cohen's

A .o {
Law of Polarity must hold in a panentheistic conception of ontology; that

. 1is, ultimate contraries or poles in ontology such as being—becoming,
f t
actuality—potentiality, necessity-contengency are mutually interdependent,

and nothing in realn:’y can be described with exclusive réference to .one

po].e.9 Thus, though/reality in toto is described as a process, Vivt;hih
that procéss elements of reality can be understood by reference to

these p9lar conce;;ts in unity.
A In parti;:ular, “the distinction in reality betweeri the Lndividual

/

attuality or event and the process as a whole can be made for philosophi‘cal
end theological putposes, if it can be understood thereby that opposed

, .
categories such as subject-object, abstractness-concreteness, trans-
4 ' i “

P ) r .
cendence-/iuunanence".are not mutually exclusive but interdependent desz-.
/ . I . - -
criptiofi8 of . the same reality. - F e
! a ’ : |
5 e i
And, indeed, it 1s’f51n the understanding of process reality as

LA
7 P
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. the circumambient Reality of the -process, his operation within nature

" terms of the historical wflen the study of creation is seen as the account

-

‘History: The’ Locus of Me&ning in Process Reality —

v

9 .
an historical, creative Llynamic, that the importance of event becomes

evident. Since the uni'que status of each event within the process is

distinguished only as it contributes to the movement of the entire process,
. i #

creativity becomes the essential, underlying ground of being. Thus,

v

according to Pittenger, process becomes an ontology of intertwining,

7
°

interpéndent events and creation a dynamic-/, forwardy evol‘utionary
movement which is not God ix; his entirety but through which?'his; ongoing,
cf‘aati\'re purpose is at work to rais;e reality to higher levels of
actualit:y.lo Creativity; as thé ground of feality, though epitomized

in Cod's supremely creative nature, is no less the nature of all lesser ‘

‘ _ 2 B

elements of the pl:'ocess.l1

¢

\ A

Importantly, for Pittenger then process ontology necessarily

~

deepeps an understanding of history as it re]:atixi to creﬁ:ivity. Rejecting\

the neo—orthoJiox, theological view which says that history, not nature,
is the realm of divine activity, Pittenger admonishes that process
thought cannot dissect in compiet;e opposition to each other history

and nature in the same creative, social reality. Since God is seen as

)

i:s inevitable: - I

' But in that divine operation, there are different grades
or levels of significance; and.of these levels, the his-
torical--with all its special qualities and chaﬁcteristics--

is one, and for us the supremely ifnportant one.”| —— —.

Pittenger believes that the natural must be interpreted in

*

h

o

o

f h A
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: of»bincreasingly complicated organic structures.

i . .
3

br.13

Pié&enger, no ontological dualism exists betweLn nature and historyr
L 14 S !
;as two levels of the same reality. ¢ ]

o~

‘Hence, argues

- ~
History, seen as the effect of ongoing events, becomes that
1 . .

dimension of reality which defines the foci of the pqx‘ocess. Though

events in a process sense cannot be seen merely as singular, static

/entities butlas' dynamic, creative happenings related to other events -
in an organic unity, Fheir uniqueness as indfvidual happenings becomes A, . ‘
rrdefined throug}y’ their universal effect on the rest of the ;rocesp.ls .
‘ﬁAs Pittenger so aptly describes the nature-of events:
a Perhaps above all, they are endlessly fertile...in
their ability to provide the dlna.\mic for growth and ~ ”J
, in their capacity to be everlastingly apprehended
L in their richness yet without being "'comprehended” I E
and thus made mere matters of "chronicle".
The historical diﬁension of the:proces;'then is, as PitLenger
seéé it, the location of its méaning for man. Mopeiimp;;tantly, it )
is through the historical £lux of events thé; the social dynamic of .
process iucorporates andlsynthesizes universal categorieg and
elements otherwise opposed.ll7
God: The Vital Impetus of Process Reality . ' ! .
Implicit, of course, i+ Pittenger's world-view is that the' -
synthesls ;r ontological categories is possible only ’bec'ause of Lhe
F’immanent‘telos within ;he process; p;like Bergson's vitalism, however, P

the telos in Pittenger's reality which integrates the process and gives
" I *

it an evoldtionary character is inextricably tied up to God's eminently

social nature and his cosmic vision. , Thus:”although creativity is the . .-

.
~

gl

’
/ i
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principle which is the exﬁlanatory ground of being, God is the vital

~

impetus of the process, on whom the world\depends}in'his~provision of -
the telos for its actualization.

For Pittenge; then God and the world are the inevitable polar
’ ‘ 7
elements in unity in process ontology, each.of which becomes understandable

conceptually only through the exisgtence of the other. In this instance,
g :
Pittenger's heavy reliance on Whitehead's philosophx’becomes aPParent.18
3 . N ‘\
Whitehead's concept of the overagainstness of the world and God in the

explanation of process creativity reflects his belief that

...the universe is to be conceived as attaining the active

self-expression of igs own variety of opposites--of its

own freedom and its own necessity, of its own multiplicity

and its own unity, ¢f its own imperfection.and its own

perfection. All the "opposites" are elements in the /

nature of things and are incorrigibly there. The copcept

. of "God" 1s the way in which we uniarstand this inc4ed151e
fact<~-that what canmot be, yet is. ' B

«

It is this emphasis on the simultaneous yet tunidirectiohal”

existence of opposites (which Whiteheadfadvocates“in/ﬁie phi%psoéhy

in
v

wg?

- A

" of organism and P%}tenger reformulates in his ChristiIn, process

ontolog}) which is the unique stance of process thoug

’

and the world are mutually'dependent elements in the same creative
(

dynamic necessitates a reassessment of the relationship of all polar,
s

v~

ontological categories, in particular thefmentaT and the physical.

Process theologf, particularf} tpaf ofqPittenger, seeks to
maintain that such a reassessment necessarily moves theology away |
from the Hellenistic abstractions of reality, back to the dynamic,)
Iliving reality of the Bible. Though recpghizing,that philosophical
speCulatioﬁ about reality is absent in the 0ld.Testament, Pittenger

4o

—~ pointg out:that Hebrew thought does, in fact;’emphasize the dynamic

°
.
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nature of cregtion, the element of no;elty forever present in it,

and, mo;g importantly, the living relationship of God and hié world.

It is in relation to these emphases in understanding ;he nature. of
reality that Pittenger bel;eves the Biblical world-viqy enJ process -
theology to be correlative.21 The dynamics of the organic relationsﬂ{;}
in creativity beéween God and the world in Pittenge;'s theology

beceme more understandable throggh a proces§ éharacterization of

Fa

God's nature. .

&y . .

God as Di-polar Deity

Whitehead is the originator of the conception of God as a di-

polar deity, possessing‘an abstract, primordial natuire which is un-

. L
changing and static, and an incomplete, temporally-determined, con-

sequent,nature.22 In his primordial nature, God is the ground of

reali&y, possessiné an eternal, abstract vision ofﬁa%@ possibilitieg

1

for the creative movement of the process. Through his conceptual

*

feeling, God provides the telos to the process and hence becomes

the explication of all that 15.23 God's appetitive“vision of harmony

\ .
and strength of beauty (for the pfgtess) necessitates that the initial
- f

- 4

4
aim he provides for||each new occasion's actualization be the most ]

éppropriate and ideal aim fér its’own bécoming and for the most in-
tense, harmonious furthering of the entire process. It is at this
level of providing the initial aim for each occasion's becoming that
Christian process philosophy acknowledges God's unique status as
creator.24 Thus God's pfimordial nature provides the lure in creation
for emerging novi}ty. Though procesé theology acknowledges that

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

€
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#
also responsible constituents in the occasion's actualization, God's

7

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

However, the nature of God's lure in creation is not coercive

- '

but persuasive.25 John Cobb points out that the nature of process is
such that‘Goa's provision of initial aims cannot impair in any way the
freedom of efch;new occasion of becoming. God must be seen to work

in and along creation, persuading it to incr#asing ;ntensificétion of

\

value.26 Otherwise creativity could not take novel turns within the

’

process, and the universe would be a closed, determined system. God's

persuasion of the process to intensification of value does not then

e

prevent evil. In fact, though he is the source of all value through .
hrs vision of possibilities and his provision of ini&ial aims, evil is

a necessary and unfortunate actualit&,_as each occasion prehends in freedom

the data which will serve in its actualizatiop.zl ° ’

e

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

of reality, the séurce of value, the agent of novelty in the procéss

_\\jcreation). As Pittenger so aptly points out, God is not to be sought

in the gaps of human knowledge or in sudden intrusio*s into an ordered

world but in the purposive movement of the process where "“each being

s
- o A
r TR

/in its degree is revelatory of some aspect, of the underlying activity

28 ,
and transcendent source' ;

God's consequent nature, on the other hand, is the polar gQpposite

I3

of his primordial nature. Tﬁrougﬁ this aspect of his being, God

experiipces each and every occasion as it is actualized; Whitehead calls

+

this experience df the temporal process God's conformal feelings.29

e

As a resu*t”bffthe consequent nature's reception of temporal occasions,
s

Iy

R —
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it must be seen as the concrete, e_ver}aséing‘and‘unfinished side to

-

S —t

God's being. ' . =
i Like the pxocess itself, God in his consequent nature actualizes

him,LJelf as the .supreme affect and reciplent of all’occasions and values

,
y 3

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

° 1into God's nature, in#luding evil., According to Pittenger, God's

. | o ¢
Py
necessary encounter with and taking into his consequent“nature of evil

' ¢

occasions makes him a fellow-sufferer \with man in the process.3

However, through the powér of his conceptual feelings, God

4

\ - —~
attempts to harmonize as far as possible, without removing the freedom
of the process, those negative, evil or dehancing aspects of the process

which his consequent nature has received.

Thus Pittenger argues, "What God is and Lloes affects the creation; f

4
)

what the creation, with-its capacity for decision is and does, affects

God."31 Although God 1s unsurpassable by anythi?g which is not himself,

r

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

they can bring.32 ’ ’ ’

e
The Christian Process God: Living and Loving Pérsonality .

. 4
Besides the acceptance of Whitehead's scheme for the process

God as di-polar deity, Christian process theology posits God as more than
.supreme actuality, living and personal. Schubert Ogden, for instance,

points out that the primal pﬁeIomenon of existence is experiencing

subjects. \ Though the self in a processive sense must be understood

\

as an ever-changing sequence of (occasions of experience, the conscious

a

integration of remembered past and anticipated future .so’ evident in
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) humanggccasions must be taken ds an analogy for God's reality.
J ) ”ﬁartshorne,/glsdzﬁééng“analogy as his chief tool for a philo-

sophical ‘understanding of God,{reléfes that if God is intuited as the

33

ool [

c L - i 4 -
T ground of reality, he must®iecessarily share the highest attributes
L e T s .

of ontology: life, personhood, (emiﬁgﬁt seif~hood), creativg»énergy

and love, 3% ’

Furthering Hartshorne's'Eonceptualizatidn of God, Pittenger,

F)

. in the spirit and the form of D.D. Williams, emphasizes love as God's
8 ' ¢

nature, the ultimate metaphysical rgality, and the nature of the

35

process itself. Pi:tengei believes that God must be analogous ‘to

C - | a
man in nature, must be aware, self-awarF, and purposive, must have >

y

the capacity éo love and be loved which is thé\éosf distinguishing

o

(:' quality of personality, if the rest of reality is/to have any ' o nf
y ] ¢

- meaning at 311.36 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 -

message, and revelation of God as love to further his process th%ism

N | ‘ j

conéeptually.
Pitéenger argues that the chief quality of process is dynamism.
!J _ Love, seen in action, is dynamic, thus sharin 'the nature of process,
seeking and affecting all occasions of bec?mi g in the éorld. God,

. o
understood as the cosmic telos, becomes the "¢ternal, spiritual, super~

elf-existent, ltimate Reality, whose

¥

personal, inexhéustibly richs

true character is

T !

positive and overflowin ‘goodnesﬁ that we call
I

}

", love."37 Thus according to Pittenger the baslic truth about God is y
(if that he is the creativL engrgy in all things, who, by the nature of
’ 4 \}
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: (v/ ; jhé‘procéss itself, must entgr into reldtionships with men.38 Spchf
. aé'ungerétanding of God correlates with the Scriptural insigﬁt into - %
o) o %

‘ ‘ y -~
.

his nature. - o [

While reinforcing the éiblical idea éq God and his relatiomship -
. to creafion, Pittenger reintefpr;ts trad}tionalﬁattriﬂutes of God: His
transcendence is "His\inexhaustiﬂility, not His remot:eness;"39 he is
a?stract as the.source 0§ all pogsibilities, and yet concrete as h

influences and is influenced by the world. Pittenget points out that

'

: process thinking allows polarities to exist in God's nature which
classical theism cannot: he is eternal as he is at the same time t W- )
porally everlasting, himself yet endlessly related, the chief principle

. l |
of explanation, yet a participant in the entire process.?0 Above jall, o
41 S ’

w

- —_— ,

.

(;;“ L ] ;nd_supréﬁély, he 1is love.

Lewis Ford, in this vein, sees divine love_and justice, the - ;
chief Biblical aFtributes of God, as symbols fo; procéss th;ology B,
t;o assumptions about God's relation to the world: éirst, God is

Ve

- concerqed for and apprlciatgs the intensity of value achieved in

> ’ o

each occasion's actualization; second, God attempts to harmonize and . !

integrate all the individual achievements which otherwise might clash

l in the pkocess.42 o B
| I I
Believing that the Trinitarian cqnceptioﬁ of God still Ta

\

meaning in a process world-view, Pittenger points out that the :rinity /

provides an understanding of the social side of God. God the Father .

i
H =]

. ! is the ultimate source of being, the telos; God the Son is God 43 he . )

+ 2

expresses himself in cfeation; God the Spirit is God responsive|through
. | .
( ’ ‘ crt.a.att:ion.l‘3 j
, . | . .k
i, :
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. Particularly in relation to his revelatory activity, God must

. hav% distinctions within his being, Pittenger believes, his triune

nature allowing him to be transcendent, immanent, and cohcomitant with
. o d —
S creation all at the same time.-+4 Revelation; then -becomes understandable '

I - f
|

1

. - even within the process framework. God's triune' nature reveals the - 1
- richness of his social nature. : . ‘ 1
i

!

God's Operation and Activity in the World ' ’ o

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 world is organic to the

divine reality, as essential to an understanding of God as he is to
45 - . o

e

(~ an ungerstanding of the world.

- ’ ) ] Because God is the ultimate meaning of the process as cosmic
‘telos and integrator, Pittenger maintains that by studying the world,

. °

man can: to some extent, u derstand the nature of divine activity. -As
41 y. As

the dominant e%ement in each successive occasion (through his provision
of its initial aim), God's organic relationship to the world reveals
. itself. FoF Pittenger, the process perspective of ontology points
to Jhe world as the field of divine operation, and, ;ore importantly,
‘ [indicates th;; "eéch occasion méy be seen as the 'incarnation' of deity
I .

46 Pittenger's belief in the

I

under the conditions Tf finite creativity."

incarnational character of reality reveals how process +n£ology, par- .
ticularly Christian process ontology, synthesizes polar elements in

order to explain the inclusive, social nature of reality.

l (: ) | \ And, indeed, a common panentheistic analogy is ;hat the world

s
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exists in relation to God as the body does to the mind. As Ogden ' /

’

points out, because he 1is emf%ently incarnate, i.e, God includes as

his physical sphere of interaction the whole universe of nondivine

7

beings, he is eminently relative as the absolute ground of all‘relatIvity.47

@

Thus, although the' world is completely dep%ndent on God for its existence,
¥

the hopeful element in‘process theology is that each finite, becoming

occasion makes a differenmce to God's own creative becoming.4

Since the world is organic to the divine reality, nature and

history become essential to God's opération Jnd fulfilment. God, the

* world and man (asﬁghe uniqﬁe focus of finite being) create themselves
in relation to nature and history. God necessarily deals with man as
part of the process, with Ehe whole of the natural order and human his-’
2 Eéry as they are integral to'hié teleological purposes in tlie process

and to his own becoﬁing.49

’

Pittenger emphasizes again and again that the process per-

—

spective allows the historical dimeﬂsion of reality to assume paramount
importance in the discussion of God's relation to the world, by con-
centrating on the natural order as the locus of divine activity rather

’ than on the wiraculous 1nt€u$ion of the divine into the secular |order.
He believes this perspective rings true to the Biblical vision of
history as the realm of d%yine activity. |

The Biblical view of the histjry of the world, and of

the place of man in it, rests/back upon the conviction

that God is immanent in the historical and "natural

processes and also transcendent|over them because he is
urlexhausted by them. Hé is in them to work out a purpose;

he is more than them to secure that his purpose is ..
ultimately realized. Time, succession, and a dynamic
conception of nature and of history are affirhag»by the g
Biblical writers.30 ’ i - [
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But again, Pittenger. warns that though the ‘natural is inter-

1

preted through the historical, the sharp distinctions which traditional

oY

theology has made betwegg them in relation to divine activity do not

3
kW]

hold. He believes the Bible; Ytself instructs us "to read nature in

. S 1
terms of the historical situation of man,"5 and to acknowledge that

nature itself is a historical process.

Pittenger also upholds the sTafice that Christian faith allows

-

. man to believe that history and nature are moving iL\ a p?sitﬁvé direction
. N |
because of God's loving activity. Thus nature is evolutionary, .revealing

God incognito, as it were, by displaying astourding novelty and cr:eativity

within a framéwork of impressive regularity.52 ’

Ultimately, Pittenger's understanding of God's operation in

,

the world can be. best summarized by his central belief that the world,

— .

is incarnational: "The Incarnation 1s not confined only to the historical
‘ i ‘presence of Jesus Christ, but is also the manner and mode of all God's "

w;)rk in the world...God is ever incarnating himself in the creation,

which means that he is ever.entering into 1t."53

Goci’s choice to be involved in the world, says Pittenger, is

freely made out of love. His taking the;,initiative in the creative

<

- A
’ process through his provision of initial aims does not imply that the

world had a specific beginnit—{é in time; it does imply, however, that

°

creative activity is a "two-way freedom in the process: God freely

7 . - ! . : I .
B provides creative impetus to occasions of becoming, andrthese, in turn,

Il — S

freely choose to create themselves in response to thfztf impetus. In

1

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

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

~
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%imself as waiting for man's free return of self:"‘54

Pittenger argues that the Logos concept or God-expreéssive-

?;,,;a-
"3 in-the-world, works as ‘the best explanation of God's activity in the
i 25 o L N

‘ gdrld,ﬂand more specifically of his influence on all human oc¢casions of
hd ;

~ becoming and creativity. Since the-world is an open field for the

s £

f di(?ne operation, Pittenger maintains that it is within the historical

framework that the foci of the operati&n of the Logos are féund.55

<

God, active on every level of existence-in the process, expresses
Jimself more and more fully in thé created order--in living matter, in

the movement of history towards righteousness and justice, in the

| .

personalities of men in concrete, historical situvations--all of these

levels incarnating to a greater depth God's @ctivity in creation, until
. é, )
(?‘\ in Jesus Christ ‘the focal manifestation of the Logos is made.56 Pittenger

maintains, therefore, that

Evolution is...a name for a richly varied movement which
in spiritual regard is divine revekation from start
to finish., Through the Word God informs every grade and
. . ) level of being; hut he is not identified with the universe,
7 which is created and derivative. And he is never exhausted
< therein but present and activesyn widely different degrees
| of intensity and significance. i

v Through his di-polar nature which functions in three modes in

i

“the world, Cod's persugsiom uf-novelty within the process becomes a
(\ matter of creation, and his recepti;;‘;;_;;;;;;?;1matter of redemption.

While the primordial nature provides the creative nisus for sustained 3

——

.

—creativiby; the consequent qiﬁy;c/ﬁfgvidcs the receptacle, for thls

I

creativity-as—it—fs—actualized. Through his ability to harmonize

Ve

n

obstructive actualities in the te m—{man everlasting inmedtacy;
‘<:/$, G eems the world by returning to it the perfected actualities he

j

e
R
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. in the world. b

fulfilment{ futurity is part of his‘veryﬁbe}ng.
f 4

( ASJ\ Pittenger argues, is the microcosm of the universe, an anticiyhtion

o 4 l’;\ ]

. 4 )
has received into his consequent nature and hafmonized.PS
Again, the Logos is a fellow-sufferer wi¢h man, "so super- ; ‘

, f

abundant in love he-is utterly indefatigable and imexhaustible in his ..
' = . »
activity to promote good and positive process."s9 Pittengef believes

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

v

)

, - .
God's transcendence, in his neverending capacity to allow freedqm //
to function in the c;bative actualizing of the process and epitomized

H » - .
in the 'loving activity of Jesus Christ, Teveais that being 1s based on
lpve.60 Loving, says Pittenger, implies in its very nature the complete y t
, , ] N
participation, sharing, and suqfering of God and the universe. Enhanced)"

by creation,_ God is nqt self-cﬁntained but vitally active and adapfive

\ . :

in the world. ‘ , ‘
Man: The Being Who Incarnates God to the Highest Degree im the Worlde r
S L 61 ,
» Particularly in human activity God[has priority; _every time. | f
v P ¢ - . '
man reveals_his lsving nature, according to‘Pifleyger, he reveals also ”
' P

@

God's pature. Bechuse he is a dorscious, thinkizg animal striving toward

6‘\ His valuing nature

}

places Vim at the apex of- the eVolutionarﬁ process, . Thus man incarnates ‘

the di%ine Logos to the highest degree in the universe.
I3

Man's social nature is|of utter]importauce in his revelation
: ] .
v’
of the divine nature. The integration of his identity through participation : ”

-

Ay

in community speaks of man’'s, paTadigmatic position to the rest of feality.

s,

of God himself. 63 God &s thus the ground of the questeto‘become more

g
human'. T P ’
) . 4 B ) ; "L

—
N

,
RN
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o féaemption of evil as a manifestatfoq_of'the suffering side of God's

4 nature. In the dynamic, energizing love which he reveals as the core

1
- o i

Pittenger argues that in the person and }ife of Jesus Chri%t

both human !and Hivinr naturesare brought to focus to the highest degree
\\ >

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

y he points to Jesus' humanity and the suffering he undergoes in the
4 . :

;

¢ ) o . * ;
of his personality, Jesus, Pittenger believes, is the hjighest explanation
‘
and example of the divine Logos at work in the world.?ﬁ Hence, Jesus
NS
Christ indicates that it is in the historical realm of génuine human life

that the phenomenon of divine activity as integrative love is most |
. VA
manifest.65 . ;

o 1

That" Jesus Christ discloses the nature of things in, an un-
\

\
paralleled degree harkens in Pittenger's estimarion.to the inclusiveness 1

of transcendent and immanent being in a process world-view. Yet this

v s

fact remains utterly true to the basic thrust of Chflsqianity "ag -
, .
revelation in tbe most direct sense in which we know revelation, it is

God making himself known by that which he does, and what 1is revealed

is God in the living impact of personality. "66 L

¢

-

Revelation then in Pittenger's process theology is seen as the /

historical focus of the imﬁLnent activity of- God's transTendent being -
H §
as love. It points to the internhl relatlonsjqf being and the pervasive

panentheistlé\character of 7eallty An’ analysl; of Plttenger L Ldeas
Ve / e ="
of revelation makes the ccﬁnection bctween bis Christ}an a[firmation

-

of reality aLd process ontology clear. B L ofe
/ C

e

The Maturé of Revelation in Pittenger's Process Theology . e .W[N
. — T P 4

-

F
: L
The nature of revelation, according to Pittenger, is comple#s y

o
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mediated always through a faith experience and hence involving the

subjective and objective poles of human experience. Although in a
(4 °

.

process perspective ‘these poles are not exclusive categories of
being but interdep%ndeni categories of reality, Pittenger points
out that only‘within the context of Christian faith and community ‘

can the decisiveness of Christian revelation be acknowledged.67 The

-

Church and its interpretation of Jesus as the Christ necessarily contribute

to his impact as the detisive revelation of the Logés. As Eric Rust

concurs, the character of revelation is such that God remains hidden
+ &

"within disclosure situations unless the prophetic consciousness is N

a

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

)

sciousness to develop its fyll meaning as a special focus of the divine

activity.

Since Pittenger's thought affirms reality as an organismie,

-

societal whole, revelation in his eyes must be understood as a focal
69

1

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

~——

world is 1ﬁcarna;ional, ngealing in its increasingly complex structdeE**~
more and mére of the nature of the divine being, revelation is defined

by Pittenger as a complex of eventswhich decisively points to th

’

nature of God's work within cfeation. ' S

- More specifically, Pittenger relates that ‘ ' C
Essentially revelation is an action-reaction complex. :
Events which occur in the VuhlichOmain are apprehended
in their deepest‘meaning by those in whose presence they
take place, The events are seen im a8 dimension deeper than
that of surface happening; and the respense which is made
is more than a mere acquisition in their occurrence.
For the events come to be understood in the light of what
is already conceived to be a divine purpose working - ,
itself out in the historiqal realm, while the response. ’ ‘
. )

r, 0

3‘1@
N
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is such that the beholder is caught {ip into, brought’
‘to participate im, or...feels "grasped" by the

events as they make their impact upon him. And

the two--occurrence and response--are..,coincident;

the event and the apprehension are not to be separated,
even though they must be distinguished onme from the
other.70 ‘

-~ s

Pittenger émphasizes that without a community of believers

who identify and live out the iﬁitial apostolic response to the

revelatory event in Jesiis Christ, the Eevelation itself would not

be adequate.s URevelation 1s seen as [an] activity requiring spiritual

discernment if it is to be acqgﬁ;ed."7l

.

’ . . i
Argulng, howevet, that the dogmatic truths which stem as a

description of a revelatory event are secondary to the historical -’
event which is its locus, Piftenger proposes and believes, that there
are three major qualifica%iohs for an‘i&entification of revelation:

1) There is an absolute necessity for a prior view of 7
nature and history which is essentially prophetic .,
in character; i.e., man requires an interpretation
of the world which sees it as the sphere in which
the divine purpose is being worked out. This is
both an Old Testament perspective and a process
world-view; ' q

%

i

2) There must be a recognition that revelationsas an
event-response complex is dated, having taken place
at one particular time and place, and yet is somehow
felt to be a present reality;

3) There must be a corresLonding recognition that the
Christian Church is the means by which the response -
of the past to Jﬁsus as revelation is communica;ed

- in the present.

Pitteﬁger believes that within the process framework can be

+

found the necessary perspective for viewing the rfvelatory character

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

N

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

|

i

3
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his purpose thfough it (where creaﬁion is, in effect, the realm of '

divine activity) allows the prophetic consciousness to take hold:

2

that is, events can be seen as occasions for greater or lesser dis-
—~—

closures of God's éa}ﬁbse, revealing his divine nature without iden-

tifying God completely with the wofld.73 The 0ld Testament view of
B g o
revelation then must also be assumed in the Christijn'view, especially
~ [ ’ ’

in a Christian, process view.
N

Where then do the parameters of revelatioﬁ'beéin and end in
Pittenger's view? Firstly, revelation "is in event and in historical
event, in a processive and .societal world where some moménts are of
crucial importance, disclosing with singular intensity what God is up
to in his wurld."74 Secohdly, Piitenger believes that we can make state-
ments about what has been di;clﬂsed in these moments, but never in a,
fully satisfictory way. Thus, though God is known in and through
creaturely occasions énﬁ activity, revelation is never eéntirely compre-

-

hended.

° 5

David Griffin, adding to P%ttenger's understanding of revelation,

-

believes that what makes any event a revelatory event is partially - a

- function of God, his intention and initial aim for the event's actualization.

8

§ +
As important, however, as the initial aim provided is the degree of

.realization of that aim.75 f—

v

¢

Griffin believes that ‘an eﬂent which is %ighly expressive of the
X I .

divine aim assumes a specialness which makes it ultimately determinative

6

\
as.ﬂ revelation of God.7 Thus, Jesus, unde;stood as actualizing God's

aim to an optimal degree, can be accepted as a:special revelatory act.

.

-

Gpiffin also points out that it is helpful to Aistinguish between God's

.
A I
' .

e
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- of the eventful nature of reve}ation. -
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I

. I : .
actuality and his essence in order to understand the distinction ‘between

1

the content and 4he source of revelation. Sincé God himself is the

T

objett of faith, then a necessary distinction should be made between -
the/subject:df evelation, God himself, and its content; that part of
his essence which 1s revealed.77 Pltt%nger would agtee with Griffin's

distinction, insisting that God's nature rémains largely hidden, though

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

being. - ) -
Most important, however, in an ahalysis of Pittenger's process
view of revelation is the understanding.of its historical character, the Sy

s

fact that it occurs in the temporal realm yet<point$ to the eternal and

ttenger calls it, speaks
- -

o e

divine; the(‘happenedness' of Christianity,‘és Pi

Pittenger believes that the Biblical concept of revelation as

histori

'd

cal and prophetic is acknoﬁiedged in his process theeslogy, sinée

it emﬁhasizes the historical dimeﬁsioﬁ as the focus of its meaning.

L]

Indeed, in Jesus' life the importance of the historical and human orders
of reality in the revelation-of divine activity assumes paramount

importance.

A 7

Because Pittenéer defines ontology largely within the natural

.
|

and the historical realms, he places eﬁbhasis'on the pntologijal-

reality. - '~

character of revelation, itj ability to disclosg the nature o
Griffin also points out Ehau revelation fust necessarily have cognitive”
content, indieating the truth of the nature of reality if it is to have o

universal meaning.

{ ]
Griffin believes that Yhitehead's ontology provides a necessary

S5, A

A T, [ —
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framework for revelation as cognitive by allowing for the self-deter-

-~

mination of the process and acknowledging at the same time God's influence
\ .

. on the natural order and history.78

.

7 .
The Distinction Between General and Special Revelation

.

Relying heavily on William Temple's thinking,79 Pittenger argues
. ! ' ‘

that God’is hecessarily self—manifeste5422 the proéess on all levels.

Natural revelation then is ~the basic¢ thrust of his ideas of revelation.

.

The Logos is, according to Pittenger, the responsible agent within the .

revelatofy event, and the Holy Spirit is associated with the aﬁpreﬁension

of the event.80 Although Pitﬁenger maintains that the split between
general and spécial revelation is artificial, since God is disclosed'to ,
some extent in all events, he believes -the distinction must be made on ,
the basis of the nature and degree of impact events have on man's under=-
standing of God's activity in the world.

Therefore, while general or diffuse revelation occurs within the
natural course of events and in ;he éxperience of men, special revelation
?s extrgbrdinary; unugual, importént in its character and in the effect

it has on man and the process. While it is tfue, Pittenger ajgues, that

s

in all revelatory.activity GOT acts first (this being a central conviction

of the Judeo-Christian world-view), God's decision teo particularize

.

his activity in a singular event (or complex of events) gives the event
its significance as special revelation. The work of the Logos and the

Holy Spirit then are understood to be intensified in such an event.

a

Before turning to a detailed account of Pittengeﬁ's ideag Jf

P

special revelatién, a reviTw of the nature and mode of general reyelation

s
’

[N
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‘should bL made. According to Pittenger, the nature OL process itself

as events in an organic relationship involves a necéssaty and' intimate

1

relationship between Cod and the world: "the world veils God, but it

”

may also be said (and we are sure it is more important to say) that
+

God is unveiled through the world."8! / co :

. . ' T4
Pittenger believes that God's presence and activity 'is in and

through the process as a wﬁole, but that he is espeEially revealed in

.
v

the aesthetic, the majestic, the spiritual, the ethical and the consc::lous.-a2

Since God i Jévealed.thrbugh the wholeness of the prqébssﬁ he is under-
stood as lying at the root of meaning and the integratTon of life as it -

.

is expefiénced. The 'penetration' and 'per+eation', as Pittenger calls

\ .
them, of God's presence in'the world must occur in a great variety of

¢

'

- ways and .degrees: . ) 3

In the inanimate world, something of his consistency : w
and purposiveness 1is disclosed; in the animate world, ’
his vital quality and fhis living plan are shown; in
man and above all in man at his h%ghest,lcod's ethical
nature, his love of beauty, his holiness may be -
manifested. But none of these areas is his exclusive

’ﬂ place of revelation, and none of them is identical
with God HimseLsé‘ They are the loci of his rewvelatien, 83

because they are the loci of his more complete ;ctivipy. N ‘

‘

In the process perspective which Pittenger upholds, activity or

’ &

creative energizing is the essential, shared mode of existence between
s )

N

God and the world. Thus it is impossible to dissect the liQing and .

organic’telationship be tween them, either'in time or in space. Pittenger
» . -

argues that the concept of a pre-creational state of God, thercfore, has L
[

no meaningﬂea I ' ‘ ;

|

s

SJhce God and creation are "in process", Pig}eng$r believes that

all being is involved in a societal penetration of greative activity.

o
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( ( SincelGod uses nature ané history 40 furlther the process,\revelation
is its ontological necessity. The divine reality has to manifest itself
throughout the created‘order, though it is never identifiedtcompletely’
with th.
Usigg also Whigehead's idea of the process deity as ah integrative,
‘ harmonizing, and suffering God, and subsuming this idea under the Biblical

idea dflGod as love, Pittenger argues. that éoé revéals himself in all worldly

‘ activi#ies which involve the operation of love and in alL\Earmonizing,
integrative operations'within the process whether man is) aware of his ”

presence or not. So creation is understood as the "field of that activity

in low}e."85 Reality then necessarily involves suffering, love and

o

ﬁy"‘
. 4
(7 novelty within the process in a positive, evolutionary manner. (

5
s

triumph as God ieveals himself as unidirection71 activity integrating

General revelatioh is thus nothing more than the diffuse
P ’ p y

{

#ffperation of the Logos in the world: Pittenger believes that the procesgs

IS

) concept of God's immanence in the created order can conveniently be
placed within the framework of the Christian idea of Trinity as the mode

of the divine béing and especially of his operation in the Qorld.

¢

*

Special Revelation

I

Special‘revglation is different from general revelation not in

, , ‘ -4 :
: ) nature but in degree. It, too, is incarmational in character, an historical
% : ' -7 ' L

| event' or co plex of event, but it is in_the notion of importance that it

can be distinguished from natural revelation. As Thomas Ogletree poses ‘

this understanding of"impon¢ance', a certain happening or complex of |

e

~ | happenings undergoes a transfiguration which gives it-a paradigmatic

€ | |
. ! . / k . -
- - ) ' , * - s

’
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) } !
role in man's perception of reality. By disclosing the fundamental
D \

nature of reality, the event becomes set apalt from all pther events,
1) e

86

Yy

gives rise to a notion of God, and helﬂs determine man's fulfilment.

Special fevelation is a disclosure of God which indicates a greatér '’
intensity of defélactivity in the particular event which God has
chosen as the locus of his operation.

However, Pittenger points out Lhat the boundaries o} special
rgvelation cannot be| so clearly defined that man may know "with absolute
precision.What we may call the ;limits' of the histofical océurrence"aj
which is itself the heart of the revelation. SiLqe/God is never totaliy

revealed in any revelatory évent, but rather in the/ mode of his act}vity——

o .

within the process, ''the special or focal revelato‘y action d§és&not
confine God rather it defines him."88 - /f . ”
Special revelation is a chusing of the Jrocess, an intensification

of the meaniﬁg of the nature of reality as revealed in diffuse revelation,

" a finer apprehension of God's way with and in the world. It is only

f

througT»a faith -experience that this finer appqéhension is possible.

/
/

-

The Speéial Revelation in Jesus Christ - .

1
:

Pittenger affirms that in the case of the special rgvelatioﬁ in
Jesus Christ a special faith-experience is r qﬁired to discefa. ts sig- .
[ Cd

nificance. |For the Christian the Christ e;fnt is "the focal histatrical ’
( , ,

d's will for his world."ag

!

reality:..in his underétanding of God and

Pittenger acknowledges that the,pLimary locus of the revelation

in~Jesus is his personhood. Howeverjjhg/ elieves that the revelatory action

‘ !

. /
in Jesus énly agssumeés full meaning in the human response made to it:
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'“It is in this complex of events--the thing which occurs, which is known

to uéh;brough imaginative retéliing,/and'the response to it in faith--that

490

the special revelation-of God in Christ consists Again, the Christ

event assumes real Yhmportance only as it is felt to illumineqthe'"basic

i

dynamic ip the cosmos...the energizing of creative love, ceaseléssly working

to provide opportunity for and actualization of more widely shared good."gl

,

The Congruity of the Special Revelation in Christ with GeneralvRevglation

[3

The revelation of God in the Christ event is special revelation,
according to Pittenger, for other importang reasons: first, it re;eals a .
congruity with general revelation and the revelatory history of the 0ld Testa-
ment; second, Pittenger argues "that there is a connection betweenIJesus Christ
as|revelation and the entire ﬁi§t0§}cai realm; the congruity in the Q%oleness

of the pattern of God s’Pisclosure within the wfrld—order necessitates that

the revelatory history of the 0ld Testament is the,prevenient preparation for

-

the revelation in Jesus. . And, indeed, in defining/the boundaries of | the

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

Third,:as-aczbmplex event the Incarnation ﬂé historical in.character:

Jesus must be understood as a "genuine, historically-conditioned and entirely

human béing"93 who is the center of the revelationm in Christ. .Thus, though

P
-

God is 'met' in the Incarnation, the historical, human 1ocuf of divine

, . ,
activity in Jesus Christ 1s affirmed. -J

N

Ogletree,” in a stance similar to Pittenger's, argues that Biblical
¥

faith values historical time, and that in the Incarnation the’importance

N

of-time and flesh as essential constituents in the nétnte of reality

!

A
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receives its &bﬁt dramatic affirmation.94
» Griffin furthers Ogletree's emphasis on the importance of

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

tdings, the peLson i;\fhe locus of the realland the valuable; |the supreme-

reality is a supreme Eerson."gsllThe fact that the Christian wvision of

reality centers its chief meaning on the person of Jesus Christ Eoints

to the Incarnation as ghe most’supreme of revelatory acts.

.

And Griffin indicates that the correlation of the qudeo-Christian

world-view and process philosophy on the personal as the realm 6f the =~ . :

~

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

/
n96 in an under- /

Lk

purposiveness, freedom, response, and mutual involﬁémgnt

standing of reality. ) ’ \ )
If the Incarnation 1is, inypeality, congruous with the rest of

Biblic;l revelation, Jesus' decisiveness, says Pittenger, only makes -

sense because ¥he ré;elation of God in him shares the same dimensions of S

réalify that all disclosures of divine dctivity dﬁ: "Yet the fact remains

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

and that Jesus is a decisjve re&elation of the c#aractef and will of God."?’
,fourth, because Jesus shares the same categories of ontology as

%enera} revelation, he expresses the polaritylof universality and uniquenesé.

By expﬁessing God's actibity in the world of men and human history, he has

a universal character as revelation. But, "in the whole rich fullness

of God's working in the world, in the wondeffully various and manfrgraded '

revelation which he makes of himself to his human children, Jesus Christ

in the totality of his person and work is crucial, definitive, imique."9




-t

; Thus, Jesus

is both universal and unique: universal in that he embodies

i that which God is everywhere purposing and in some fashion

- achieving in the affairs of men; unique, in that it is he, '
Jesus Christ, who decisively embodies this purpose and action
and in the concrete results of his appearing has made a real,
‘unmistakable and "unlosable" difference in the liveg of men

.~ and in .their understanding of God and of the world.39 L0

The Uniqueness of the Christ Event: The Uniqueness of Inclusiveness

’

Pittgﬁger proposes that Christ's uniqueness can ke centrally
‘ /

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

the world.100 He'is, therefore, an unprecedented channeling of God's .

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

4

_ through his fulfilment of all revelation in "Jewish faith, in non-Christian

A , } o
and non-Jewish religions, in the secular world, in the natural order, -

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

about Him."101 ) -

'

It is in the fulfilment of the order of God's self-disclosure
e

) P
in the process that Jesus Christ indicates the nature of reality. Plttenger,

" 1ike Cobb and Griffin, argues that the meaning of the revelation in Christ

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

must become the most significant disclosure of the creative process of
reality. e ‘ ’ !
As Cobb points out, "he reveals what it means to live in terms

of the way reality actually is. Although Jesus' life, like his he
were conditioned by his time-and place in history, at a deeper level we

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

r e
what God is and what man is. This is fundamental."102

- % !

- o Griffin reifforces Cobb's stance*b} insisting that Jesus can
b L .

e i ety S qurealie . . L. i
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only be understood as the savior if he is the decisive clue to the

3

. 1 o
nature of reality.goaw Pittenger acknowledges Griffin's argument by

. PP I / ' .
) lﬂzf/"’iagiting that }esué' decisiveness as revelation arises from the un- Y

| paralleled degree to which he manifests the divine nisus present in
all of creation without in any way overstepping hi§ genuinely, human ;

o nature: "in the dynamic existence which was his,ﬁ@] fulfilled the

potentialities which were also his in a manner that impressed those

o

who companied with him as being extraordinary without being a violation
of the ordinary\ponditions of manh6od.’f]f04

- ) Jesus' uniqueness in his rivelation of the Logos is one of

EY

inclusion: he reveals in an eminent mannex the way God acts in the
world, tbe most- inelUsive human attributes, and the most persuasive

6’,~’~ frelationship between God and man. ] K ﬂ

/ : [asus_vdggisiggggggl_qoweVer, is' always understood within .the

= 3

context of the Old Testament view of God's way. with the world. Pittenger’

"

argues that the qualified difference in the revelation- through Christ

< "is the quantified difference in his understanding of the nature of

"

reality: . ) _

! ) He was a true radical who penetrated to the heart
N of the Jewish awareness of God and God's will as it
. had been worked out in history, who provided a fres
i ‘ , but not totally discontinuous beginning in the h
' ’ of man vis—a-vis that God, and who in
esta w1 nsity “in the relationship between
! ‘ God and man.

2y -
-

Thus, though the decisiveness in Jesus Christ as revelatfon is '’

I
v

one of geg:eeﬂlsigce—ufEgyAﬁﬁEEH&*Q&&k{HAHkaHuaFinnkind—between_diffe:ene————a—
e ! -

. s |
operations of the Logo§ in.a process world-view expressing the singular

: N . T
{ (if " quality of +Focess creativity), Pittenger argues that the revelation in T

; . !
| - bt} .

-~




Jesus Christ becomes in

a

on by providing the ¢

- . his dreative dynamism, his influei

mankind, and in his provisigon of
1 com’ﬁl\ue in a i)ositive directi

realiLy, more importantly of the-

ittenger's eyes the criterion of
lue to the:nature of revelation in
hce on the direction of history and

—

Flie proper goals for creative energizing

. As the paradigm of the  nature of

ature of fully actualized manhood,

Jesus becgmes the crown of all revelatory activit?'.

Jesus Christ: t

Metaphysical Uni

T

v

on of the Divine and Human |

unders nding of how Jesus is the

o °

apparent. The 4

~

NG I

L N
Turning more specifically then to Pittenger's .Christology,

o~
unique paradigm in his process theology

of God',s" way with the world (and hence of the nature of reality) becomes

ture of the Incarmation is, of course, complex, having

©

onceptual boundaries.

While the mét}

" neither s(happly def
J Y 2

Yol . i

I m ; Jesus must be taken as fully human,

d 1imits nor ¢

4 " that "the sacred humanity of our Lo

e
- ‘f , 1

"many-colored disclosure of God in

psychologically and physically, f.o
rd is the very instrument fo::zthe‘
1anguage we may underst%nd, w106 the

Eetaphysical unity of the human and

< “\Iﬂcarnation must still express the’

the divine. . }
B : o
. 5 C
Pittenger posits that-

_that God has of man and his relatio+
* of his having known what it is to be a

.and_ .his relationship with God are(tf

1 .y-has been ‘inte\ny united with God." 07

L3

\

Py

(

/

through the Incarnation "the understanding

with mgn are now through the terms

H

A
&

|
rough the terms which follow from %He

a nan; and mah js approach to God

|
d

Il
l

{))
|

[\ e




jintegrated unity, Pittenger points out that| the unity of -the divine

S

"and human in him is therefore organic, net er'{imension contradipting

;t;he other, God acting through Jesus' huma
. ’ - _% .

" Thus Jesus' historicity is of paramount importance; although the

¢

L7 1

. £ .
\ of Jesus as the Christ, Pittenger believes honetheless that there must . ]

_struggle as a human being

Bé\a\recogrnition of his Jewish identity, h:{

/to accept his vocation to cio God's will in a unpatalleled manner, -and .

his humkc&ditioning in a particular historical n;ilieu"whic'h influenced ,
i his thinliing. In Jesus\' very real humanity the most positive release of

the divine activity of love occurs:
If Jesus released the divine love int¢ human.life in an .
unprecedented manner and degree, he did this becausg in o
all respects he shared the manhood whiph is ours; and. if we, -

in our turn, can appropriate that love\released in his

accompltshment, it is because it was dilsclosed and made

effective in these very human terms which are also ours.

This is why there is a profoundly religiious importance, a

most serious significance for faiag, in' granting to Jesus V.
the fullest measure of humanity. !

i
Pittenger states that in Jesus' human choice apd decision to

’ I
ful£11 the initial aim granted him by God, the imp#ct‘off ht's 1ife as

‘ oy ¢ J ,

LN

* the revehl‘ation of - the 0ld Testament G%d is made. Besid;jhis influence on R ‘

3

.

human li‘fe in this regard, Jesus brought to fulfilment the Judaic reiigious-

moral culture in which he himgelf waswimmer*sed. \
B t y ° - - / f
co ~In Pittenger's eyes the essentlal presupposition for a-theslogy ;

1

. . , .

6f Incarnation is that man and Cod a:)\e in intimate relation and that .

! , 2 . ’

the- Logos is the basic ground of being. Using Augustine's concept of
Co . . © . >

- ; ! : |

"man~made-towards-God", Pittenger sees Jesus as being elected as..the

(s . .

- . i
organon of the Logos, but that necessarily he had gto reépond to this

~~
-~
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\ *__lelection in complete surrender to God's will. Thus the,metaphysical union

/ of the diVine and human is most complete in the Christ event: ‘ -

The most complete, the fullest, the most organic and
integrated union of Godhood and mantiood which is
conceivable is precisely one in which by gracious in- !
! dwelling of God in man and by manhood's free response
. - in surrender and love, there is established a relationship
! : which.is neither accidental nor incidental, on the
o one hand, nor mechanical and physical, on the othér; but
a fyll, free, graclous unity of the two in Jesus Christ,
who is both.the farthest reach of God the Word into the
life of man and also (amgby consequence) the richest
response of man to .God.

’

Pittenger warns, however, that _the Christ event must not be seen

to contain or manifest all of the divine reality, bqt to reveal the nature

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

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

.

response of man to (%od's being as love.

As is the case with God's way in the entire created order,
e “
divine causation has pr;orltylin the revelation in\ Jesus Christ. Indeed,

v

Pittenger emphasizes that it is God's choice to reveal himself with

/

unique intensity through the incarnation,v and that Christ's emergence

J . ‘ :
as the expression of the divine reality, though the crown of congruous

. 7 , ”

revelation, is not merely an evolution from natural forces but, an appearance

within ‘the process involving supreme, divine causal activity.llo Par-

ticularly in thé Passion and death of Christ Pittenger believes that

FRRp ]

the’divine, causal and affective principle was at work, revealing God's
' l,

¢

. ‘ suffering par’ticipation in his world and the triumph of cosmic love.
: ) . ’
i ’ Pittenger insists that emphasizing God's activity in Jesus, rather

RO e

‘ than the divine substance present in” him upholds the process perspective

L , of the ceaseless emergizing of God within reality and sim/ult:aneously the




‘ in the deepest intentionality of being) with God that in

33

Biblical understanding of unique revelatory events within the history

of the world. Jesus then 1s the organon of the divine purpose and

¢

~will; his manifestation of human divinity comes through his human effort to

conform his wiJrl to the will of God, or in precess terms to {identify his

Subjective aim completely with the initial aim provided by God for
his actualization. Though Pittenger’acknowledges that this full union
of éhe divine and human cem pgobably" be understood only through a faith
exp:"érience, nevertheless he argurs for its ontological reality:

Indeed, Pittenger believes that in the Christ event there :l[s
present the simultaneous experience of divine anci‘ humgn activity; the union

of God and man is totally -personal in Jesus Christ:

~ 5

¢ THe\hxjman life of Jesus . was so one in will (that is to say
him the life of God was lived in man, by a man, and for men...
He 1is our clue to the Divine Reality; he is our clue to the
truth about humanity; he is our clue to the right relationship
between them, Inlﬂm the Image of God is emergent and manifest
in full humanity.

s

Pittenger upholds that this union of God and man has a ‘gracious

’

quality which, once established, is permanent. However, he also believes
. . N\
that though the encounter through faith of God in Jesus is real, there

is a distinction between God and man even as the most intimate relationship
~— !

between them exists in the Christ event. Pittenger calls this self-dis- |

closure of God-in-act in .Jesus Christ a theocentric revelation (rather
: )
than a Christo-or Jesu-centric one), since it becomes the norm for what

is said about God and the truth about m::m.112

,

The unique position of Jesus Christ as the 'final’ revelation

AY

of God's activity (particularly in the created order) has a: two-fold basis:

firxst, though the Logos does, to some degree, work withi/n all men, Jesus

r

\ .
I
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. of the process as it continues forward in its creative actualization.

-only God himself can provide for man.

. v

must ‘be understood to havg been M_ by CGod as his special organon -
for the revelation of the divine purpose; segond, Jesus l"L‘t—zsponse to

this choice by God is the fullest and most complete response a man can
make to the divine will; thus he is ché enti’rely«adequate human instrument
f/o/r‘ the divine self-expression,

~
-

Jesus Chriét: The Revelation of Human Nature °
1

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

Pittenger's Christolog;f centers on his ontological significance as

s

revelation. Since the Wordwié that mode of God's being concerned-with

~— oy

creation, his self‘-expressicn and ré;relation, i.e., God outward, then )

it can be seen to undergird all human 1ife in {ts historical situat::Loné.ll3

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

process, the reason for the way things are, the definition of the meaning N B

By positing Jesus Christ as the human locus oflthe Logos, the

meaning of the Christ event becomes clear: it is the supreme paradigm

‘o:rﬁthe nature-of reality and the agent for the most intense and ultimate

revelation of divine creativity in the world.114 N .

” .

Since God's chief activity is seen to be energizing love, i:} VRN

~

Jéesus Christ can be found the human expression of cosmic love which allows

all'men the vision of love and the possibility of becoming integrated

t

P

lovers. The unique intgnsity rth which the Word energizes in the Christ

event is so decisive that it-utterly embradces the wholeness of. life that

~

~

In effect then, the revelation of human nature in Jesus is as

i
I

I4 ) o
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B

essential as the revelation of divine nature. Again, it is because

’

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

of tﬂgfintgrpepetration of all of reality, particuldrly thaé of God

3

and man, that the‘significance of Jesus' disclosute of true human'naturﬁ
is acknowledged. Pittenger would insist that such a view correlates
with the BiblicaliunderégandiLg of the intimate relationship of God

:

and the world, finding supreme expression in the Imago Dei in man.

What, then does Jesus Christ revéal about human nature? As
- -
H.W. Montefi;re po;ntsnput,'gglundepstand the revelation #n Jesus Ch;ist
one must see the anélogy between God's being and man's. In this way ' i
the Incarnation makes sense. This i; not to sa&, and ﬁittenger would ¢
agree wholly here, ihat God shoﬁld be equated with a human person, but -

s f

that the transcendent deity is immanently disclosed in the Christ-event.

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

he. goiﬁts to the existential aspect of Christ as revelation: "He is what ‘

man is, the' existential embodiment of the essential Manhood which rightly

—

belongs to each of us. For the Christian theist this is to say that in

o

" him the divine imﬁge is embodied in concrete and actual humanity, in

16

‘historical existerlce."1 The dynamic, temporal agent of God's working

.

within creation, Jesus embodies to the ultimate degree the same existehtTal

! -

aspectis of becoﬁing,that all men do. Thus his very real emotion, love,

- !

suffering, doubt, and affirmation are given priority in Plttenger's view

s

of revelation.

Jesus also reve;ls what a fully integrated, aetualiged Man of
#pve is, aclordin& to Pittenger. 1In fact, the basic reality of the Christ
event is the love he shows as.a man, not diffe;ent ip-kindéfrom other

' i

1
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the world, Jesu; especially reveals God'?}mrmonizing and creative love:

 other men, he does poi;:\aﬁf\bhAQNJesus' full aobedience to his under-

i

’

human love, bgg in degree; because it "1s indecd most intense, most

generous, as it is most exacting and austere,"117  jegus! expression

of cosmic love is so positive and creative in Pittenger's eyes that it

reveals the true participation which is life's nature and meaning. Thus,

]

though all human love is the manifestation of divine love operating in

>

Griffin further points out that Jesus' transparency to the divine

R

reality indicates his'very self to be constituted by his prehension of

Lo & . ,/
118 Thus his own vision of his purpose and role attains supreme

God.

authority. Jesus' utter obedience to the divine will further reveals

hid understanding of his response as a human being to God. His authentic

'
.

humanity results from his full intégration of God's initial aim Ior him B

within the temporal order and "his complete openness to every situation

as mediating to hi%_the deWand and succor of God, his use of every\
¥ N . '

)

»
situation ag a new means of communicating himself to others in obedience

to and in dependence upon God whose concern is. for the universal fjrfilment
of mankind."119 ’ D ’

! .
| Unlike Cobb who belfeves that the unique "I'" of Jesus springs

kY

from his unique initial aim from God and his response to thdt aim, Pit-

tenger believes all.men are given the same kind of initial aim in God's

directive to become fully actualized lovers and thus fully integrated
Q ) , ( '

human beings. ﬁénce, though Pittenger 'tends to minimlize the distinction

beﬁween the nature of the initial ahm given to Jesus and that given to

standing of the divine purpose working. within him is indeed unparalleled.
u
Yet because he shares full humanity with the rest of mankind, his response

+




P R d

o

37

‘

to God's will is the supreme paradigm for all men to follow in their

own actualiz ,
N -~

Returning briefly to Cobb's arguient that Jesus' claim of

d

authority is different in kind from other teachers of the time'Fecause

| .
it unites both the content and source of his prehension, i.e, God,l20

9

Pittenger wouhd agree that Jesus' vision of reality includes his claim

to be God's agent £or the working out of His purpose. In his under-
standing and reinterpretation of the kingdoer of God, Jesus reveals his

unique, sense of authority.

Pittenger then posits Jesus' humanity as unparalleled. by any

-

other man in the history of the world. He,-in fact, displays sacred
humanity because he attains perfect, actualized. manhood in his utter faith
in God, his utter obedience to the divine will (epitomized in the Cross),

and his love-in-action whereby he embraces both god and the world i;m

love.121 Thus, Jesus reveals what-the Proper Man is under the conditions -

“ 7

of space and time, "bringing to special fulfilment or actualization...

wl22

genuine human possibilities. Jesus' vision and work in the world

r

have as their centre his knowledge of God's".‘pe isive presence and

i
s

activity in the world.
7

Jesus Christ: The Revelation 'of Divine Nature ) ,

In turning specifically to the revelation of d;vine nature iL‘l ”

the Christ event, Pitténger sho’ws that the saT emphagis on Jesus'

decisiveness in the revelation of human naturel also holds in his dis-

~closure of God. Pittenger ~argues that since only God can have the wvalue

of God, Jesus' life;indicates that. th;at: which rs ultimate in experience

—
v
b

tion. = - : .
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/metapﬂysicgl union'of God and man, he acts %imultaheously as both..

_working of the divine nature within him, a new level of éreation';é

38
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and in being has.aq effect on man.123 Because Jesus Christ is the

a «

Griffin argues, for instance, that this understanding of qesus'
divine natufe does not rele%gte the Christ event to the realm of the ‘
miraculous, but is an affirmatﬁon of Chgistian process'd;tology where
God is seen as active in all events, and thus his objective‘preéence in

Jesus becomes possible. In the unity of the respective wills of God
v .
and Jesus %5 the Incarnation, the selfhood of Jesus becomes constituted

by his awareness of God’.124 Hence is manifested the deity in Jesﬁs; un-

©

-3

paralleled elsewhere in the process. o { //// /i'

- - $ N - ! ’ )
In fact, in the concept of Jesus' transparency to the divine

\

nature the most definitive idea of the revelation of God in the Christ

event,takes form. Because Jesus Christ is coripletely open to the ///
s

reached. Jesus' perfect obedience to the divine willffwithin the medidm

of human personalify, makes the presence of God within him unique: "In’

|
him the love of God addresses man with a unique directness, not as through

the prophets. In his acts and words Christians encounter the word and

’

deed of God."lzg/

_ Pittenger believes thaﬁ Christ reveals God as Love-In-Action:
"in Christ {God] disclosed his heart and effectively acted to make new

and authentic existence possible for his children."126

God, according
to’ Pittenger, through the Christ eve t, is séen as a suffering 1everlwhb
part{cipates fui1y~1n the werld'as iﬁ is prbcessed; experiencing both,
goodness and evil as they arise through the frEeégm of creativity.

Through Jesus, God reveals that love and tenderness are the means
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/ ) /
///’by which integration and Harmony 5?7 brought into the creation and by
!

! .
which the communal parficipation in the created good becomes possible.
. , i - , =

/

Jesus as revelation/is definitive because he releases the power of love
) /

to others in an nparalleled/way. The new life in Christ, the mutuality

6f divine and/human love an /love-in-community,;27

v

is the essence of

the divine/energilzing withir the process and the central affirmation
pf»Lhe iblical God. / ’ ' Y
Ny — /
Through Jesus' revelation of the divine nature as love-in-act
/ ' :
he saving 'side of God's #ature is revealed. ittenger argues that though

i

the Christ event in no w?y limits God's ‘gradious activity in relation

to sin, evil, and suffeqing (and hence atonement, redemption, and
{ /

salvation), neverthelegé it does revedl this aspéct of God's operation

in ;he most cémplete way. The Cross and the Resurrection are, in

Pittenger's eyes, disclosures Jf "the universal fact of God in relation
- /l ! . ) '
to sin and suffering. "8 ) )

In ggrt;éulaf Pittenger believes that the Cszs is absolutely
" » s

essential to Chéist an faith, for Jesu%' death "was the result of human
/

sin and moralle 1. But the fact of dying, with all its painful accom-

paniments,
world,"‘l Jesus revealed in his death éh&ﬁ God is everpresent in the
/ -

face’of evil, ﬁéﬁer*abanjoning creation to ultimate de#trrctiveness and

. 4,

s nonetheless a ‘genuine par?icipafion in E?e pain of the

destruction. . - | ‘ . |
oo | : .

(4

v :
Jesus Christ: The Bevelation of the Relatidnship between God and Man

$ince the Christ event is both the revelation of divine and
| -

.

human nature, its final significance lies in its disclosure of the - .

- /‘ [l .

i e —— e . * . / - ot e e B B s "
I, ' |
. '
L4 d !
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felationship between God and man: J

There can be no doubt that the fact of Christ
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 ) -
in an inescapable and organic relation. But

the "moment", says Christdan faith, is decisive ‘130 —
and absolute in its significance for God-man relations.

In Christ, Pittenger believes, is fOund "the chief means of

relationship’ between the ultimate Reality of God and the derived reality

w131

of men. Griffin coLtinues this line of thinking by stating that

through the revelation in Christ there is an increased possibility for

- -

man's fulfilment of God's presentation of initial aimg, particularly

of aims which more directly-express God's purpose in the world.l32

Through the totdlity of his life, understood to be in perfect

| ¥

obedience to the divine will, Jelsus indicates the right relationship

between God and ;an. His acttal@zation of human possibilities, Fpecifically
the human responge to God's love and action, becomes a féct which all men
can participate in through faith.

@ﬁe Christ event changeé for all time God-in re}ation-to-man;
retoncili é the world and man to Cod, heightening the redemptive activity
of God within the created order: "on the Cross the love of God in Chrisﬁ/
meetg man even at the point where man deserts it,'rejects it and slays it.l33
?he rfdemptive activity of God which occurs thtough Jesup'.Passion,

]

death, and Resurrection is the locus of the :esroration-af the God-man
relation. Since man's true nature is indeed love-in-action, according
to Pittenger, the cbmplex event involving the Cross and the RasurreLtion

must be seen as a continuing faith exper{énce which indicates that the

love released in the person of Jesus Christ is still working. for the ~

L3
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. world-view of Christianity and its revelation, Pittenger sees Jesus

\ 7 \ . 1
benefit of man and tl;g world. o ‘

1, ’

Though the Christ event can be seen to be the crown of Judeo-
!

£Christian srilvation history, Pittenger believes it is as revelation

most importantly the paradigm .of God's way with the world and his

r .

) ,operation within it, of the self-actualized man, of the proper relation~

£y
\

ship between God and man, and finaliy of the nature of reality itself.

In conclusion, the foundation of Pittenger's ideas of revelation

* ==

is broad, emphasizing the process belief that all of reality partakes of .

and hence reveals God's nature. Uniting this belief with the particular

) !
Christ as a unique focus of the general mode of revelation in|the world

and as the final revelation which enhances and ultimately redefines the
' 3 .

s

boundaries of God's activity in the world.
|

. B
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CHAPTER TWO

Revelation in Abraham Heschel: The Disclosure of Divine Pathos

—

* Like Norman Pittenger, Abraham Heschel is a philosopher who

relies heavily on polarities and dialectics in his conceptualization of

- % vndaa

religiéus ideas. Heschel himself attributes his use of polar concepts |
P ’ | ‘ '
|

I .
to the Jewish tradition from which he emerges: "To Jewish tradition...

paradox is an essential way of understanding the world, history and

nature. Tension, .contrast, contradiction characterize all“of reality."l

"

Polarity and Paradox: Man's View of Reality
g A = =

] r
Heschel believes that from the human standpoint, polarities

|
H
\

exist in every, part of re%lity becaiuse of the nature of ~the human con- -

1
~

-dition. Man is the being in the universe who senses t%e tension of

everything, the magnetdc opposition of drives, deeds, eventg, and

thoughts, and yet paradoxically he intuits a God who ends all tension

’! and "is beyond(all'diéhotomies...Thus the pinnacle of Jewish fruth is
a m}stery of divine \'mity."2 ) ‘ .
In delving into Heschel'# own Jewish thinking, polarities in his -

- ——

ontoiogyswm;ch gset the stage for an understanding of his ideas of revelation

become cléar. Perhaps the most obvious example is his analysis.of the
relgtion of God to the world. . By positing Qod’as the wholly énd tr#ﬁéﬁeudeﬁt
other who, despite his incompr;hensibility, is involved intimately with
; the worid, He;chel believes he remains true. to Bibiigal ontology.B‘

l Fritz Roths#hiﬁd points out (in his introduction to Heschei‘s

) .
‘thought in Between God and Man) that in the experience of grandeur and

the' ineffable which Heschel argues is one OF the starting points for

God-awareness in man's consciousness, polarities already exist. Man

‘

';"J‘ - ‘ - [ b

| -
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' mutual exclusivity is surpassed and-their mutual necessity affirmed.
! ’ .

combineé the subjective and objective realms of reality in this ex~
perience; throﬁgh his wonder, awe, and faith, all three subjective

respon%és to the grandeur of the world, he experiences the sublime,

tWe mystery and the glory of reality which are objective dimensions -

7 — - |
of his world.4 Though there 1is clearly no logic gwhich can "prove'" the|!
&
s
existence of these dimensions, Heschel insists they are an implicit part

,of man's relation t6 reality. i R

’ -

Similarly, man exists in time‘in a'pargdoxical manner. He is -
constantly aware of the temporality of his own existenc; and yet simul- |
taneously'conscLous of the "uninterruptedness" and "abidingness" of
gime. That temporality and eternity always meet in man's upderstanding

of himself in time points, according to Heschel, to one of the basic

@

v

polarities in man's existence. '

“ L%kewise, despite the history of his iniquities, man' faith
impliég that ng.s cqnéern with the world is redemptive, that Leyond
Ehe diéﬁord and dive£sity of human activity, the source and meaning
of life is unifying compassion.6 Heschel believes that man's position
in the universe is'uniqu% as the convergiﬂ; point }though not the
dissolutions of the worLd's poiarities, Thus éven in Pis owrl actions,
pattern abd sponianeity circumscribe his deeds. As a body-spirit unity,

o= ’

the living that man does involves both law and freedom.7 Man can —
. AR

neither escape’ these polétities nor understand them completely. Yet

- ) L}
Heschel believes that-in the concreteness of humafi existence, their C

b

Only in God do all tengions end.

Obviously then, man's understanding\and description of realify
7 ' ,

ey
y
¥

~
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4
are #ialecticél. Heschel maintains that epistemology cannot escape

the mystery of paradox and polarity. Revelation then:'as a unique
focus of religious knowledge, will involve opposed eleménts from man's
vantage point. And indeed it is with Heschel's understanding of know-

ledge that a full account of his ideas on revelation must begin.

[ : ~ '

. '
Wonder as the Root of Knowledge: The Response/to the Preciousness of Being
} .

’
’ +

Heschel poses insight and reason gs basic modes of human know-
ledge. But the root of all knowledge is'w'onder.8 "fhe tangible phenomena
we scrutinize with out owp(reason; the sacred and the indemonstrable we’
overhear with Fhe sense of the ineffable:"9 Man's sense of wonder is a
response of amazement to being, an answe; to peing's question to man, a
sense of realization that whatever man is, he owes.lo Accord;ng to
Heschel, man's wonder "Ls“phe state of our beigg asked,"11 prior %o R
our conceptualizations, ;nvoly}ng the dimenéion of our existence which
is‘truly religious, which ;espénds in concern during moments of awe to

»

the meaning of being. Not a perception, but an awareness of the mystery

\ -

and glory of the world, wonder is a sense of the ineffable as an objecfive

category of realiEy.

Wonder leads to our use of reason in discovering that which is
tangible, buE as a reépons? to the mystery oJ being thch hovers above
the tangible, it leaés to ; cognitive insight that life has meaning and
that God as concerned-being-beyond-all-being is real.12 Unfortunately,

&

such an 1nsight‘is neither cohmon nor lasting. Heschel points out that

t

the knowledge gained of the ultimate signifi&ance of being is necessarily

a faith experienéé: ]

|
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He who has never been caught in such a radical situation
will fail to understand the certainty it engenders. He
who absponds, who is always absent when God 1S present,

" should explain the reasons for his alibi, and abstain from
bearing witness. He who hds ever gone through a moment .
of radical insight cannot be aiwitness to God's,gon-
existence without laying perjuty upon his soul.”™ ~

Indeed, the transcendent preciéusﬁess 6f existence which Heschel

points out is-only sensed in moments of wonder and ensuing insight is g

a certainty without knowledge: it is real without being
expressible., It cannot be communicated to others; every
man has to find it by himself. In moments of sgnsing the
ineffable we are as certi&n'of the value of the world as
we are of its existence.

Heschel argues that meaning occurs outside the mind in object?ve
: _ reality, that in man's awareness being and value are inseparable. In fact, .
/ the expectedness of méaning, says Heschel, is the root'of all man's

thinking, feeling, and volig}on.l5 Because[our &oncepts abstract this

’ 14 A ‘
meaning, Heschel maintaids we cannot conform the value of the world to

our minds. . Inexpressible in its very nat*re, only the immediate insight

through wonder affirms its—ekistence.16 A, Lichtigfeld, in his book on

pﬂilosophy and revelation in Jewish thought, confirms Heschel's point:
In the religious consciousness being and meaning form a T
unity. The religious man grasps the transcendental |
reality immediately in the religious act; there is innate...
in him an intuition of his relatedness with ’Anothegﬂ
who is not whojly other, a Beyond that is within, a
hence an immediate consciousness of a Reality which / .
assures us that we are able tqlsooperate with an
immanent purpose in the world. '

Though Heschel might dispute Lichtigfeld's conteﬁt}on that
’ f

God is not wholly other, he, nevertheless, woﬁld agree that tyanscendent
reality is sensed only in an immediatf, religious act. Thus, though ﬂ
the ineffable is objective and transsubjective, Heschel believes it is

not capturable in thought, imagination, or feeling.l8 TThe living
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encounter with reality takes place on a level that precedég con-

ceptualization, on a level that is 'responsive, immediate, preconceptual,

1}
-

‘ 1 )
and presymbolic." ? }lence, though science may explain the hows of existence,
- |

) , it never explains the whys of the world; in fact, it serves to extend .

i

N ' the scope of the ineffablﬁ. Heschel believes the concept of the

ineffable accounts "
» . " for the diversity of man's attempts to express or \\
depict reality, for the diversity of philosophies, L
. poetic visions or artistic representations, for the
h consciousness that we are still at the beg}Bning l
of our effort to say what we see about us.
I . 3

o | |
The Sublime: An Indication of the Divine Presence in- the World
1 ) ‘ j -

! - ) ‘ ( The sublimity of the wor':ld/, (thervefore, produces the responses —-

r

i

P of radical amazement and awe in man. These are indeed ways of knowing .

(. B - the world and God's prnsencfe. The sublime poi;ts to the divine. Itself

not ultimacy in being, it stands in relation to something l;eyond it: .

"The sublime is not simply there. It i not a thing, a qu}ality, JautﬂleMM;W-

I rather a ﬂappening, an act of God, a marvel...Therg are|/no sublime facts;

| ‘
there are only divine acts." n21 The Biblical mind, Heschel believes,

v
e

! ’ reacted to the sublime a$ tgf indiﬁatinn of the divine. For the »

A .
—

prophets, in particular, wonder and awe were forms of t :l.nking.22 Not \

only in space but in time not only in nature but in history, the
x

- sublime produced- the éxperience of radical amazement in Biblical man.2

Heschel believes the modern Jew must likewise retain h:l.]s sense of wonder
in order to se}nse the ineffable dimension of reality, ‘nd hence, God.

In fact, the beginning of wisdom is awe.24 Without awe", theré is‘no

o " ‘ :

(’.‘,‘ [ . transcendent meaning, “no sgiritual xlimension or value to the world and
N . ) : ‘

|
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living. With awe, mystery becomes an ontological facé: -"We stand

57

Is

in its presence, yet [are] unable ‘to grasp its essence."25 Mygtery g
. A Vo
)then is experienced in all being, -an ontological category, "the . T

nature of being as God's creation out of nothing, and, therefdrek" ‘
soﬂgihing which stands beyond fhe scope of human comprehensian."zg\ T

t

.~ . Never gained through abstractions, but apprehended througg\ 1
N . \
concrete, immediate relatedness, mystery reveals that being implies K

standing for, that the ineffable is not an exception but the spiritual | ;
J \ - v

! -

setting for reality, "as if to be meant to be thought of b!fcod."27 Y \

Thus Heschel maintains that in human knowledge the world and ‘man are / \

object and subject; within human wonder they are one in being, in \
) ' ’ |
gxernity.za' ’ . -
Becguse of the value-laden ontology iﬁplicit in Biblical: \\” ‘

thought which Heschel preserves in his philosophy of religion, he believes

s

that being i1s more significant in the moral sense than in the cosﬁo&oglcal
H ' i .
"sense. While the Greek contribution to man'sjunderstanding of . reality

[

is‘the ordered totality of the cosmos, the Jewish contribution is the

moral significanie of being. As Heschel himself argues, '"We are more

anxious to know whether there is a God of justice than to learn whether

\ . . o
f

-tﬂere is a God of order.29

I

| " value itself, says Heschelk,lics in theivcry relations which
exist in reality. Good and evil are not mere psychological. facts, but

are given within reality as ontological,facts. Good, he believes, is
f

the convergence or unity in reality, evil the discord and the divergence.

Moral and spiritual relations are glven within realigy;,man himself is
conscio%s that he must respond in comﬁi;ment to the good without l:lmitation.31

I v -
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Importantly then, sanctification i"s, not urTeartP 1y but the reason

| \ !

{
. l !
why all being is sublime:

'

There is no dualism of the earthly and the sublime. All
things are sublime. They were all create by. God and their .
continuous being, their blind adhierence to the |laws of
necessity are...a way of obedience to the|Creator. The

existence of things throughout the universe is|a supreme ritual.

"
1

God: The Divine Subject Sensed through the| Experience of Sublimity
& 7

- that there are moments whefi his glory (S

| ]

How then can God be understood aé} the source of sublimity?

‘

Heschel insists God is never the object bf; man's IJnowing, but can onijf

~ i

be apprehended as the transcendent divine subject.| God is Qﬁever merely

the reason for the preciousness of being, 33 We ¢

/ - !
reflected upon in relation to the reason for beinj, but in relation to!

nnot)r argue God's !
I

existence from an idea of God,or as a nec’essary, irst gause, Hethel:

maintains, but, from an ontological presuplposition (aware éss) that

34 ’ !

God’ does, in fact, exist. ' , ) . ]
. - I

God is affirmed through a faith|experience of the inegfable %

3

dimension. of being as a reélity which is| higher and other than the soul

-

and the universe.35 Man possesses an/in uition o God s presence in his

, i ]
sense that the universe is an object of ivine th ught, "but in his ) l
r N |

| S
resporise to this senﬂe, he realizes He.oWes his existence to ‘Go , whw

’ ¥
is not just a being "but being in in and beyond all Ithings."36 | i-j ,

<

Heschel drgues that God's essen

' . I
’ The glory is the presence,/ not ithe essenae of God; an i
act rather than a quality; a process not a substance.
Mainly the glory manifests itself as a power overwhelmin ;‘
the world. Demanding’homage, it is a p wer that de.scend h o]

i

o to ‘guide, to remind. The glory reflects abundance o; goéd

¢ and truth, the power that acts in nature ‘and history.
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man be;fore we asAL questions of him: = "God is pot an expl_anatio‘ia of the
; \

-Yet

“of h

-

!
|
|
o
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i
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utwardness of the world then com{nunicates part of/ the

indwelgiing greatness of God. This greatness iL; not an aesthetic or
i ! ' ’

physic’"al category but a living presence. It is an aura lying about all

b

being,; There is no adequate way to knov’ the g}ory, only an awareémess

of be%ng known by tt. 38 ! -

» {’

1

,According to Heschel, it is in fact Gpd who asks questidys of

1

world?® s enigmas or a guarantee for our salvation. He is an etér’nal

challenge, an urgent demand. He is not a prohlem to be solved but a
; A
question addressed to us as individuals, as ndtions, as mankind."39

i ‘ ‘
Heschel believes such an understanding of God |springs fﬂrom the basic
Bibliical affirmation that faith is dependent upon God's pursuit of man.

Man then knows God only because God knows man. God reaches )man

53

™
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40

with his questions only at rare times of spirjtual insight on manis, part.

an's knowledge is ever an awareness only of God's presence, never

- -

S. essence. Hescﬁel. reiterates time and again that/God is a hidden

- {
or the most part: YThe extreme hiddennes

M T IUNSERE - S

‘of God is a fact o¥

&
=%
gt

con‘sgtant awareness. Yet his concern, His guidance, His will, His ‘

Lrtlomg o

colmﬁandments\are revealed to man and capable f being experienced by h:&m. "

Heschel woﬁ:ks from the Biblical conckrn with knowledge of God's

wili, father( than knowledge qf the order of nature. Again, his emphasis

—@LnLﬂ%LntnLl—\L—\LnL

nd nature. 42

O‘
L:\L—‘EL-‘L..‘L

of 5epiatemology but rather as the root of ep stemology it:self in factf

|
nking 1itself, Heschel acknowledges that Gpd|is a problem which {

| o o X

t

g

IS

sufpasses scientific and natural concepts.
: _
:

L

[

Z

T

3

3

i

i

K

udaic rather than Greek: o know God's willl is to know he is the power

}
i

Believing that we cannot -tyeat.God as part of the problem
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Him that we think of Him. Thus, we must think of Him as the subject of

' him in an intuitive way through the ineffable. Heschel argues that the

. human will with God's will, of the human point of view with God's point

T 60

As a living s;lbject then, God precludes our' knowledge (as
t;hinking subjects)' of him. We must realize ourselves as objects of
God_ rather thén as subjects: '"Our knowing Him and His reality are not
apart. To think of H:im is to open our m—inds to Hib; all-pervading
presence, tq our being replete with His presence."“ God, thérefore, -

°

is a reality which is not an ob;{,ect of discovery. Man's thinking of

God is within Him: "In thinking of Him, we realize that it /_i_g through

e vt e o———

God make himself known to man? As the subject of revelation, Heschel ’

says, God manifests his i:resence ‘and will. When man knows God's presence "

as subject, however, the danger,w}}_gs' in personifying him too closely, k

univocally with the human person. Heschel argues that te personify -

the spiritually real is often to beﬁittle it, and such a presumption

[
must never find weight in man's speech about God.l'6 . )

Thus while God's knowledge of man is alwa'ys prior t.:o‘ man's know-

][edge of God, it becomes clear that human knowledge of the divine "com-
p’rehends only what God asks of man.';47 Heschel asserts that thig is the
content of prophetic revelation, the Bible being God's visioqL of man, God's ' h
; o

t . o
revelation of what he asks of man. Though we cannot know God from his

revelation (as we niight know another persi’n) we can come to understand

prophets are indeed the primary human example of letting the in\effable

t '
become a voice which reveals God's concern with t:lu; worldpl‘8

*

Human wisdom then at itsg height is the identification of the
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of view, of human sympathy with the divine sympathy.ag Though the
! ~

human side is always limited because it is framed within the divine, ’

»

faith itself does not depend on miracle or proof but rather on man's
i

aBility to reside spiritually within the mystery of the divine presence.So
‘ \
God's existence then can never be tested by human thought.

3

1t can only

._be acknowledged in awe in the presence of the ineffable. o

Poir\n:ing out that God-awareness involves three approaches, all

—

of which are found in the Bible, Heschel makes it clear that the Biblical
;nderstanfi}ng of man's communion with God is neither limit::d nor in-
adequate and hencL ultimately appropriate fokaodern ,m,an.‘ Heroutlines
these three approaches as follows: 1) The awaren?ss of the realm of
the ineffable and God's glory ubiquitously sensed in an\cl behind all
thL.ngs which leads to papentheism; 2() The awareness that the discrete,

conscious self cannot be distinguished at its root which leads to

mysticism; and 3) the awareness of God's voice addressing. man and

demanding the ipndividual's free response which leads to the view of

- l

God as transcendent.>’ . ‘ ) ’ t
Heschel's point is that| the Biblical understanding of God is

’
'
-

complex and paradoxical, and yet because it is the affirmation of the

ineffable setting of all of reality, it necessarily has to belb Alwa‘ys’,ﬂ

according to Heschel, God~awareness is by nature sudden and 1ﬁsightfuL,

mysteriou's though concrete, pa;adeicaT yet certain. For this reason,

-

God's revelation of himself never fits clear-ct{t, rational categorlies

of understanding, yet it is unde’nfi:ably real for the man who has received
it. The reality of God 1s grasped not as consequence but .as a premise

of human l;hought.52 . ’ ,
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“of unity with all things, and yet these predicates can be reduced

Based on the Biblical approach to’God-awareness, Heschel relates

’

the three starting points for contemplation about God: 1) the sensing of his

presence in the erld; 2) the sensing of his presence in the Bible; 3) the

sensing of his presence in sacred deeds, Heschel believes these correspond
" to three responses in human activity~-- worship, learning, and action — all

RN o
three ways- necessarily employed to keep man within the ineffable realm of =
53 : -

—

reality.

A

God's Unity: The jl Priori Affirmation of His Inclusive ﬁeing - . |

=3

Once resid\ing in the realm of the ineffable, man comes to an implicit

affirmation of God's unity. God's. oneness ( i.e., his unity), Heschel maintains,
is an a priori conception. 574 Rothschild, in developing Heschél's chief
philosophical premises, claims that the Biblical-Judaic conception of God's

oneness implies God's uniqueness, His sameness, His singularity and His power

pairs of polar concep%: uniqueness—togetherness; exglusiveness-:inclusivene

These polarities are necessary essentials for man's understanding of God's

!
'

unity.55 Rothschild further éxplains them in terms of the inclusiveness
/ b

of unity\(oneness) as a cor;cept applied to God: God's uniqueness implies that]

N !

He is neither an aspect of nature or an additional reality alongside the

universe; (Tod's togetherness means that He is not isclated from reality (i.e.,.
/the natural and supernatural are not two different spheres); His exclusivity
is at the bottom of man's experience of the ineffable; man thus seeks-an — = -

"
explanation of reality beyond the realm of causality; God's inclusivity is

¢

’

) ~ ) 5
at the bottom of man's awareness that no one is ever alone. 6 Rorhschild

points out that each pole of the two pairs implies the other, that the

. ¥
- N / ’
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- two together work as scissors which cut across God's relation to the

57 ‘
world. Man necessarily employs these polarities in order to plummet

—

r
, the depths of what God' s“oneness means, especially in regard to the

rid. -

AlExodgh man's insight into the lunity -of the universe 1s meta-
_physical and God's oneness affirmed through it, at the same ﬂéne, man
sges that there is lfsck‘ing moral unity in.the world. In other words, .
schel believes that the discord and divergence in-values indicate
that history presents a differené realm of rea_li;“y from natt‘;re anr:l
‘ that "there is a d'iscrep;ncy betwee;; beingé and sgirit, between facts
and norms,'between that which is and that which ought to be."38
Yet the religious man b\elieves that God in his unified nature
provides unity to the discord in_ the spiritu\a.l realm. | Heschel argues
_that through the convenant the pola_rities of histr;rf are unified. Thus,
) theugh in man's existential choices the law of unity is transcended, in
the divine oneness even the unity of existential polarities1s possible:
Divine is a .message that discloses unity where we see

I diversity, that discloses peace when we are involved in

* : -discord. d is he who holds our fitful lives together...
God means:ino one is ever alone; the essence of the
temporal is the eternal;. the moment is an image of eternity

in an {irfinite mos §c. God means: Togetherness of all beings
v e in holy otherness.

-Mordecair Kaplan, stressing the functional as the primary concept_
|
for understandiné the meaning of God, though basically developing a
- | / ’ i 1
process God in his thinking which is at variance with MHleschel's idea
polarities of the world which Heschel so’ardently pursues: "Divini 8

‘ i
N ( g -
C , " the creative, coordinating, integrative process of the universe, sofar

nevertheless reiterates the Jewish 1dea of God s unity Subsuming the i

N
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'Heschel maintains, infers God's uniqueness z;s incomparable‘reing. Thus,

l‘ L
be one with the world."(“ Heschel belleves the Bﬁbllca] account of

| ‘

as it makes for the sialvation of maﬁ, both individual and]sézcial."60

—

Kaplan's emphasis on the realm of the ethical as tbe realm of God's '

most important functioning and meaning echoes Heschel's thinking, though

there are substantial and basic differences between rheir ideas.
The important point whict}\ arises from Heschel's emphasis on

God's unifying role in history is that the world has God pres/e;\t in it,

e

the natural and supernatural are thus not separate realms, even though the

world is never viewed as one with Co,d.61 Revelation then is the ’

-

converging of the- natural and supernatural in a unique momeft of man's
spiritual awareness. Implicit, in Tschel's thinking is the paradoxical

assumption that though God is a unity which unifies the polarities of ,

’

the world, he t;anscends both nature and history as exclusiv?ly real

being.62 The Shema, which is more than a negation of polytheism,

’ -

Heschel says man senses God as, both near; and far, as a unity beyond

reality who is ineffable yet immediate to h1m.63. God's one ss,r_gheT:-
‘\\ =l
speaks of the moral realm of reality, from which there 1is no escape. _In

affirming God's being, man affirms his own moral being and Goé'g redempti.\rj

concern with the world. ’ ) \ ) '
And indeed the theme of divine concern in Heschelfs thinking £inds

its backdfop in his discussion of God's oneness. ‘God's: u;\lty e’xpresses\hie

necessary concern for the world. "He Is one In Himself and ‘striving to

S~
1

1

7
creation affirms this stxjiving ‘of God in its reference to Day One of

- -~

creation (ﬂh'c P;') as the day God desired to be one with man.65 Being
/ ) »

is thus never seen as being alone but as creationm, as a divine act of ,

*»
v

1

~
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pathos. God does not cohere in being as a physicaJl component but ‘as a

spirit of concez;n.67

Heschel argues that the promise of faith is that spiritual -

events are real, hence ultimately all creative events are caused by

spiritual acts.68 The creator God is the same God who reveals His v}ill

-

to man. Always it is the divine concern which is the root of God's o

-

communication to man. N v \
{
Before delving more deeply into Heschel's discussion of the

divine pathos as:the modus operandi of divine revelation, two more

. brief points must be acknowledged in his understand-ing of God's being

within a Judaic framework. Heschel believes that the assumption of Gad's

being alive is thT "minimum of meaning which the word G'Ld holds for usq"69

Any assumption of God's inanimateness would only invalidate t:he problem

of the meaning of God for man. Though Heschel admits that God's living
) ol

~—

beiﬁl'g\ is bgond\demonstrahon, he feels that the su’pre,me fact of

4 I " b i ;
Biblical religion, namely that God is concerned being, ig as valid.as
assuming God's eternal mystery.7 Heschel argues that in moments whep

man is open to thé grandeur c;f 1fiving, God's 1living concern |and assis-

tance is certain knowledge. ' , - -
Secondly, since it is & present moment which is the moment of

radical amazement and the cognitive inéight into the ineffable for the

—

religious man, God is pure presence. "Things have a’past and a future,
1

. but only God is pure presence.|” God is the presence which calls man

14 -

to -what is in time, to ‘the ineffable mystery of reality. o

i
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God's anthropology.75

. 66

5 , |

‘
1
3

The Divine Concern: The Explanation of God's Relation to the World
’” o ~

The category of divine pathos, of transcendent, transitive con--

‘

cern, is what makes possible an understanding of God's call to man.
Prophetic religion, according to Heschel, concerns itself chiefly with [

God's concern for concrete situations.72 In fact, Heschel maintains

9

that the Old Testament is fiothing more than the account of God's concerw
P ;

with man:

The Bible tells us nothing about God in Himself; all
its sayings refer to His relations to man. His own

- life and essence are niither told nor disclosed. We
hear of no reflective éoncern, of no passions, except o
a passion for justice.’ The only events in the life of-
God the Bible knows are acts done for the sake of man: 73
acts of creation, +cts of redemption, or actsrof revelation. |

- & »

‘

Heschel believes, in fact, that the three .modes,of divine concern
are creétion, redemption, ané ;evelatiop; an adequate Biblical ontology
must be Qased og'divine pdthoél since it.has its starting point in the
polarity of God as the\wyélly,and transcendent other who is\yet the
spirit of‘éoncern and directed action.74 The isolation oféqu from

! T 0 N
man in theology ruas counter to the fact that the Bible is essentially

~ \
e The divine nature is never knqwn by man but rather God's demand

2

to’maﬁ'is theasHFject matter of his revelation, Heschel admonishes. In
awe, man responds to this demand, intuiting "the divine care and concern

that are invested in (the world)" so éh?t "aométhing sacred is at stake

o
-8

in every eve_nt."76 We do ‘mot ask what God's essence is but rather

what his relation to°man islin the awe in which'we become aware of God.

4

In other| words, Heschel believes, "if our awd;ene%p of God 15 an answer

to his search for man, or a return, then indeed Hig realness and His

a *
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concern dawn upon us together."77 : H

L]

I .
In the paradox of transcendent otherness involved in creation,

God's concern is only directed outward. The divine p;thos for the moral

| - - ,
'and spiritual state of man which is the focus ‘of Biblical“ontology and

religion«ds a mystery.78 God's presence in all being cannot, Heschel

reiterates, be thought of in a physical mode; it must be understood as

R .

the divine concern which gives all being its sacredness, which unifies

the polaritp of nature and supérAature. Héschel describes God's immanence

L
in being as analogous to a person's immanence #n a cry he utters, i.e.,

all being 1s replete with the divine word.79

The paradox 1f the immanence of‘divine concern is that because '

" ’ ]
of God's concealed presence in reality, there is an esﬁence to being; and _

yet if he were not concealed there would be no appearance.80 Thus, God's

concern is immanent, though his essence is eternally transcendent.

Most importantly, the divine concern brings together God and

3

man. The spiritual life of man is "the -borderline of the divine,' and

?

it is kn:the moral level that the ZOnf¥¢ct between God -and man is either

removed or built, &hen man responds openly and hpnestly to the divine
gatho§, there is no hostility betwe?n the.sacred and the secular.

Heschel believes that to remain:true to the Biblical framework, -
the divine pathos must be Jas basic as ontology. Unlike the Greek concept
of éeity which is~t1malés§ and passive, -the Biblical Cod- is dy;amlc, iivlng.
Never to be migta en }or mere blind feeling, héwever, the divine pathos

. |
is intentional and directed a%tiv%ty of’the.divine subject. Heschel
argues that the prophetic consciousness of God’repeats this bélief time

and again.82 4he divine subjeéb‘s free creative act, in fact, is the

4




A

the Holy One of Israel and His people.

i 3

ground of all reality in Biblical ontology.83 Alwéys, the freedom

involved in the divine concern, in God's decision to initiate being

B

and to be involved with it in 4n intimate way 1s the premise of Biblical

religion.

- L]
_ Just as divine pathos preceées a discussiaL of ontology in
Heschel, Ethos is in&eient in an understanding of. this pathos as it :

relates God to khe‘world. Since revelation implicitly involves God's

making known his will to man, the divine concern necessarily involves

the ethical didension of being. Heschel writes that the divine concern

N

reflects God's goodness and moral nature and his willingness to be

N

"invoived in man's history.84 The God of the prophets is a lawgiver in

a historic, dynamic reality which must involve man's response.

Through God's ever-present concern the unity of the polarities
in ontology is accogpliahed: it "is the uﬁ%ty the etjrnal and the
temporal, Bf the rational and the irrational, of the metaphysical and
theﬁhistofical. It is the real basis of the relation‘between God and

man, of’the correlation of Creato;/gg& creation, of the dialogue between
. 85
1}

i

,TQF divine pathos itself has a polarity in its baé;c structure

from man's point of view: it 1s experienced as love or anger, justice or
¢ = o
mercy, each pole in the two palrs reflecting the divine reaction to

human history.86 Furthetrmore, man's experience of the divine concern
- ol

is mediated through the word or events of history which are iﬁ{erpreted

5 -

as expressions of the divine attitude. Heschel believes that the under-

standing of God is not a permanent possession based on these expressions

in singular moments of time in human history, for God's attitude changes

ro
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) as a reaction to human behavior. Man's quest for God then presupposes
God's quest for man.
. Creation and revelation are both events which indicate the°

| . P
divine ihitiative in affairs of th;s world, more particuldrly in the
) e

!

events of human history. The analogy between revelation and human
interaction moreover seems to be the-only one which most suffices to
- describe the revedatory event.88 God's intenti]onal expression of

concern (in the revelatory event) emerges through human conditions; _thus'

it is not anJessential attribute of "Gocl.a,'9
In the prophetic consciousness, for instance, there are two

kinds of pathos from man's point of view: redemption (or God's sympathy)

and affliction (God's rejection). Pathos is not an objective chgracteristic
( * of God but a !functional reality, a form of relation which changes with
] human conditions.‘go This relational quality Bf tfhe divi{he concern (and

' ’ S 91
henci of ”rfavelation)‘ is what keeps the prophets prophesying.
God's glory or’ goodness, though usually concealed, 1is thus

|

the act of God in the world, rather than a quality. ) Conpected to the ]

) ineffability of being, it is, however, revealed in sacreLl moments, par-

t

ticularly to the prophetic consclousness which understands 1T as a
Y

manifestation of the divine' concern.

The divine pathoé makes God gnd man partners, co-respondents in

-

[}
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God's 1ife as' the unity of his conscious acts of pathos --creating, N

d/a/ndiﬂg, expressing and responding in particular moments his concern
wig:/h the world andﬁ*mam.93 Man's own behaviour makes him present or
absent in creation: his arrogance or selfish acts banish God's presencej

f o
his loving \obedience understands and shares in Hf&é glory. God thus is
o \

- in exile when man wants him to be, silenced rather than silent: 'The

prophets do not speak of /Lhe hidden God but of the hiding God. His

—

hiding is 8 function not His essence, an act not a permaneLt state."ga

Man can never be self-content with his behaviour because God's

behaviour résponds to it.’ Divine anger is as much an expression of divipe
M 1 .-

- i

pathos as love. Not.an irrational or compulsive zlic[tion, but a reaction
to human. condixct, Heschel believes it "is one of t ,e_ profound ideas in
the Biblical understanding of divine sov'ereignty, ighteousness, and

freedom. nd> : . e

Heschel argues that the righteous indignation of God described

in the'Bible is an indication that "God's relation|to man is not an in-

4

discriminate outpouring of goodness, oblivious to the condition and

i

merit of the recipient, but an intimate accessibility, manifesting itself

in His sensitive and manifold reactions."% |

Although divine compassion lies beyond anger, God's pathos in-

i- dicates justice is his nature, love being subsumed|within it. For Hesqhel,

love is not the roo? attribute of God's nature foriit would tend to dis-

1

regard the evil deeds of man. Justice, however, is the true indication
T3 s ! o
of God};é ‘'way with the world: '"Because of his concern for-man, His justice
~ . . - T r

R
is tempered with mercy. Divine anger is not the antithesis of love but

its coupterbart , 8 help to justice demanded by true ].ove."97

!
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The decisive prophetic thought, the ceantral problem in Jewish

thinking, Heschel a;gues, is that the "supreme catégpries in...ontology

-

are not being and becoming‘ but law and love (Justice and comparsion,
order and pathos.) ‘Being, as well as all beings,_ stand in a polarity

of divine Hjustice and divine compassion.'

'

-

;7

Man: The Being in Creation Who Shares Transitive Concern with God )

4 ;

Man's share in the divine pathos is the vertical dimension of his

o

,‘.:;.being. In his reflective concern he indicates that life is concern for

q v ’ e

Wﬁﬁﬁe concean, the 'vertical dimension of

- ™~
his beirLg, the holy, is affimed.99 Thus, man's concern for others is

not merely an extension of his organic being, but an ascension, for it

may even mean aelf-denial.m0
¢

Man's transitive concern is a reflecj[‘lon of the divine pathos.

B

Faith, in fact, has its source in the memory of divine companionship,

. 101

of the communion between God and man in mutual concern. ‘
Because man's nature is concern, he is a quester for meaning,
conscious always of the {value—éladenness of being and his required commit-

‘ment to the good 0z

The good is not a mere‘abstract quality or ethos
but that which God cares fox:.103 Since the divine pathos is alwa},'s
ethically bound, likewise man's patho; is. ‘ [

"Man lives in the holy dimension "of })eipg: all his thoughts,

!

deeds and actions stand -in thi!s dimension; in other words, man lives in

0 -

" the realm of God whether he consents to it or riot. Fadith is the accep-

tance of the connection to God, the vertical dimension of being,lM an

1 \ B

assumption of ultimate commitment amT reciprocity, the covenant between
ee— I

M_\* R
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. this fact is the basip /for the Biblical awareness

e

‘wGod and man. ‘ [(
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105

Heschel argues that to be human is no# a fact ‘given within human

4 1

being but a goal and achievement in/ the spiri?ual rder of events. 0 It

is éhe1acceptance of the pacred dimension of being; an existential
[ -
107

being to which man refers himself for meaning must also be living concern

The¢n the totality of his

the will of Go , hils meaning becomes clear. |

says that pie&'
man which runs |t]

his life.lo8

‘The divine concern caudes a response i

cannot be extracted. Freedom occurs in an act pf self-transc ndence, an

indication of the ovel transcendent dimeneio of man's bei g It pre~"’
|
supposes a res Ln iveness to the divine pathos which leads ' t Fhe gelf-
/ - i ’
109

lengagement of the spirit in transitive concern. |

Huma vl fe then is e}dialectic: wha is and what 18 .expected;

, |
/. P

P
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raising always the question of "What ought ] to do?" Man senses he fis
:’ ~ ' {
~ conmanded, and that this command is his raison d"étre.111

¢
The vertical dimension of human life .indicates that man is

)
:
[

{

[d
[4
i

4
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’ ﬁ;heomorphic, that he shares in the mystery jof being and points 'to the
ealness of God. He realizes that what heis is not his own and this

:?

‘i'ealizatio is answered by an insight that/ there is a God. /
:: In deeds (mitsvot) man responds ‘

glikeness to God is established not only ih an analogy of being, but in f ' '
i : o

fan analogy|of acts. 13 By imitating the /divine concern in his actis, his

n 1s driven to commune with that which is beyond the
- ystery.ﬁ.beyond the mind is mystery, but beyond the
. ’” ystery is mercy. Out of the farkness comes a voice

to isclosing that the ultimate

ut the God of mercy...the ultimate question became a

1R7

ry| of

]

7 f
illumiriation

El

evelation is a moment o
.

God's partaking in events-with man.

b ? ' /‘
}to
|
|

g known of His presence¢ in acts of human his

I
./ Man I
b

vitnesses these moments -(in Jewish thinking) and returns to

: X
[ A
H
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Prophetic conscilousness finds its root in-the divine pathos. Pro-

phetic sympathy is the subjective response to divine patbos.;[ The '

I

P |
- prophet is not organically related to God but- his will and fjeeling

are unified with the divine concern. Believin; tha~t the div!ine will
has been unconditionally revealed to him, the prophet i‘eaporids assionately
to God's demandé, often denying the comfortabléness of his own existence,
' Prophetic existence is being attuned to the vertical dimension
of being, to God, knowing 'no bounds within the horizontally uman. nl18
— In an act of will, of real human intensity, the prophet identifies his

human person with the divine pathos as it is revealed to him.119 Pro- !

2
; phetic sympathy is never, however, union with the divine, but an ex-
? 120 g
t

Ty, o -

perience of unity of will, conscio"usnes%, and message.

g

{
. |
( . What is the nature of revelati%n then within prophetic and,

hence, Jewish religion? Heschel analyz%s\ this problem in relatiom to 7.
]

r(l

two important components of ontology: transitive concern (divine and
human) and the nature of event, i.e. the nature and importance of Lime.

Before delving directly into Heachel's ideas on revelation, an excdlrsion
t - b
l K

into his reflections on Time and Event is necessary.

Time: The Location of the Polarity of Temporality and Eternity !

-

Heschel believes that a special consciousness {s required to ,
' 121 i

E e L LU W
-

that ve live time and are close|to identical with it. Tem-
o
porality is thus t ation of space to time:
Time, that which is beyond a endent of spa is !

- everlasting; it is the world of space which is perishing. '
Things perish within time; time itself does not change. .
We should not speak of the flow or pagsdge of time but i
C‘% ’ ' of the flow or passage of space through time. It is not
! . time that dies; it is the human body which dies in time.

ko
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75

Temporality is an attribute lof the &pild of space, of
things of space. Time which is beyond,spiis, is-beyond

the division of past, present and future.
[

’

The temporal moment, Heschel remarks, is always aloné and exclusive, but
the essence 6ff time is attachment an commJnion. Therefore, within time,
communion, worship, and loving take qlace, time being the border of A

eternity.l23 mportantly then, thouéh a singular moment is unique

within temporality, "within eternityjevery moment can, become a contem~

porary of God.'124 j | M -

** Hesch 1 emphasizes that temporality and time (abidingness) are

t

" two poles of exclusivity and inclusivity which must be understood in

relation to eac other.125 Like the other polarities of 6ntology, they
- o

present a paradoxical unity to man, Time is a dimension which, though

intrinsic, is transcendent, though Jovering above all other ontological

Rt

categot1e§4-is ear and far at the same time, and beyond man's reach and

power.126 Heschel maintains that time belongs exclusively to God though

man shargs. it with God.
' /

The problem with man's existence is that he is often more con-
cerned with space than with time, often confining his God to space when,

in reality, God iq:a God of time. Thus "the higher goal of spiritual

living is not to amass a wealth of information, but to face sacred moments.

v

-~
Heschel argues that in\religious experience moments of insight of a
spiritual presence rather than of a thing impose themselves on man. It
is these sacred moments which -allow man to experience the eternal in time.

of time. The

.

In particular, Biblical religion is a religion

world is seen more in terms of time and events than in terms of geography

and things.129 Heschel exemplifies this emphasis in Biblical religiom.

i i
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with the concept (’23) which in Hebrew has many more time-oriented

synonyms than thing-oriented ones: 1.e., word, speech, event,)deed,

Unique events in Israel's history are spiritually

more significant than processes in nature.131

) 130
saying, reason, etc.

Heschel sees that "the God of Israel was the God of jevents:
the redeemer from slavery, the revealer of the Torah, manifesting Him-~

self in events of history rather than in'éhings or places.'1 2 " Thus

|

Judaism is a religion which sanctifies time, the events in Jéwish hiStory

as the Sabbath or Day of Atonement being its sanctuaries.1 !

Tﬁat which is holy (d.]p) always applies to time an“d sacred

events. The sanctity of eveﬁts precedes the sanctity of man and space.lBa
Martin Buber affirms Heschel's analysis of the significance of time in
Jewish religion in hir exposition on the revelation to Moses in which he

e experience of event as wonder-is itself great
135

acknowledges that "Th

history and must be understood out of the element of history."

Buber
e NS '

believes that the saga of Moses i;\BBth~aq£fed legend and sacred history

T N——
because in it Israel stands always in relation to iE§*Gpd.136

Thus God is approaéhe@‘always through events rather than through
spatial images. Man reaches his likeness to God in time," in sacred deeds,
rather than in spatial things.137 Throﬁgh time, a spiritual harmony in

the world is possible; a sympathy and participation in spirit which unites

all being.138 -

The word of God and his presence being everlasting, man seeks
It is in an event of history

that the creator of the universe identified himself to a people.l39

(and finds) God in the realm of time.

14

Revelation in Heschef‘! thinking is always closely allied with time. /
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>

‘ Remembering that Heschel outlines the three modes of divine

plihos as creation, revelation, and redemption, he justly poiﬁts out

b Y

; .
tpat though creation is a continuous process through time (as God's concern
o ‘ "

15 everlasting), it is initiated by a free, willful act of divihe pathos |

whith can 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
the continuity of time. Through time, renewal ‘and new beginnings are

140 Time is sacred

eternally possible and man is enabled to meet God.
141

-

then bécause its source 1s eternity.
Despite the continuity of creation possible in time, however,
Heschel emphasizes that the world is ffot an ontological necessity. "The

Biblical concept of imposed law in nature essentially affirms a trans-

cen&ént God who chooses to be immanent in the world.142 There 1s no

Hebrew word for coéﬁos, rather a word which refers to both the world p

and time simultaneously: E‘l'* .143 Through such an understanding,

. J .
the Biblical emphasis on.all things and events as being parts of an
{

»y

occasion in wh#éh the divine will operates becomes paramount.144 Heschel

points out that creation is then seen as an allusion to divinity rather

AP

than as an organic part of Godm}aé . P
Since God is being-beyond-all-being, and hence beyond the W

category of space, God's presence occurs in time rathetfthaA in space.146

Heschel.points out that by calling G‘-’dﬂ.;!ﬁz (the place) in the Bible, his

presence is understood to be wherever ﬁp_qj_;] (the holy) are.ll07 God

"is not in the world once and for all...He is in!events, in acts, in

time, in hiséo;y, rather tgaqwin things. (And when in things, he may

be profaned and driven out, or kept by the power of our de,ecls.)"148

T : 24
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Yet Heschel maintaiﬁs that in the light of Jewish tradition, there

- I
is a hierarchy of time, that not all moments or ages are alike. Those moments

in which God speaks to man are spiritually significant, while those in which

he remains silent are not.lég Hence, the Bibligal idea of God as dynamic,

living concern finds 1ts fulfilment in the cdng;ﬁt of the hierarchy of time:

| .Qn&f God is” not thought of in terms of inanimate being,
in terms of a Being that is not endowed with either will

or freeig:&/;heﬂ’Qe must assume that he. is not at all

times a t disposal. There are times when He goes out

to meet b and there are moments when He hides his face
. from us. -,

Events like Sinai then do not happen continuously, and there
are ages,fﬁeschel believes, when no one is "called" to ppophesy.}51 Yet,
152

"there are good moments in history that no subsequent evil may obliterate.”

Thus, the péiqt,is that moments of singular importance are the sacred

~—

heritage of man, for in them,. God's communication to man occurs.

¥

3 ) |
The Distinction between Process and:Event: Pattern versus Precedence

~

The fact that evehts are the location of spiritual significance
redefines for Heschel ihe meaning of process. Heschel believes that both
process ‘and event are éarq‘of the world. A process, however; is a
regular happening, following a relatively fixed pattern. An event is

always unique, extraordinary, irregular,“suddeh,_occasional, and un-

_predictable. Processes are typicaii says Heschel, while events create

precedents. An event cannot be reduced to part of a proceseJ.lS3

Heschél believes that nature is largely made up of processes

(;;éh as birth, growth, maturity) while history is composed of events,;54
/

The important distinction made here ig that it is in the historical’

realm that the ultimately meaningful occurT in the world. Since an

/

- ; ,

: Q - ! o ) L o

[ L\ | . v -
* - , N 1 5 _

. 5 T )
s -

H
i} N o
] i
' “or £ o5t an. B ERLRREL B L3 IR 5 g 4 ’J‘ Pd M : X " e
R T = 11 s £ AU b S S B A - TS




—

” S —

Events: The Locus of Revelation

‘history.! ’156 ~ . i

(i Those events which| are the location of God's revelation, un]71ke

others of less significancé], are always remembered, in the present, 80

‘ ( S that man views his sacred istory as surpassing the borderline ot" pa,st
) _and present, those events in it being everlastingly présent. l .
l —~ ' - Though man lives in an order of processes as well as Iin anforde | R
of events, ultimate reality always comes to expression in events.l God's
living acts of 4oncern hav pres/entatio;xal immediacy' in the mode of

experience which acknowled’ges\the uniqueness of evem:s.ls9

-

s ' Even creation itsélf, though a process, can be viewed as a

B e

unique event, a primevall act of revelation, in which God voluntarily ex

pressed his will and concern.160 ' God then 1s a God of events; he es- | \

-

<t
tablished a unique covenant with mafl through time; the covenant indicates
. , - [ o
that in a moment which is a pinnacle of sacred history for man, God

1 * ~ voluntarily revealed his need for man in order’ to attain his ends in

| A
l ‘ the world. 161 -

( Sy Importantly, Heschel maintains ihat the tnique is preserved only

- 5
(«"-\L/ i
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by incorporating it into an enduring pattern. Thus, even those moments

which reveal God's concern in distinct singularity are taken up by man

|

into a’lasting pattern in order to be remempered and understood. Again,

Heschel purports that it is the nature of hhman life to shift between '
!

polarﬂfies in order to encompass in its understanding the complexities

i of be ng.162

Perhaps the most important dimension of human being which has
. "‘ -

-

an event character is freedom.163 Heschel: ﬁrguesrthat:

to maintain that man is able 'to escap? the bonds of the
processes in which he is involved &nd/to aét in 4 way .
not necessitated by antecedent factors. Freedom is the .
state of gging out of the self an-act of gpiritual ‘
ecstasy.

L4

) To believe in freedom is to believe in events, namely
(
|

Heschel maintains that freedom is that power to live in the
realm-of the spiritual, the realm;of creative possibilities, to accept

the reality that human life is imvolved in a dimension of reality which

surpagses the natural order.%% Man's "freedom is a situ{tioﬁ OJ God's

waiti{g for [him] to choose."}66

L

»

An' Event in the Ineffable Realm of Being

The Nature of Revelationv

Revelation then is necessarily a complex of events, involving

a manifestation of God's will and concern and man's response-in-freedom

to them. As’ Heschel emphasizes, Judaism cannot separate its norms apd

idegs from the events in its history in which God and man have met.l67

»

.~Heschel believes that for most men, the idea of revelation 1s
ceptable because "t ig unprecedented."l68 Because it is a unique
.evént happening at a unique time, following no fixed pattern or order, : )

our natural %Pclinition is to reject it. Heschel argues that in order
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to sensitize ourselves to the meaning of revelation, we must learn to
appreciate the uniqueness of individual events.169 The Bible, for

instance, points to the significance of a chosen time as well as a

chosen people: God not only elected a ﬁeople, he elected a day.170

| The gift of prophetic thinking in particular, according to
L]

Hesehéli is the awareness of the spiritual dimension of the concrete

apnd particular;171 And it is 'the uniqueness .of the individual which

Heschel maintaidg explains the .significance of time and thg uniqueness

, [
of the historical realm: T

i

We must remember that God is involved in our doings,
that meaning is given not only in the timeless but
primarily in the timely.)..for time is but a 1itt1e
lower thag eternity, and histoiyzis a drama in which
both man and God have a stake.

Preserving the Biblical view of revelation,‘H%schel argues
that "cer;ain insights come to us not by the slow pfocess of evolution
but by [God's] direct, sudden graﬁ?."l73 To accept #he prophetic con-
sclousness ig to believe revelation is an act of communiZation’in~man's
historical existende which teaches him what to pursue and e:.cpect.u4

Revelatior in Heschel's understanding is 'a unique, meaningful

event for being. Despite God's nature as tramnscendent othelness, he

reveals himself in and through life andlnature while yet infinitely
surpassing all of reality. Because all events are unique in their
singularity, the revelatory event 1s seen to be supremely unique for it
holds the key ko new creative and spiritual ingights which uﬁite pastﬂaqd
future in a present goment. —

] .
H.Wheeler Robinson's article, "The Phirosophx of Revelation,"

" claims that it is the unusual insight ‘of Hebrew thought to base¢ knowledge —

~

i
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of God on concrete living so that ideas of God are continually adjusted
to the events.of life. The philosophy of revelation evident in 0ld
Testament thought then is a philbsopﬁ§ of history.l75 Heschel, in
attemptiné to remain true’ to this Biblical fr;hework, maintains/that

revelation must be understood in the dynamism of event which involves the
| .
act of God ex?ressed in the consciousness of The prophet.

Robinson further points out that the Old Testament characterization

et

of God rules out kny alliance to pantheism for Yahweh is transcendent

&
while at the same time intimately concerned with the world.1?6 Heschel
acknowledges this point in his own philosophy of religion by insisting

that God's act of communlcation in revelation is one of pathos not of

}he divine essence which forever remains a mystery.

R " |
Avery Dulles has argued that revelation must be understood as
}

"the initial action by which God emerges from his hiddenness, calls to

"17 7

I
man, and invites him to a covemant existence, It is this very

£oncept of revelation which rings through Heschel's understanding,of

»

ontology, epistémology, and ethics, In a definition of revelation

which seems to echo Heschel's own thought, Dulles continues:

Revelation is never mere fact, in the sense of a verifiable

historical occurrence; it is a fact pregnant with an

abiding divine significance. Revelation is never mere

doctrine, in the sense of abstract propositional truth;

it is always doctrine which illuminatés a unique event,

The event occurs not merely in the world outside man,

but also within him; it has an objective and| subjective

pole, neither of which can be surpresced. The most properly

f revelatory element would seem to be precisely the inbreaking
of the divine in a manger that overcomes the subject-object 178
dichotomy characteristic of our ordinary thouglit and sgpeech.’

And, indeed, in Heschel's admonition that man must be attuned to the

i

ﬁineffeble in order to eﬁﬁérieTce God, and that it is the ptoéhets who

-
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. of revelation by defining wonder as a historical comcept. Buber believes
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P just as the prophets argue& that what they said was not their own.

83

I
-

so intensehy adapted their senses and thinking to the realm of mystery,

s

a similar point to that of Dulles is made. 1In facf, Heschel argues that
revelation is an event Iin the effable, that literalmindedness, therefore,

is a cardinal error in understanding it. 7 An indicative-rather than

a descriptive term, revelation

1s something which words camnnot| spell, which human
language will never be able to jportray. Our categories
are not applicable to that which is both within and ‘
beyond the realm of matter and mind. In speaking

- about revelation, the more des riggave the terms, ‘the -~
less adeﬂuate is the description.

f
e

Since God's communication is a Lystery, H;schel warns that
revelation cannot and must not be conceived as a physical or psychicg
process; neither is it a psycho~-physical act; in fact’nothing in human
‘language is ;n’adequate description; rather language can be used only
181

as a pointer to the ineffable dimension of revelation.

Martin Buber heightens Heschel's understanding of the mystery

that Jhe "miraculous" element of an event is the vital meaning it holds
for a person or people which transfigures the event and 'destroys the

secﬁrity of the whole nexus of knowledge" and "explodes the fields

;7
" 182 | S

of nature and history.
Heschel himself would agree that revelation as such a trans- “
figured event conveys a mystery which'cLlls upon wonder and amazement

. I
in man as responses.183 Hence, Heschel argues that 1t is not éssential
——

- that God's will is transmitted as sound; the sound (word) is a metaphor ~

for what is made known to man in God's act of communicgtion.qsﬁ

Heschél,believes that we can say only what rsvelation ié‘not,
| 185

3
I

! ! ' . i
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"Revelation is a mystery for which we have no concepts. Lro ignore its

1186

/ mysterious nature is an oversight of fatal comsequence. What

then 1s our approach to unqersta’nding it? Heschel maintains that our
"goal is to intuit the will of God through the words which t;ave come to

«d -
’ frame it, not to grasp the describable in the words, but to sense the

ineffable, to appreciate what lies beyond the reasonable.187

Since it is an event which does not last, revelation cannot
\ * [ e ! . '

be understoodwas' some contigﬁxous process., Rather it is a primary event

in a people's history in which man and God recognize each other as
i

partners in g definite m_omet‘it of time which is remembered and honored in

|

v »

the mutual pledge to'honor'éhe moment of partnership through rightZousness

' |
( and ;]12|st:;1.ce.188 Agéin, Buber relates this same idea in his book Mpses
s A ! I 4
when he asserts that the in%portance of the revelation to Moses is that:
[ . [ .
God makes his demand known}to a people as the leader ar{d legislataor of

that self-same pgogl; so—thHat -they ~become*aﬁ§ébjl‘é‘fo;f him, and h
|

turn, can reveal his care Tolr t:hem.]'s9 ~ .

The hiétorical nature of revglatidn, though it does not lend

concern for what olccurs and vwhat is done by man in history is always present,

though his power 7/0 reveal that concern is nbt.lgo

f

Though nature and
hist(}ry are both under God's dominion, He chooses only particulary moments

(eLe#\ts) to reveal this fact to man. These events then become extra-

I
“ordilnary 1ndications of the divine attitude toward the hapl"eniﬁ'g in the
- b

phetic’ consciousness which recefves and interprets the revealed ttitmﬂes
/

3 of GOd.lgl - :
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s - ‘
Dulles nicely concurs with Heschel's comments in his summary

of the OIJITéstament view of revelation:

...one may say that Yahweh progressively manifests himself
through word arnd work, as Lord of history. He freely .
raises up spokesmen of his-own choosing...He entrusts e
them with méssages which they are to deliver to others...
revelation for the 0ld Testament writers is primarily to o z
( be found in the 'word of God'. The word, however, is not
mere speculative speech. It refers to the concrete history
of Israel, which it recalls and interprets...is powerful
' and dynamic; it produces a transforming encounter with
' the Lord who utters it, and imposes stringent demands on
the recipient. It opens up to him a new way of life, preg-
nant with new possibilities of punishment and deliverance.
.. -Revelation islB}timately aimed to bring blessings upon the
whole nation. .

Heschel: augments Dulles' commentary in his argument that

. -
revelation must be seen as the unity of God's justice and history. \.’

Since God reveals himself as the one God judging aﬁl events in history,

history is looked at prophetiLally from the point of view of justice.l93

Heschel believes that God is "intent to fashion history ia accord with

194

Himse£f " and thus therée is ultimately one will only,. the will of

God, which shapes history. Though God‘s ways are juaé and wise they are s

not transparent nor.immune to misunderstanding. At the same time that
' !
195

there is a disclosure of the divine will, there 1s also a concealment.
Hermann: Cohen; though a Jewish rationalist, would agreé with @
Heschel's basic‘ emphasiia on justice as tiie theme of revelation. 'He argues '
that the purpose of revelation is to c{arify.the ethical tasks of m;n
by revealing God's actions as the modél for n’:an's.l96 Yet, the problem
remains, as Heschel acknowledges, that revelation is not clearly per-

1

[ Because of the obtuseness of revelation, Heschel Frgues*that ) ’,
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thére 4is no one theory or dogma which can aptly "define God's intinerary

197

P - s
thréough history." "In some senses, human histoi’y,‘hthough(unfolding

the relationship between God and man, i; more a waiting for God than -
3 .
a window to his p::asencj{‘.l9 K ' ‘

What man does cionfirm about God's presencé in those rare T
moments when he chooses to reveal himself {is that gg_t_h_g_s_’is the root
RATIONALE of his revelation. Best summarized in the prophetic under-
standing of revelation, pathos is seen as lov.e, mercy, or anger all

springing from the divine need for humanI r:Lght:eousness.l99 Pathos is,

indeed, God's way with the world; thus, God always reveals his pathetic

‘reaction to man's conduct rather than his éssence.

&

o

. e /
Revelation: The Divine Act of Will Made Knéwn to Man

/

Revelation in Heschel's understanding is an act of transcendent

/

?

will: "God does not reveal hims/e’lf; he only reveals His way; Judaism
.- "/
does not speak of God's self-revelation, but of the revela;?m of His

A
eaching for man. The Bible reflects God's revelation of Hig relation

;/,,200

to history, rather than of a revelation of His very Self. Thromjxgh

the prophets' wotds, the divine event and idea are expressed. Heschel
believes the ‘spiritual comprehension of the prophet is needed to complete
. %

the event of revelation. The Torah™3s t e!product ‘of divine revelation

L

and prophetic inspiration, but it is not the literal word of God, rather

his clothed revelation. 201 * 5

. ' S /
Though Heschel believes God revealed himself to Moses as full
/ - T
of love and compassion, sensitive to the suffering of men, he emphasizes

repeatedly that the extreme hiddenness of God must be a fact of constant

s\

1
.

.
BRI G i NN S N o et i S




[

P

*

awareness in an understanding of revelation. Yet again, Heschel argues

that "His concern, His guidance, His will, His commandment are ,re\;ealed
E f ! &
to man and capable of -being exeri'ent:ed by him. n202 . ;

{

Like H.W. Robinson, J.H. Hertz agrees that in the Jewish
[

understanding of the divine beingj revelation necessarily is the dis-

Al

closure of the divine purpose and will which are most characteristic N
of his relation to nature and history. Hertz arguesﬁ that ,in any theistic

position, the revelation of God, or communicatian between God and man, is

a logical pecessiéy.zo% - )

-
1

s \

In some ways, Heschel affirms Hertz's ideas in his conceptualization

o;fk "God's turning towards man" as the basic stance of Jewish religion,
especially as characterized in prophecy. God's search for man, his desire
to communicate his will to him if order to carry out his need for justice,
indicates that he is not an unmoved mover, but a freelf" active and c‘on-

cerned agent |in history. In prophetic events, God reveals his quest

for righteous men. Thus, the prophet understands that, "revelation is

rY

_not an act of his seeking, but of his being éought after, an act in God's

,

search for mdn...This is at the core of all Biblical thoughts: God 1s not

-

a being detached from man to be sought after, but a power that seeks, pursues
204

and calls upon man." '

f

Revelation: An Event Involving the Polafity of Divine and Human Activity-
T . [ .

. Heschel argues that it i1s perceptively narrow to characterize

revelation as prophetic insight; it is rather a divine event in which -
\

"God comes out of His imperceptibility to become audible to maT. The
b

full intensity of the event is not in the fact that 'man hears

Tt in
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the 'fact'’ tﬁai 'God speaks' to mhn...revelation‘isran ecstasy of God.“?oq

-

. Based on Ehe pathos and initiative of God, "revelagion is a

moment in which God succeeds in reaching man; an event to God and an

)

2 o
event to man." 06 Heschel points out 7ﬁat the prophetic description of

I3

| .
the dual nature of the event is necessarily a restriction in human ex-

perience of a transcendent occurrence, And yet "its 1ndigenous quality .

€ »

is to be found in the creative fact of how the divine was carmled 4nto

the concrete experience. of man."207~ .

o o
hd f

Prophecy is a witness to God's polar relation to“man. Through

,

justice and mercy God rules the world, justice being his stamndard, mercy
S ¥ »

his attitude. But it is out of divine compassion and interest that both

attributes are revealed.208 The prophet confirms in his interpretation.

/
df the revelatory event the paradox that the eternal God is céncerned

ot bmrsana o ———1

209

with what is happening in time and has the capacity to experience emotion.,
Secondly, God is revealed as a doer, an agent of pathos, a moving

and moved being, transcendent and wholly other in essence, faithfully

inLolved with his creation in his deeds. ''Heschel believes that the

wisdom of Biblical ontclogy is in not separating being from doing. 1In

emphasizing the connection between activity and being, the dynamic quality
. ]
of revelation is affirmed. Reveldtion then instills a new creative moment

,

into history without interference in the course of natural processes.

) " The dynamism of history as event (andlﬁenEe of revelation as event) sur-

A

passes the fixed patterns of nature itself.

»

Prophetic Revelation: The Affirmation of the Divine-Human Encounter

oe

-

Heschel's outline of revelation as an event involving the divine

-
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and human poles Bf being necessarily includes his extended commentary on
its prophetic characteq. To review briefly, the propth, according to.

Heschel, is that breed of man who focuses on the world ;s the objeg; of

divine concern. The prophet believes that God never reveals hf;séég in -

2

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'phe
~world and He reacts accordingly...He is not concéived °
as judging facts, so to speak, 'objectively', in .
detached impassibility. He reacts in an intimate

' and subjective manner, and thus determines the value
of events...This notion that God can be intimately
affected, that he possesses not merely intelligence and
will, but also feeling and pathos, Biéically defines
the prophetic consciousness of God.

- The prophet never claims to know God-in-Himself through revelation,

only his reaction to the world and history, particularly as these are

" affected by the actions of man. Significantly then, God is not the object |

-

of revelation, but the subject. The prophet acknowledges revelation as
a received act of communication which forces him to respond to its
demands.

Dulles continues #eschel's line of thinking in his affirmation.

’

that the prophet is called by a free action of God; hence revelation does

»

not achieve itself until formulated in human words.211 Schillebeecix in

L)

Revelation and Theology adds a dimension to the prophetic nature of revelation

by asserting that the anonymous character of revelation as God's saving

%

grace became th?ough the prophets a particular, concrete, public revelation

’ H

H
of salvation in Israel.212 While Heschel woﬁ&d probably agree that

prophetic revelation concretized God's way with men, he cleaily emphasizes
f

o 4
that the divine concern is its most prominent feature, and that revelation

b 1]

+
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as purely saving activity is a limited understanmding of its depth and

4 ’ ®
7

content.,

-~ a

In a stance similar io‘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-whom itfis addressed.

L]

Heschel stresses the encounter nature of prophetii fevelation, that God

and man are in a form of dialogue, so that revelation is not a frozen or

onesided event, but is composed of God‘sfinitial act and man's recept%ﬁ#

~

of it and his response.

The prophetic experience, says Heschel, is an encounter with a

N .

word spoken and expressed in time from a présence.z13 Prophecy is a
\

4 ’

iérsonal event at the same time that it is a transcendent actJ in that

é&d éteps forth from his incomprehensibility and fe%éals his wi}l to man.
Thus, prophetic revelation is an act o§ a tran§cendent subject directed
towdrds an experieéncing one (a man),214 an act‘;f disclosure, of God
addréésiqg man through a revelation of his purpgsé.?ls Revelation is a

dialogue!in this sense because it never -happens when God is alone. The

b

prophet is an active partnér in the_event, giving as well as cheiving.216

Heschel emphaplcally poinés ou;‘ghat'tﬁe prophet‘cannot be seen as a mere

passive recipient of an objective revelation, but as an agent of reception

and compr%hension. In'the chief revelatory eyent of Israel's history,

this poin; is vétified. YAt Sinai God revealed His word; and Israel

revealed the power to reqund. Without the poweJ to respond, without:

the fact that there was a people wiIiing’to accept, to hear, the divine
217

command, Sinai would have been impossible.” \

Heschel, to some extent, is affirming’Buber's I-Thou encounter
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as the Qentral featuregof prophetic revelation. Lou Silbernan in an

”

article On[;he meaning fof)revelation for the modern Jew 3nsists in this

vein that revelatio ust be understood as an event Yetween God and man

[

B

rather than one witbin man's consciousness:
en we speak of revelation, we are referring to this
betweenness, the relation of I-Thou. Revelation in the
Bible is the encounter, in the seeming ordinariness of
history, not of mere divine power, indifferentiated deity,
but.of just that to which we can, must, and do say, 'Thou.':
Rev?lagion is the saying withiglghe event, 'Here I am', and
, qan s response is 'Here I am,' '

Sdlberman insists that revelation must always befhnderstood in

its confrontational sense, that God discloses man's meaning in the revelatory

?

event and man responds to 1t.219 The Bible, then, becomes the word of God
when God is met in it.220 | ‘ ! |
° Buber extends the scope of the revelatory character of the I- *

Thou encounter by insisting that revelation is always present in the

experience of the divine as a presence and power.221 Théugh man receives

e a b

no cognitional content through his encounter with the divine Thou, he =

222

is changed. Revelation s fulfilled in acEion, in the harmonious,

. 4 {
dynamic activity which embraces the whole being of God and man.zz3 .
4 Heschel's position, 'in the light of Buber's and Silberman's state:
ments, is pérhaps existent%ally (heﬁce, intellectually) ‘more cautious.

Heschel's affirmation of the encounter nature of revelation is tempered

by his belief that only in cxtraordinary mpments'ie‘the encount;r possible;
God himself chooses to remain silent most ‘of the ;iﬁe: g

Schillebeeckx adds substdﬁce to Heschel's position by insisting
that it is througE,God's gfacié;s 1Ait1ative, n?t man's desitg, that -

|
reﬁelacion occuts. God allows himself tp be encountered, and there is no

8
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dependency on man’s prior actions.zza Heschel is cleser to §chJ11ebeeckx

than Buber in- this vein, for he remarks:

Man is not the immediate but merely the incidentai..

cause of pathos in God...There is no nexus of causality,
but only one of contingence between human and divine
attitiudes, between human character and divinﬁzgathos., y
The decisive fact is that of divjne freedom. \ L

L N

The living, pathetic communication between God and man is based
_upon man's ability to face God's question. The 01d Testament asserts
the duality-in-unity of the coincident divine)and human willing which

‘ occurs in revelation, according to Robinson.226 "And, indeed, Heschel up-

holds this asgertion in his belief that modern maﬁ fails to understand

revelation because he is unable to know and face the realness of God's

°purs‘uit of man; the prophet, on the other hand, lives his life in the
( light of this phrsuit.227 The prophet fulfills God's demand by responding

in sympathy to God's address: .
’ I
It is no mere listening to, and conveying a divine

message which distinguishes his personal 1ife. The

prophet not only hears and apprehends the divine pathos;

he is convulsed by it to the depths of his soul. His

gservice of the divine word is not carried out through

mental appropriation but through the harmony of his 8

being with its fundamental intention and emotional content.

o4

The prophet, in fact, identifies his human concern with the

divine concern. Robinson amplifies this point of Heschel by insisting |
|

that in a philosophy of revelation which accepts God's disclosure to man,

§ the highest form of mediation is the moral consciousness of man.229

The prophetic experience brings the world into diviné focus, Py
eﬁacting divine justice by revealing God's word: "The purpose of prophecy
is to maintain the covenant,‘to establish the right relationship between
God and man."zlg Invfacr; God's revelation through the prophet is, iﬁ

T
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. .
itself, an enactment of divine justice. The prophet indicates that the

moral order is not autonomous but arises out of the divine concern: . -
s Ve
"Indeed, the personalization of  the moral idea is the indispensable

n231 According to Beschel, the pro-

phets never speak for the idea of justice, but fofr the God of justicé.232

L. Baeck confirms Heschel's outline of the prophetic experience

-

in his comment on Jewish belief: €7
To the Jew the unity of God finds its determining
expression in the unity of the ethical. He who
? realizes and fulfills the moral law, which is one,
acknowledges God as the One; here is found the demanding
and final significance of monotheism, here }§3found
the full human sincerity of 1ts acceptance.

.-- Heschel believés, however, that revelation {s not a substitute
for understanding, rather an extension to it. The prophet attempts
through the reve;éfion he has received "to extend the horizon of [man's]
conscience and to impart...2 sense of the divine parthgership in...dealings

with good and evil and in...wrestling with life's enigmas...Thus Judais&

¢ ¢ « .
is based on a minimum of revelation and a maximum of interpretation."%Ba

Prophetic inspiration, then, according to Heschel, is a phenomenon
* $

which can be understood only in its mystery as the incomprehensible fact

) ~ »
of God's utterance going out from the divine essence and reaching the
human ear metaphorically as sound, Heschel believes that all our cate-

. |
gories of under;tanding are surpassed by the grandeur of revelation, for

/

"the speech of God is not less but more than literally real."235 Man
[

must respond to the unheard of meaning in the statement, "God spoke,"

before he can be at home with 1t.236 Thus, revelation is essentiall§y a
i ]

phenomenon which must be understood and verifiéd through a faith
@

2 .

experience.

-
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JQ Beyond the mystery of God's,@ddfess to men and man's ability to
withstand/it, there is a confirmation of meaning.237 "Revelation means

that the thick silence which fills the endless distance between God and

o

mdn was pierced, and man was told that God is concefned with the affairs

of man."238 !

»

Yet Heschel refers to the paradoxical nature of prophecy: a '

Ll

pgxédox which "indicated a new order in God's relation to man, namely,

that to reveal He must conceal, that to impart His wisdom,- He must hide
1239

- His power. 1t made revelation possible. Lo

The justification for belief in revelation is intrinsic; as

Heschel admognishes there }s always a profound disparity between experience 'S

4

and expression; any assertions about God's mystery and his approach to

mAn in revelation are understatkments, indications not descriptions.

¢

Heschel ‘admits:

The truth is that ‘revelation is a pioblem that eludes
gcientific inquiry; no scholar has ever deviged a lens

to pierce its mystery...Revelation should not be rejected
because of its being incomprehensible...The authenticity

of revelation is shown in {ts being different from all

other events and experienceé, Its truth is in its uniguenéss.

Ultimately, Heschel argues, the truth of the prophet and revelat#on
is authenticated through the positi%e response in faith and the belief that

man is' reached by God in the mystery of his concern as creator and redéemer.

3

Reason and proof are unable to penetrate prophetic insight. Lichtigfeld
supports this point inh his comment on Hertz's philosophy of revelation:

Revelation 18 thus the obvious inference and corollary

of the character of the Deity held by all who believe in .
a personal God and Father in Heaven, in prayer to whom,

in worship of 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

-
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spiritual forces and energies, whereby the human
- soul responds to the self-manifesting life of all
: worlds, attains in Israel's prophets, that Bverf#
’ mastering certainty whig& enables them to declare: .
'Thus saith the Lord.'

| ‘ . ) .

Heschel himself concurs with Lichtigfeld's comments about the prophetic
v ] ~

certainty (that God has spoken throdgh them), believing thatHGod reaches

man in moments of history freely chosen by him.’ !

b

MitsJah and Torah: Deed and Word as Revelation

’
‘7

Two concluding issues must be discussed in relation to Heschel's

-

understanding of revelation. These are deed as revelation and Torah as
revelation, two essential facets to Heschel's philosophy of revelation.
I3

Heschel argues that the presence or immanence of God in the world is ,
, * 1
particularized in mitsvot {or deeds). Thoigh God's glory' is hidden, in

9§ ™ \
a mitsvah which is man's presence to God, this glory is revealed.242 ’

“Such acts of man's revelation of the divine are acts of redemption. The

meaning of redemption is to reveal the holy that is concealeg, to disclose

the flivine that is Suppressed."243 \

'
|

In rgsponding to God's will in a sacred deed, man p#rceives and
reveals Qod’s presence.244 Heschel believes that mitsvot represeﬁt deity
because they fuléil{ythe word of God as spiritual ends which are initiated
in God's expectat;on of tﬁan.245 Hence, 'we live by'thﬁ conviction that
acts of goodness’reflect the hidden light 6f hisﬂho=ih;ss. His 1light is
above our minds but not beyond our will. It 18(33;§1n our power to mirror
his unending[love in deeds of kindness, like brooks that hold the sky."246

Heschel articulates his position that the revelatory event is
o®

‘not a static point of fixition, but 1s fulfilled in man's deeds. This
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(' _ © ‘articulation réiterates his understanding of revelation as both a divine

v

i(
ﬁ‘\ and human event. ,
e

. Tﬁe Torah as revelation has some interesting implications in ,

' . Heschel's philosophy. Remembering that Heschel emphasizes the auditory‘
. ’ i ’
mode of prophetic revelation and an ensuing communication in human Y

language, revellation as word must be carefully analyzed. Heschel under-

stands the Bible to be God's "holiness’gg.words,247...chargéd with His
248

spirit,...hyphens between earth and heaven."

v .

Believing the Bible td hold the presence of God, Hpscﬁél acknow-

ledges that, "Revelation (in the Bible) is an issgg that must be decided

n249- The timeless quality of the Biblical

on the level of the ineffable.
‘ 14250

words, the fact“that they appeal to us "in moments of spiritual perspicuity

(; alludes,'according to Heéchqi} to the Bible's spiritual grandeur and
- ’ M d"

authenticity. , .
; . , .

In order to know the Bible, Heschel upholds that we must accept

it first, "accept its unique authority in order to semse its unique quality"251;

o’

as always, this prior acceptance is the circularity of human faith. Never-

theless, Heschel argues that once faith acknowledges the unidubness of
I
I

Torah, 1ts word, which is synonymous to its act, is recognized as "

a i
<

vessel of divine power, the mystery of cfeation. The“proﬁhetic word creates,

shapes, changes, builds and desfrojs."ész

* | In the Biblical words, history becomes Scripture.253 The Bible
reveals God to lsrael; Israel, in turn, ghrough its life, makes Scripture ”4
history and reveals its holiness to God.é54 Heschel points out that : ‘ f,

‘ , accepting the premise that the Torah is God's anthropology rather than

man's theology, "the way to understand:the meaning of Torah min hashamayié ‘

Vi
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('thée Bible is from heaven') is to understand the meaning of hashamayim

nin hatorah‘ ('heaven is from the Bible'). Whatever taste of 'heaven'
255

¢

we have on earth is in the Bible." Again, in ahd through ‘the faith

experience, Heschel perceives that the most adequate understanding

of Torah as revelation is clarified.

-

€.

‘  as revelation, .a setting forth of his "principles of revelation" seems

- +

In a final analysis of Heschel's understanding of the Torah

appropriate. First, he believes it is a serious misunderstanding to

reduce the problem of revelation to a matter of chromology; in other

\

words, the sanctity of the Torah should not'be based or: when it was

h written down.256 Heschel acknowledges that though the act of revelation

is a mystery, its record is a literary fact. Since divine inspiration is-
a mystery, it can be alluded to only in amazement; the record of }uiosaic

authorship, on the lother hand, can be ax’xalyzed and examined in the field

*  of theology. 251

+

Revelation, though momentary a! an act, is recorded permanently
in a text; Heschel believes we must use the Torah as' a guide, without
reducing the revelation it records to a matter of fact or spiritualizing

the teit\ altogether.zse. The Bible is both the word of God and man, "the

|
drama of the covenant between God and man."259
oo

[
3

God's wisdom ?nd will are never codpletely revealed.to man; the
revealed Torah then is never completely possessed and understodd by men

in its entirety. Thus, there is mganing t;), the Torah yet'; to be revea'lecl.260
Heschel points out that man must fulfil the laws of Torah withvi_n hils power,

-attempting continuous understanding of the event nature of revelation,

knowing that the meaning of the Torah is never contained within the words

At
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The will of God is in time and eternity. God borrowed
~the language of man and created a work guch as no men

had ever made. It {s the task of faith to hold fast T

td* that work, to treasure its mixture of timeliness and ‘

eternity and to Eggtinually understand the polarity

of its contents.

For Abraham Heschel re&elation is a complex and paradoxical "
event exposing the divine will and concern for justice in human affairs, &
expreaged through the prophetic word, made living record in the Torgh, .
and forever open as a chéllenge to the spiriguél develoﬂmént of man.

J
l/ !
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. only be adequately understood in terms of a dialectical, pattern, con—
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= - CHAPTER THREE
- . 4P
.”A Comparative Analysis of the Ideas of Revelation of Norman

Pittenger and Abraham Heschel

A comparison of the ideas of revelation of Norman Pittengerland

/

/ Abraham Hejchel serves both to focus their ideas and to anal&ze them in

relation to the Biblical perspective which both thinkers afknowledge as the

+
frame of their religious phi%osophies. Certainly the fact that Pittenger's !

’ v

thinking is Christia , and hence heavily in. debt to the New Testament world- A
view as well, remaiﬂz a diskinguishing factor in the c parison. Nevertheless,

Pittenger himself emphasizes that the Old Testamqht perspective of the
(

dynamic nature of creation and its living relatiénship to God is the backdrop !

> for his 6ntology and, in turn, the prophetic consciousness of reality for his ‘

/ n .

\
views on revelation. ; o y H

N ; ;

— /
- Heschel, as a philsophek of Judaism, poian 6 the Hebrew Bible as

God's aﬁthropology, centrei therefore to his-Judaic ideas of reality. Like~
; R

wise, Heschel's belief that the ?ible s centrql mesgage is God's search for

%
man is the thema ic framework oﬁ,his ideas of’reve ation. This comparison
/

of the ideas of Pittenget and He chel attempts, through poin}s\of commonality

!
K

gnd distinction, to analyze how closely each man /has remai/ed/trﬁé to the

Biblical worldiyiew from which his ideas h%ve emerged.

/“

/ e e

From a deli anipn of the main ideas of ont ogy and revelation

in Pittenger and He chel, one of t clearly distin ‘ishing points of

N esntrast is 4 eir appnﬁaches tq/knowledge. For/gurposes‘of clarifying

eas of revelatioK (revelation being in fack.One of the main foci .

¥

the relation of epistemology and ontology in the010gy), a. brref analysis

.

/

of their approaches to knowledge seems in order., - L
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A

/
( Karl Jaspers in Philosgphical Faith and Revelation points out that
duality conditions all of maﬁ42:thinking, and that the paradoxical unity of

and ontology.1

pposites is a’common é:;}égophical method in epistemology

Indeed, this method of dealing in polarities is common to both Pittenger and (
P .

-

Heschel.

Jaspers believes there are two main ways to knowledge: ontological
| .

(iLe.; reldting being to structure and hierarchy) and ﬁeriechontological (1.e.,

/
an awareness, open in content, of t[g possibilities of reality as they are

situaﬁégnally experienced).2 Pittenger's process perspective in this light

appears fo be ontological, although he acknowledges the infinite and novel

possibilities of being inherent in reality? Heschel's perspective, on the

1

B &
! other hand, with his emphasis on wonder as an awareness of the sublimf%i\gf

being, appears to have a periechontological approach to knowledge.
|

Pointing out that the main difference in these epistemologiéal per-
spectives is the use in periechontology of existential categories in under-
g;anding reality as opposed to cosmologica}, holistiqlcaéegories in ontology,
Jaspers acknowledges that awareness as the chigf.periechSntolog}cal tool

does not attempt to systematize reality but to tell what is, what man{findq

himself in.3

y ]

Although process thought, esfetially that of Pittenger, acknowledges

that| the distinctions between the subjective and objecqive dimension of
reﬁlity are abstractions from the unity in which they exist, it nevertheless

oo e B
posits the closedr frame ‘of orgaﬁism as the chief. understanding of being, in-

cluding éod. Heséhgl, in contrast, does not attempt to bind creation withip-

« system, rather to bind solely to‘its creator as one of the modes of his

( concern. / : .
/ . A - 4

In this regard,/Walter Stokes points out that/knowledge ofkfod’is
’ ,




" to employ reason as his chief tool, :zf he poihts out that God is not sought
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directional, not conceptional, emphasizing the vertical dimension of God's

4 . .
relation to man. Yet Pittenger seems to rely chiefly on conceptual episte-
- 3 - L

mology to analyze the nature of the. relation between God and the world, positing
|

the horizontal dimension 6f shared being in an organic sense. Heschel, on

the other hand, relies on directional knowledge, emphasizing the transcendence

Jf the.divine being in relation to the created order.

Because of these varying approaches in epistemJlogy, Pittenger seems

o

in th ough the temporal order in which man

> gaps of human knowledge but t

himself. In a completely opposite understanding, Heschel uses insight
. DR
epistemological imflement, emphasizing that knowledge begins with

at variance/ in their analyses of the modes of revelation possible in reality.

. LS .
b panentheistic approach has a broader base for defining revelationy

.

Pittenger'

though the bnntentioﬁ is being made here that this enlargement is due chief%y

to his cor.inlng of Greek (cosmological) and Biblical (historical) world-

-

-An his process theology. Heschel rrmains truer to the Hebraic frame—

rk of reality in his idea of revelation, since his definitive -basis for

7

ocating revelation isithe historical realm. Beginning with their respective

views of reality then, an understanding pf their variant positions on revelation

[

+

clarifies itself. ' - } . \

. Panentheism versus Creation ag;:?ﬂode,of Divine Concern

.

Y 5 - @ 4

Rememberiné that Pittenger sees the world as a dynamic series




by ‘the world. —
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of events in process, converging towargf intensification of value and
good, creativity becomes the historical ground of being. WNature and

history are a uﬂigy in reality, Pittenger argues, and God and the world .
’ Y

mutually interdependent, since the world incarnates deity in his philosophy

o

of organism. ’

The distinction between the sacred and secular orders cannot

¢

hold, since divinity in a panentheistic sense ig not an intrusion int

the natural.order. As Griffin, another prLcess theolo}ian, points out
in ggre;ment with Pi%égpger's stance, "the Chriétian, with his faith
perspective that God is active in all events, will believe that onto-
logically speaking, God is ‘objectiv;in present as a causal factor in
ghe events..,even though, epistemologically speaking, this is by no means
an 'objeétivl' fact."5 Along this same line, John Cobb acknowledgés that
if God alone is seen as sacred wigh everything elsé lying in the regim of
the profane, God absorbs all meaning and value from reality.6 Pittenger
belleves that process theology negates this possibility.

|

Consequently, Pittenger's process God is an eminently social

]

-
-

God, possessing an abstract primordial nature which is the lure in

creation with its provision of creative possibilities through the granting
qf initial aims. God is persuasive, not coercive, allowing freedom of
actualization in the process, so that good and evil are ontic realities.

/In his ‘consequent nature God becomes a fellow-sufferer with th%

/

world apd man by receiving coticrete occasions of actualization, good or

1

bad;/é;d integrating them into his reality. Godls being is thus affected

+

> /
/

‘ |
Pftténger reinyerprets God's traditional attributes which speak

f ) l

, ) A
¢ ’ l
| \ |
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of his remoteness from the world by positing the eminence (and hence P

Pl

ultimacy) of the  divine being rLther than his transcendence as wholly
other. , . . I

Based on the analogy to humap personhood, which process iﬁGGigt
sees as the evolutionary apex of temporal being, Pittenger argues that
God, .too, must be living and personal, his beiftg-in-love seen as th;

dynamic énergy which synthesizes polarities in the world through the

integratﬁon of the process in the divine, cosmic vision

s
!

Pittenger- upholds the Trinitarian concept of God's being, em-
phasizing its pogitive evaluation of God's relation to and activity in’

creation. Since creation incarnates deity, the Logos 1s progressively

|
incarnated as the process evolves, man irdcarnating it to the highest

-

degree,

1 N

' Heschel's view of creation varies distinctly from Pittenger's.

Unlike Pittenger who refuses to posit a real beginning in: time to the

created order| Heschel bélieves that|there is absclute importance in-

>

volved in agknowledging creation as én}act of divine will in a unique
and hence sacred moment. Although Heschel purports that creation is also
seen as a continuous process since God's concern is cont?nuous% the world

is not an ontological necessity in his eyes. The order it reflects is
- /

a result of an impo§ed law of God, and the divine freedom implicit in *

’

the ontological dependency of creation on God 1s much more transcendent
in orientation that Pittenger's concept of the divine freedom in providi?g

cosmic vision and telos to the creative movement and integtation of
E

the process.

1 -

v Secondly, Heschel relies on the mystery of the world, the realm
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of the ineffable, as the objective, ontological category which points

IS

to the div;qe reality./ ?he ineffable dimension of the world, however,
i1s in no way organic to the divine béing, but indicative of God's reality.

Like Pittenger, Heschel believes in tTe relatedness of creator and

créatiopn, but only in the sense that the.outwardness of the world indicates

the divine indwelling, the glory of God not however a physical or ‘ _$:if‘
14

temforal phenoqenln, but a spiritual aura that-1s apprehended through the

relatedness of God and the world.
s Heschel acknowledges, as does Pittenger, that existence is precious,
¢

| .
that meaning is an objective category of being. A certainty without know-

°
Il

ledge, thé sanctity of the naJural order is tTe déy‘ieaiity really .is.
Perhaps this stance is most similar to Pittenger's belief that the
immanence of the Légos in reality (i.e., in the process) speaks of the

ontic necessity of the unity of being and value. The divine telos in

process theology is a way of positing the fact that being has an implicit

moral dimension, for the process moves towards greater intensity of value
’ - |
in its continuing creativity. . —

_However, Heschel's repeated emphasis on God as transcendent other-
ness in%o;ved intimately in creation has no trude parallel in Pittenger's

process theoiogy. True, God's eminently social nature in process reality
speaks of the otherness "in degree of sociality" of God's being in relation

- ¢

to the rest of reality, but it ddes not deal firmly with transcendence as

°

r‘ a qualitative distincti?n‘in essence. |

- In fact, Heschel's definition of God's incomparable being is that
he is exclusively real; Pitéenger's, on the other hand, is that he is

inclusively real. Though the divine pathos can be understood as God's

ill

i , TR T
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‘adamantly argues that God's essence can never be known by man, only his

i
1
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reaction to (and hence affect of) the wonld, which somehow f*ggs its ’ ‘ ;

o

parallel in Pitrenger‘s‘f;amework in the divine consequent nature, Heschel

i !

—

will and way with the world.

i

The divine pathos, God's transitive goncern; whi;h according
to'Heschelais as basic as being, involves ethos as part of its ver; nature. i
The V;rld is thus more significant morglly than in a cosmological senseg.
The pathos is functional, not essential, a response to the world God hés
fréely created. ” ' !
Perhaps in Pittenge£'3 idea of tﬁe primordial side of God's
being pro;id%ng the realm of abstract possibilities of becoming (and
hence value) coupled with his belief that the conséﬁuent nature responds
to the world as it creates itself, thJ closest similarity to the nature /
and role of divine pathos in Heschel'sfthought is made. Yét, although

Pitkenger does emphasize the functional nature of the process God, positing °
< L]

activity and ener¢izi { as the divine mode of being, the conceptual des-

|
cription of God's di-polar nature Keschel would deny altogether, insisting |

that the divine eSsence is beyond the realm pfuhuman understanding and
}nowledge. ’ ‘{ K

Heschel also argues for the polarity in functioning of the ‘
divine p%thof Gdd's reaction to the world involves Justice (order—law)

and mercy (love), for the divine concern reflects the world's (and most

importantly, manFs) activity. Heschel believes justice is the divine

7

attribute of eminence in Géd's relation to creation for uﬁder it love
and law can be subsumed. Love, Heschel argues, does not necessarily give

birth to justice, and God's chief concern for the world seems to be an
’ " {

/
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. most significant being in the world in relation to God.

appraisal of and reaétion to bothediscord and good as they are manifesteé.
In complete opposition to Pittenger, Heschel would argue the

overwhelming limitation involved in calling God's chief functiomal

- I

attribute love.f[Thus, while Pittenger argues for an understanding of

.

God as eminent and immanent loving activity (based on his Christian

T

affirmation ?f Jesus Christ as the revelation of divine love), Heschel

l argues for a view of God as divine transcendence involved through justiceﬂ

in the world's functioning.

. God'; tﬁreé modes of activity based on his pathos, Heschel believes,
are creation, redeﬁption and revelation. Pittenger's Loéos ontology
certainly indicates an important similarity, for the Logos is the chief

principle of explanation of all God's activity incluhing his creative,

4

redemptive, and revelatory work. From man's vantage point, Heschel
/
believes that God's being is the unity of his pathetic acts, as God's

consequent nature in Pittenger can be seen as the taking in and integration
f . . v

of the process. . . ) |

l
Echoing “Pittenger's emphasis on man's importance, Hesche} acknow—

-

s

" ledges that man is the most significant being in rélation to the divine

pathos and activity, God needing man as a partner in his activity. Man
!

shares God's being analogously in his nature as concerned being; this

sharing i1s not, however, organic, rather allusive. While Pittenger. posits
that man incarnates the Logos to the ﬁighest degree in the universe, a
stance Heschel would argue againsJ, nevertheless the common point which

can be acknowledged between the two thinkers here is that man is the
Although Heschel believes that ontology can be best understood

z

g
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as incorporating polar categories based on God's .activity in the worid,
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i.e., that being must be understood in the paradoxical ﬁni y of justice
[ T e
and mercy or law and love, and this belfef vfiies/substantial1y from

’ Y

Pittenger's emphasis on love alone, both mgé see that Cod's unified nature
provides the unity for the Toral, histogiéal realm\of being, dekpite the
reality oflevil. Of course, #9sche1 would not conceptualize what God's
unity means egsentially (only in relation to the world) while Pittenger
relies on the process perspectivenof A.N, Whitehgad's di-polar deit?. | [

+ Despite this very large difference in analyzing God's unity, both -

thinkers argue that® the natural order reflects this unity, Pittenger par-

ticularizing his stance through his incarnation theme. Ultimately then,
both Heschel and Pittenger agree that the distinctign between the natural
andrsuperﬁaturaq does not hold.

. Similar1§: Heschel acknowledges God's living, personall ever-

lasting presence. Pittenger would agree that these are the bare require-

ments for a Biblical ‘understanding of God. Though God's being has a "past'

in the succession of events he has incorporated |in a processive way, .
Pittenger would probably point out that the temporal concept of past,
present, and future needed to explain God's potentiality and actuality -

is only a human device employed for understanding that God, too, incor-

porates new elements into his beiné, As Eric Rust goncurs in his book
/ ( '
on evolutionary philosophies, eternity must be seen as God's fime in 4

process sense in order that God's knowledge is adequate to* the present

and future.7 ‘

0

In analyzing how Bib}ical the conteht of, Pittenger's andé Heschel's

!
understanding of ontology is, a recognition of the differences between the

7/

~_

1




Aindignation, and the harsh insistence which the Biblical God so clearly

e

Judaic and Christian world-views is paramount. Nevertheless, certain

Biblical modes of understanding reality are shar%d by the 0ld and New
Testaments.
'
Firstly, the éiblical God 1is, indeed, a cféator God with a
unique status in being as the God of both naﬁure and history. Secondlyf
his overwhelhing desire for righteousness defines the moral realm of being,

especially of human living. In other words, creation 15 §egn to make a‘

difference to the divine functionfng. Thirdly, the fnscrutabilitx of the

nature of God, though not of his w#ys, is also an emphasis in Biblical

thought.

( Pittenger's eminently social God who is so'intimately and
~ 7
immanently involved im reality certainly preserves 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 )

displays in relation to man's moral downfall nd{evil in the world.

v

. The concept of divine pathos in Heschel's philosophy seems to

-] .
better account for the polar nature of God's way with the world in the

Bible. Heschel's view of the divine concern‘stilljaffirms that God is

c{?passionaée and merciful but necesgarilyqjust in his demand for righteous-
ness. . ' o

Finally, the inscrﬂtability of the Biblical God, the power to

seize man's being with awe, seems to have lost its meaning in Pittenger's
divinﬁ ountology. His process'séheme, (as others‘” so apparently neat in
its aﬁility to synthesize polar elements in divipe ontology, also suffers-

from the lack of mystery and transcendence which the Biblical God holds

Ca
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of divine concern is appropriately Biblical. ‘ o

. its coming into being in a unique, sacred moment preserves the basic Biblical

for man. Again, in this regard, Heschel seems much more able to, stay

q?ue to the tenor and feeling of the Biblical picture of God. HeschLl's

7

reiterated emphasis on the divine incomprehensibility and yet the ‘paradox 4

-
 Pittenger's Logos ontology, emphasizing the incarnational
” L

character of reality, is in some ways too forced a synthesis of Biblical
and process ontology. Creativity seems, in fact, a more important

principle of being than God as creator. Indeed, God and creation seem

unable to retain their overagainstness as in th? Biblical perspective. The
point here essentially is that the.Logos is a Greek, cosmological category

(hence an immanentist principle of order) which opposes the 0ld Testament

)

view of the functional, not organic, relationship of God and creation.

(One' could question in this fegard whether even the Fourth Gospel Hriter

’
4

interprets the Logos as an organic principle.)

, ‘ ;
As Jaspers so vividly points out, t?e cipher ‘of immanence, though

an important one/in the history of ideas, is exiétentially‘weak, for it Yy
atgempts to explain the whole of realiéy through a single principle, and || /
existential experience speaks .against such a view.8 ‘
Heschel's beLiefj on the other hand, of theﬂindicative nature ;
of creation, its allusion to the divine presence, and the importance of \

s

emphasis of the divine initiative aﬁd freedom in creating-thé world and :

-

relating to it. He manages to acknowledge the intimate and deep relation- e
{

ship between God and the world without losing the transcendence of the

¢

Biblical God.

Most importantly, however, boqh Pittenger and Heschel maintain

: . |
. |
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. the Biblicdl picture of God's living and personal being. Jaspers, along

. this line, emphasizes that the contribution of the 0ld Testament vision of

God-was the merger of the personal and transcendent in one being.9 Thus,

|

the God of concrete action was at the same time affirmed as overpowering
intangibility.lo Since the Incarnation brings the incomprehensibility of
God within human boundaries, Pittenger is able to justify to some extent his
movement away from the intangibility oflthe 0l1d Testamené God.

For both thinkers, ﬁowever,'the fact that God's unity is 'able to
synthesize ontological poiarities speaks of the grandeur. and paradox of the'
divine being. This fact is'anAaffirmafion of the Biblicalvvision of the para-
dox‘of God's metaphysically unique being and yet his capacity for particularized
concern. a

Freedom becomes an'issue in the’ relation of God and the world for both

. ) .
Pittenger and Heschel. Connected to the moral dimension of being, freedom,

-

Pittaner would acknowledge, is the free actualization of potentiality in each

occasion of becoming, though"God is present in it as a lure. Especially in

human occasions of becoming, Pittenger argues that in: free choices man in-

carnates the Logos more or less, in response to the initial aim provided by
[ . v

[
God. The subjective aim man actualizes\as in some sense his existential

+ 5

Fommitment or lack of commitment to God's lure to intensification of value.
Like Pittenger, EmilGBrunner believes that the Holy Spirit 4s also

necessary for'a free response from man to God's seeking for him through the
/e

WOrd.ll The Christian belief that God's modes of ‘being in the world, i.e.,

the Word and the Spirit, are the means by whicb]cod’s gracious work in
J .

creation isldone is affirmed by Pittenger, especially in relation to human

Y b

freedom. .

| . . .
. “

~
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“of man's free responge is nothing but
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‘Stokes, another process theologian, supports Pittenger's view

of freedom and value as they. apply to m#&n by arguing that "man is.a— "~
- . , L ////'/
valuing process which is a.drive' for an unconditional source of values"!?

- °

(i.e., Godj. Man's free choice, says Stokes, is not the highest val/ue but
>

the meang by which he attains freé’r‘f?x‘n.n Thus God revgals himself as

waiting for mgm's free return of self, and the parado?of the autonomy

d's giff‘of self to man.M

*  Stokes' position here is almosk identical to Heschel's. For

Heschel's definition of man's being as cdncern also points to the

k3 -

existential character of choice and freedom. Man's freedom, according

¢

to Heschel, is really Goji's' walting for a response to his pathos. Like

Pittenger's divine lure, God's pathos for Heschel is the gift of deity’

/ 4 ‘
needing man .for completion of the divine purpose.
- ]

As Gab'riel Moran in Tiis theology of reve"la(;ioﬁj points out in
. !
agreement with Pittenger and Heschel, life for man"is supernatural in

ité moral d:Lmens:l.on.l5 Or as Brunner so aptly describes the paradox of

human freedom in the Biblical-sense, man is free when he responds to his

16

dependency on God. t

The Biblical affirmation of the covenantal relationship.of God

and man finds substance in Heschel's discussion of freedom. In contrast,
’ Is [

J“‘Y

Pittenéer's stance 1s incarnational ‘;‘ather than covenantal"’, since subjectivity
(the conscious awareness of God's call to man's freedom) seems lacking.
Ip this regard, K Eric Rust points out that in process ontology

.God's immanence robs his creatures o¢f an awareness of his o/veragainstness.

Rust 'argues ‘that the overagainstpess of God and man is better relayed in
I

g ‘.C:. L ——the analogue of the I-Thou relationship where two beings penetrate each

” /
o

e
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other in iove while remaining mutually transcendentﬂiﬁ Furthermore, Rust
argues that personal relationships require a moral order of personal

} 4
differences in which complementarity doesn't exist at the full level of .

person’ality.l9 Rust believes that in an organié model of ontology (as
Pittenger's) individuality is-seco%dary to complementarity, but that per-

sonality and freedom demand more than limited individuality.20

! The Historical: Process versus Event
o !

o
r

Moving further along in this discussion of the poss}bility of

overagainsfnass of God and creation in-an organic, though Christian, model

of reality, a focus on an understanding of the historical in Pittenger's

and Heschel's ideas seems in order.

| Though Pittqngér essentially emphasizes the pyocess ‘as the chief

"concept for knowing the nature of reality, he is quick point out that

|

event is the main unit within the process itself; In other words, the

process 1s a series of inter-connected events which are endlesGly fertile
.»1n the meaning and substance they provide to the process, so“much so, in
4 . t

fact, thaL their nature can be apprehended only rather)than coWprehended.

'Each event betomes uqique as it illumines and moves the process forward. '
! J
History, Pittenger argues, is the level of reality which focuses

on’ unique eventd as occasions of meaning for the process. Though nature

o

i 1
and history'are unified, the natural is interpreted in terms of the
. & |
historical; through history a recognition of God's activity in the natural

?rder is possible, since it is the locus of the -synthesis of polar

(I

categories in being.

Heschel's definition of ﬁiétory begié& with a discussion of

>
{

~
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) r | torical, for it is in the hist rical réalm where the ultimately meaningful

time, since he believes that time T he dimension of reality where the

polaf‘ity of moment and eternity, ‘6; .emporality and abidingness, is —

inclhded.‘ Not dissimilar to Pitten er\'\s\co{ept of €ime in which t};e
temporalit[:y‘ of an occasibn of becoming ’is preserved in the everlastingness
of God's being and the’pro‘cess,‘ Heschel beliey/es that the ur'xique event O
is pllreserved in the history ofb a peoéle who /are conscious of its divine

significance. . ‘ : /,'
Heschel, like Pittenger, emphq/sizes tie importance of event as
the locus of meaning. for the temporal order. Tt is through the unique -

- , e ' ) )
. event, Heschel argues, that God is approached, so,that, in fact, the '

event 1s the realm of the sacred, for im it the eternal pr[sence of God
h - o .
is intuited! Creation, for example, begun in a sacred moment of divine

b , — "
freedom,/p‘éints to time and event as essential to God's mode of activity %

* -

. in tga /world A

Unlike Pittenger, -Heschel believes thdt the reality of sacred

moments is not tied up to God's organic presence, ‘but_to his spiritual 1.

presence. God's immanence in events speak's of the ‘,incecffable dimension of

{

reality. There is a hierarchy of moments in history due to God's presence N
or absence, ‘and the uniqueness of an event is based not on its similarity §
. M, ! : .

‘ in nature to other events, but to its precedence in the realm( of events.
. " Thus Heschel admonishes that an 'event can never be reduced to ¢
t ' V4

~part of a process;|  process bel:Ufngs to the natur%l order, events to the his—

occurs. The yine patho.s is expressed through singular events which

a tain a transforming power in the memory of a people who witness the |

|
‘

ivine meaning present m K
o / A .
II / ' : N
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" both Pittenger and Heschel.

view. Ralph James, in an article on process thought, questions, 'in . o’

a holistic scheme of nature and history. >\ A

difference between Pittenger's and Heschel's concepts of historoy is s

L 128
. o y
The emphasiq on the importance of events then is a theme in .

Pittengernrefers to the fertility o;‘.’ events
while Heschel argues for their transforming power.i These views are t{ot ‘
opposed to each other, in fact quite alike im temnor, though the major
distinction between them lies in Heschel's poi?t that events are
essentially different from procéss. - -

jry for both thinkers is the focus of God's

In any cése, hist

activity in the natural order and hence the locus of meaning for realit&. R >
. 20
) , .

However, Pittenger, in a movement which is 1argé&y a Christian combination -

Q

The main thrust of Biblical thought in regard to history as the reaim of

(] [y

the divine operation is thus preserved in their respective’ philosophies.

of Creek and Hebrew ideas, combines cosmology jlnd history #n /)'lis world- .

* v

fact, whether an elevation of the historical over the natural is justified
in a philosophy ?f or.ganism. 21 Since org'ani%m is a cosmqlogical category
and Pittenger's incarnat:ional principle an immanent telos, Pittenger's

emphasis on the historical as a higher or deeper grade of significance
| .

) than nature in reality is artificial. ‘ l
\\ ' ! .

—

. In this same vein Jaspers argues that a""grasping of history as

: ' o 1
a vhole is impossible;22 but, in fact, Pittenger's philosophy reveals ”

such an attempt in [is' belief that the proceéé is moving to a higher , ::

concretion of value Jaspers insists that history seen in a holistic
’, - \\ - . -

sense precludes human freedom. Yet, Pittenger's process view is indeed

~ Perhaps Jaspers' most important contribution to the distinct

~
oy -
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significant than others ontologically
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contention that all that happens and changes in time’ is not histdry:

We speagk of "natural history”, but we should not; for
natural history is a process that can be known from
without and inferred from facts, a process that repeats
itself over long-periods of” time and whose inwardness,
if 1t exists, remains inaccessible. History, on the
other hand, is what occurs, what can be understood and
not repeated within man--in the medium of his endeavors,
plang, and purposes, of the reations of his mind and
his political structures and 'struggles. Natural events |
are historically immaterial L}nless relatgd tozguch com—
prehensive topics. History is human. history.

Pittenger, in" fact, through his Logos ontology, broadens the »
dbf\inition of history to include nta\\:ural history. Heschel, in complete p

agreement with Jaspers, omits natural processes from the realm of history.
4 | . 1

Jaspers believes that existential events which reveal something

. - .
eternal overlap vanishing moments in t:ime.25 Although both Pittenger

- |

and Héschel would agree that evejnts which are meaningful or existentially
dete\rminative in reality are éreserved thi'ough history, Pittenger argues
from\‘a.broader concept oflhizstory; since each and every Fvent incarnates
deity to some extent it is| incorporated in;o the historicai pr;:cess and
preserved in and thtough God's consequent nature. Heéchel, on_ the other
hand, would argue th;t only\certain, unique event‘s of simngular depth

become history. Whete Heschel sees history as the locus of particular

events which speak of God's pr&sence and operation in the w,orld, all

others being blurred in the flow\of time, Pittenger acknowledges the Va :

\ .
important contribution of all even to the process, though some are more

[

-

. - | ) ~
Again, Pittenger's synthesis of the natural and thL historical

’in the: overridi}ng structure of the proé‘ess, denying the d}chotqmy in

reality betwgeln the two, causes the queption to be posed-as to whether

1
i
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man is solely responsi %7/;or history-as the focus of meaning in reality.

In other words, is history, the human recognition of significant events,
" so that all events which are not reeognized are not history? Is it
13
possible to posit the entire process as historical because it is comprised
' . ! .
of events? Does this then not diminish the possibility of certain eventg
having special'significance, a question James verbalizes in his criticism
26 / ‘
of process thought?

The point is whether Pittenger's process view of history is truly J

Bibldcal in outlook. For the Biblical view of reality emphasizes that in
Specgg events God's presence is sensed and expressed to man. ThOugh
Pittenger attempts to maintain-this stance, his prohlem in retaihing

and justi%&ing the uniqueness of special events in the process becomes

clear. \\ - . ,
. \ ’ . f »// , il
N - ! i

Heschek\ on the other hand, is ¢ careful to acknowledge that not

ﬂc

meaning of history. Ho ver, those in which God chooseb to be present > . 3

o
-~
—_—

" all events are sié\if nt, some come and |go without contributing to the —

as it|preserves in the memory of a people God's ., o

historicity. In reviewing them the elements in the understanding of history

which Pittenger and Heschel do and do not share become clearer. First,

Jaspers says that historicity can mean "the infinite and indlvidual

. .

concretion of all things at all times" 27; this meaning applies well to

Pittenger's process view although Heschel does not appear to deal with it
% ] '

- as a focus of his ideas. Seand, historicity applies to the "diversity

\
©

“w
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, / and infinite variety of events"” ; both Heschel and Pittenger affirm '
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the event nature of history, though Heschel would probably be more . !
conservative about the scope of human recognition of the infinite variety
i . of eVEI.:ltS. Third, Jaspers bglie;les that historicity can be appligd
[ to the concerrjls of one who remembers some o\fc these events which are
vital to him ;ar his group;29 again, this meaning finds a real home in
the world-views of both Pittenger and Heschei since it is Judeo-Christian
in orientation. Fourth, the existential historicity of an inc(l”tidual's

idenIity,with himself in the sequence of time yet cutting across it30 ’

"important consideration fof both Pittenger and Heschel. Howevér, ’ N

f : . PitLenger's process view has not develope/d to any depth a discussion of

is a

human consciousness arlnd identity in a process sense. And last, Jaspers
refers to the total historicity of all existence in comparison to innnu'table
) ei:ernity.:sl In this light Heschel would be more likely to ag;ee for he
poses the eternal as the dimension of divine 1living and thg temporal as

i

| o
* the dimension of man and fature, though he would prpbably question whether

i)
/ ",

immutability need app1§ to eternity as a meaningful concept, since the

Biblical God is an eternal God pathetically involved in the temporal

]

} : realm. Pittenger cannot affirm historicity as a category applying only
to derived reality, for God is organically involved in historical existence,

though his primordial natuje is eternal, abstract, and immutable.

The fact is that both Pittenger and Heschel preserve importént

Biblical ideas of history, but that I:,it:tenger's process cosmology t%omes

dangerously close to swallowing history up in the "organism" of being.

~—

Again, Hescheél's outlo'/ok 1s intellectually more conservative in his pre-

P S T

( e servation of Bibly/al categories. Wié;h these points in mind, the necessary

/ | . u \ / P
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connection. between revelation and history must now be established.

s |

-

Revelation: God's Presende in History

i

that revelation is necessarily involved in historical réiativism, in other

words, that a confessional standpo

.

t is always inplied as the premis
of understandiﬁg a revelatory evenj:.32 Both Pittenger a;d Heschel acjnow—
ledge this point in their\respectivf beliefs t;at a faith stance is
neéessdry to recognize an event as revelation. ‘ .

N

L. Neibuhr continues this line of thinking in his position that

revelation is based on internal rather than external history where in-

ternal history is defined as that which is "lived and apprehended from

o )

what happens."BA Interna% histdry, says Niebuhr, is concerned with events

and their values verifiable in a community of seives, where time 14 a

duration anJ the past "ébiQes in us as memory."35 ’ 1

( Pittenger and Heschel affirm this viewpoint in their own philo-

§ P e,
A

sophies, for each refers to revelation as a permanent &vent in a believing

R

community's history which has present reality because of’its'éndurihg

in that community's faith experience. Pittenger's emphasis on the
infarnation of deity in man pointg/ to the realm of the personal as does

Heschel's centering 9f revelation on the'prophetic/hord. But Pittenger

—

“dlso emphasizes diffuse revelation, and this in some senses moves-beyond
’ ’ )

| . | :
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in positing the character of revelation.

i
N ¥

the »category of”internal history
Niebuhr believes that having a God means h%ving h:lst:ory,:-56 and

B
that a leap of faith is necessary to recognﬁe the duality—in—unity of

- internal (subjective) and external (objective) history.37 Yet often man
A . camnot sense the significaﬁce of an event as it relates to others in its
inclusion of objective and subjective reality: -

,
o

The event, as it really is, is the event as it is for

God who knows it at the same time and in one act from {
. within as well as from without, in its isolation as. -

well as in "its community with all other events. Such’

knowledge of the nature of events is beygpd the ‘

possibility of the finite point of view.

4

Revelation becomes the event or events in man's internal history which

- illumine and make intelligible the reslt.32

-

Since Heschel refers to God as-the God of unprecedented events,

Likewise, Pit-

his obvious agreement with Niebuhr's stance can be seen.

tenger's belie f that God is most clearly understood in his creative
o

—

energizing in special eve\Juts points -to the correlation between his and

v

Niebuhr's views 6n revelation.

Pittenger and Heschel also ha/ve/ much in common with Niebuhr's

o

_point about the internal and external dimensions of an event which often .

kY
I

escape human insight and yet relate .its significance. For Pittenger

argués that events are only apprehende‘d, not comprehended, in their

’

fullness, and Heschel remarks that an event lies in the realm of the

L]

ineffable as it reflects C‘od's presence in the world and thus can only

be understood through a unique insight involving faith. In summary then,
“ Pittenger and Heschel share Niebuhr's belief that revelation deals with

both the objective and subjective realms in a u+it:y understood in its
L] . -

!

%
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entirety only.by‘God, and that histor& is the necessary locus of the
maqifestatioﬁ of deity. )
Emil Brunner introduces a relevant problem to the rela;ion
of history and revelation in his discussion of the correlatfon of history
and evplution. According to Brunner, tﬁere is too m;ch contradict¥on in-
volved in incorﬁor@ti&é evolutionary concepts into an uAderstaE&ing of
history, for history implies decision, whiie,evqlution implies continuity
or that "laﬁent immanent truth enters ,consciousness. I?here is here no
answer to a wqrd or to a challenge; there is only a érocess of natural

40

\ \\
S

In ﬁhis particulariﬁBrunner is negating Pittenger's approach to
hisquf (and hence to revelaéion). Whil Pit;enger would probably defend
his position by arguing that the incarnation of thedegos in cre{tibn
An no way impairs the freedom of decision and the run of novelty, in
the process, gevertheless, at lIeast in his éoncegt of diffuse revelaéion,
his emphasis lies more on the %mmanent reaiity of God than on the exlstential -
moment of conscious decision to answéf the word of God.

in some sense, Heschel's céncept of the prophetic inéight and
affirmation of the divine call of concern confirmﬁ the existential dimenéion
of ﬂiséory ghich Brunner sees as essential to an unde;standing of revelation.-

In fact, Brunner's belief that the timeless cannot take precedence gver the

timely is echoed in Heschel's argument that the 0ld Testament is more

) . "
concerned with the moral realm than with the world of order.

/ "
—
Pittenger seems somehow caught between the two realms of order
| ,
and ﬁistbriéal, existential existence in his process view. In the Christ

event. he attemﬂfs to combine the two in a unique emphasis which, although )
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it .points to thé Incarnation as the fullest~organi£ manifestation of:
the Ldgos in the procgss, also relays the complete, existential manhood
of Pesus %n identifying his human wi%} with the divine will.

v Aiong this same line, Pannenberg emphasizes’ that the Biblical
ponception of reality 1s more inclusive }han the ide§ of cos@os, for an
undefétandihg of reaiity as event (i.e., history) can include cosmic ré-
flection as an element within itlénd make the regularity eibressed in the
cosmic reflection more realistic in structure and movement by providing it

L

with a broader base of presuppositions.

Perhap's Pittenger's world-view is just such an attempt to include ./ L

. !
cosmological order in the realm of history-~though the re?erse seems ::/bé the

case: his emphasis seems ko be on placing historical categories within a

cosmological framework. Heschel, on-the other hand, deals primagii;/with

/

) /7
the historical in his analysis of being and revelation, emphasizing repeatedly

that order is not an issue of importance in Judaic ideas of/Ereation and

»

revelation. ! . |

Finally, Gakriel Moran adds to the discussion of history as it
epcompasse; revelation by referring to qistory as the realm laden with meaning,
not a process of events, but @an's own life of self—understanding.42 Moran
would probably question whether Pittenger is dealing with revelation in

4

terms of historical categories.

] }n real agreement with Heschel, Moran argues that God in the 0ld
Testament is not limited spatially, and that thé Word expresses~the power
aﬁd call of God directed to man in space-time, an invitation to bersonal

interrelationship.43 The primary fact of this call mediated through the

human word i{s that man's freedom is called upon through "God's self-béstowal
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44 which arises from his own gracilous initiative.

3
Heschel's reiterated emphasis on the freely willed and gracious encounter of

re

ia space, time, and community,"

.

God and man through the Word finds complete expression in Moran's comments.
At this point then an analysis and comparison of the ideas of

revelation in Piktenger and Heschel must be brought to tﬁe fore to tie in

the various points in their phi;osoph}es which have been discussed here as
background. Again, the chief focus of the analysis is’whether each man has

preserved the Biblical framewogk from which he believes his ideas of

o
revelation spring.

v

A Comparison of the Ideas of Reiglation of W.N. Pittenger and Abraham Heschel

v
—

Before an honest comparison can be made between the ideas of revela-

tion of Pittenger and Hescth, emphasis must again befplaced on the fact that
. ] /

- an extension of Heschel®s ideas of revelation must necessarily be under-

t

stood in Pittenger's Christian, though process, world-view. The obviaus

'
i

‘distinction between Jewish and Christian conceptions of revelation settles

primarily on the New Testament vision of the uniJue and final revelation in
Jesus Christ. For this reason, common points in Pittenger's and Heschel's
Qisions:ﬁf rtality; f%cusgd in’ revelation, will echo the 0ld Testament . .
perspéctive’they share. -Jesus Christ must bg seen as a special case of
;eyelation which will both relate to and dis;i?guish itself from ;11 other
cases of Biblical revelation. ‘

Recognizing that there is n6‘ine scheme for énderstanding revelation
in either the Old or New Testament, the conclusiénfof this paper is tha%
tﬁe propheticfis one og the most essential categories for understanding

i .
Biblical revelation and hence must be applied to the ideas of both PittengerI

Yy \j I ' i

© e e x
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and Heschel. There will be an attempt to show here that Heschel stays

within the prophetic framework of revelation, and that Pittenger loses much

/

of the Biblical perspective of revelation with his too heaQy reliance on

organic concepts of ontologyf@hic? do not eséentially mesh with Historical,

/

existential ones. /

—_

Turning to the nature of revelation in Pittenger tﬁen, the most

“obvious point he makes is that revelation is a complex event which necessarily

4

must be illumined through a‘ﬁaith experience, Pittenger calls it an action-
' (3
reaction event which is historical in character since it takes place in

time within ghe natural order (though in reality there is no distinction

! A

between the natural and the supernatural in his process view of being).
Revelation unites polar categories and elements in ‘the prdges&:

transcendent and immanent reality, thg eternal and the temporal, universality

and uniqueness. It is an ontological necessity, accofding to Pittenger,

since it reveals the incarnational character of the world. It is soterio-

logically signifiLant since its movement of the process forward in its
¥

intensification of good can be ‘seen as redemptive.
‘ ~

Just as man is the pinnacle of the evolutiorary;pbvement, the .

4

. . ,
personal is the highest medium of revelation in a process world-view. Yet

despite these descriptions of the nature of revelation, Pittengef points out

that it is never fully comprehended by man in its significance. More than
a mysterious quality, revelation in Pittenger's eyes rgflects untol? depth

of meaning for man. .

Heschel's description of the nature of revelation rums parallel .
. N 4
to Pittenger's'in several places. He; too, refers to the complex event

revelation 1is, describing the duality of its divine and:human dimensions.

p
— ! ‘ /
"

wzp
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Like the nature of event generically, Heschel believes revelation is

. , /
‘ unpreceylented, and yet as Pittenger does, he acknowle’dges its uniqueness 4
g : in its concrete, historical character. - ’ )
However, Heschel insists that revelation as event is/ /

singular and temporary, although it 1is preserved in the living pattern

{ . ! .
of a believing community's memory. As an event in the ineffable dimensio

& .
of being, it is indicative not descriptive, defying human categories of

— ‘

explanation. “Unlike Pittenger then, Heschel is more adamant about pre-

, / .
serving the qualitatively different realm in reality revelation ocfﬁpies.

Heschel necessarily would argue against an organic understafnding of God"s |
\ e ’

- presencé in the revelatory event, saying this is too'darfgerous an identity

of the divine with the. created ord&r. ' .

the encounter nature of revelation,

( . In fact, Heschel refers t
- "/7‘*"" .
that God and man meet each other the living, personal presence of an

iéentificatipn of divine and hupan concerr‘iﬂnd) wills. Not an encounter
with ‘the divine Jessence, however, reve}ation is a recognijtion of the
divine will as it is expréssed in time and creation. In this sense, .
revelation is functiorfal, not essential, since it émerges as a result of
’ I the divine reaction to human conditions. Here Heschel neg;tes the
ontolog‘ical necessity of revelation whi'ch‘Pittenger posits., 'j' L
/ A
' . of di/v:{ne manifestation is the lLogos or God-incarnate. Dming points out

¥ —_—

" in‘his book, Does Christianity Have A Revelation?, that revelation gained
. " 7 -
45

f course, in Pittenger's process view of revelation the mgde

) I )
impetus as a concept when Christianity merged witl_l classical philosophy.

A —— e T

And, indeed, Pittenger's heavy reliance on the Logos principle indicates how '

(’ marked a union of Biblical and Greek ideas determines his ideas of revelation.

. . l ¥t
& }
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( s Since /he employs the Logos as an organic energizing located in

all of the process, he can posit the caltegory of diffuse or natural

4

revelation in which God's generalized immanence is recognized throughout

the process. He-then argues that there is-a heightened immanence of the
J ’ : : ,
Logos in the aesthetic, spiritual, and ethical realms of reality, or

where man's activity (as love) predominates in the process. Special

xevelation is seen as the intensification of the divine expression in
|

2 |

il

reality.
e %

Heschel would argue tliat though the world points to the presence
of God's.glory, it caﬁ never i;ncar:‘nate divinity. Revelation is always
special in his éies as a sudden and unique communication from God to man.

’

The Word is lthe meitaphor for the mode of commﬁnju.cation, since God's word
(’ .~ can only be considgred more than literally real. .
Believing that revelation is centrally ar; auditory event (in human
experience), Heschel says its 1;ower is upleashed in human insight and words.
" Thus the Torah becomes a mode ¢/f revelation since it records the word of
God mediated through man. As Dc:»wning concurs, throygh the Torah God's
— will ig revealed though he rémains essential}y a hidden God.46 Heschel
eﬂrgues, howéver, that the Tdrah does not exhaust the limits of revélation,
or as Moran a;&tly puts it,/"If revelation is tt:e communication of a divine
reality within human experience, no human_ statements.can exhaust the ’
, Y |
\ _ reality of that revela/tion."/
' Harold E. /}{at'i: presents an interesting"ﬂ;esis, that the Torah is

124 i

viewed as revelatic;n from two, distinct vantage points:- from the viewpoint

>

of pi'oposi;:ional theology it is the lrec'ord of revelation; from the outlook

( . of en\&lounte’r theology it is the witness of revelagon.48 Heschel combines
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- both these ideas for he refers to the possibility through faith of

encountering the divine presence in the Torah at the same time that he

L d

recognizes it as the witness of the revelatory history of Israel.

'

Finally, Heschel believes that mitsvot, deeds done in response

o

to the demands of the Word, also reveal God's hidgn light. Not unlike

Pittenger's belief that loving acts are revelations?of the divine ac‘tivity,

) . A
ness of good deeds connects to his stress

Heschel's emphasis on the ho

element in revelation.

on the importance of the huma
~

-

The final dimension of\ revelation as an event which must be

{

compared in Pittenger and Heschel

©

its content. For\’Pitténger, revelation

is the decisive manibfestation of God's\way or purpose with the world.

\ ' -
Revealing God's activity rather than hik substarce (for. Pittenger also

N r

pelieves that God remains largely incogn to), revelation focuses on love

I

and loving actiVvity as God's mode of being, i.ex, on his harn;onizing

. . ’ i
and integration of process reality. In agreement with Pittenger's point

about revelation as 1ovgi, Moran points ,oui: thdt Gdd begins the revelfatory.

process by knowing and loving man with a transforming ’powel? that causes

’ I3 ’

man to know him. However, Moran helieves} it is tl!1e work of ‘the Holy

Spirit which is the foundation of the Christian':s revelatory experi_(ence.l-"9

.

N " B
On this same point, Hans Von Balthasar believes that revelation
° '
must be love a priori in order for man to give a freely lmﬂ.né, pnswer
to the Word.50 The important po?t in ¢iting the views of two 'other

Christian thinkers on the con“tep, of ‘revelation is to show that Pittenger

e 4 .

does, in fact, emphasize a Christian concept of revelation in his belief
|
. that its content is c*xiefly love—-incarnate. v,

Pittenger gllso argues for the cognitive content of revélation,

’

H \
/ ( /- ‘ .
1 a T
.
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believing that it reveals the nature of reality, by focusing on Ehe divine

> ]
\

Logos as the‘ghief principle of explication of the 'working of the process.

i Finally, Pittenger sees ‘rebelation as a focus on God as® 8 redemptive ” \

A

agent within the process, iﬁf@g#ating and redeeming occasions of becoming

*(good and bad) through his cosmic visigg\ffi;fi:::#ioﬁ of affect. Chiefly '
gy -
through the process‘sense of God's integrating - harmonizing ro%e in creation

~

is revelation as-soteriologically significant/;efined\in Pittenger's view. \\& - 4

Heschel posits the main content of reveldtion as the disclosure of the \

{ 2

divine pathos, a transcendent act of divine will; not essence, which commands \\\ U

-

%
]

a response“froﬁ/man. Heschel retains the 0ld Testament perspective.in his

+

ideas on the content’of révelatioﬁ, for Pannenberg points out ln agreement
with them, that the 01d Testamént does not speak of the self-revelation of
God, r Per of the Word of God which des}gnages h;s comman&s.?l Dowvning
also concurs witT this stance, arguing éhat the Yill of God, his demand ’

for obedience,jia the chief co ofTrevelation in the 01d Testament.5
’ 4 el

I

Rather than the object o reﬁelation, Heschel argues that God is

’

its subject and agent. Brunner affirms this point by insisting that only

as the subject of revelation does:God become personality which asserts itself
. o ' o
over against man, his divinity thus taken serioﬁsly\by man.53 .l .

*

‘ )
Most 1mfogtantly4 in God's revelation of his”will is the ethical
| ,
na;g;e.of his command to man set forth. Revelation, Heschel points out,
\ I » - I

mﬁ;t be understood as God's quest for(justice and the righteous man. Aga14,

4

t&e covenantal nature of revelation is implied her%, i.e., God's call to

man to commitment.

In this particular erhasis, the contrast between the 1dTas of .

¢ " r

Heschel and Pittenéér becomes clear; ﬁitteﬁger would propose that God's
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call to man is:to become a Fally actualized lover, and it is in special
revelation, especially that in the Christ event, that Plttenger's emphasis

on love as the content of revelation becomes clear. ' -

‘_

Revelation as Unijque Event *in the Faith History of a People,

I

*
As has been mentioned before, there is certainly no one scheme

+

for understanding the nature of Biblical revelation.” Moram wisely points

’

out:

There 45 in fact no conceptually unified presentation of

! revelation in the Bible as a whole,, Neither would it be .
possible to investigate the meaning of revelation solely .
by studying one or several technical words in the Bible, .
for the notion 1s(so omnipresent that it cannot be

| encompassed in gbis way. These facts are neither shocking

nor surprising. . |

M

" An inveztigation of Rittenger’s and Heschql*s/échemes for
lation as a unique event in the faith history of a people -

understanding rev

must keep\in mind,\then, the openendedness with which tHe Biblical ideas

//(

of revelation can and must be apprehended. -

»

/ For Pittenger, the category of special revelation (centered
mginly in the' Christ event) is the chief means for upholding the uniqueness

of\¥evelation as Biblica{ly understood. The differgnce between special

- revelation and general revelation is not one of kind but one of degree.

! ;
As Hatt“concurs, natural ‘revelation does not give an adequate Eggwledge of
!
55

God; éhuq we are dependent upon special revelatlon as a gift of God,
According to Pittenger, spe;lal revelation does not confine God,
rqther it definés him more specifically. Cognitively deeper than general
revelation, it 11lumines the nature of God and reality to a8 heightened
Its cognitive value affirms the faith experience of a people at

{ .
" AN ‘

degree.




OWNRERL W e g e w

~ e T

P TR

B ‘ , 143

~—

\

/
. Vi ‘/
the same time that the faith experien€e afffirms it ds a special focus

‘ | B \
of God's activity. Special reyelation is iv%péi;:initiated; though
7 -

b

( Pittengér_does not flarify how different God's initiql aim ar telos is in

»

’ \
a special revelatory event (as compared to|that in general revelation),

he does emphasize that Gpd;s role in the event 1s heigktened.

~ ,In the ChrisL event, the focus of all God's-re etﬁtiry activity,
God's gracibds character is revealed. The reve%#tion in Jesus Christ ;n— ’
dicates a new dimension in revelation in its'in;iusiveness. Different~;h~—\

degree not in kind from other revelatory events,

unparalleled disclosure of divine activity, but Pititenger is quick to point’

revelatory events which will release the divine energlzing in the manner’

and #ode of\;he Christ event.
V- N\

The\Christ event is unique, though universal, ting polar eleme
e

of divine and human being in its density of theLpresence of each.

S ,
agrees ﬂith Bittenger, "The Incarnation is not

past. It is theiopening of a human

revelation."56 f

‘ Pittenger beliejes that Jesus migt be understood as the organon

substance) in which the

’

of the divine wlli (rather than of the divin

divine causal agency has priority., In this senke Downing concurs with

! “Christ, he exercises his righ cousness.>’ Thus the

imply that God becomes cleatly known in him \J
\ - !

[ - 1

AN

'{ God in Jesus Christ does not

erely a brute fact out of the

- N
story which established\i un?ﬁfﬁ>way of
' | !

t becomesw"final" in the \

ik
[ ahr
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s ) but that (as Juan Alfaro puts it):
/ The whole religious life of Christ was dominated and - \\\

’ ) directed by this personal relation to God, his Father: . .
j God revealed and communicated himself interiorly "as
his Father; Christ lived in an ineffable, personal
‘communion, §§ a permanent "I-Thou" dialogue with GOL
» his Father.

: : |
In the complete agigement in intentionality between the divine
and human wills in the Christ ent, one of the propﬁetic eiements of

revelation in Pittenger's discussion of Jesus Christ can be recognized.\ }

Heschel himself argpeé/;hat the human will matches the divine will in ,

intention in prophetic revelation. Piﬁtenger's process view coupled with

bhristian—ﬂeilenistic ideas of revelation, however, causes him to take
L, )
the Christ event one step further aL the unity of th[ divine and human. N

te Ancarnation of

‘ He calls Jesus the "En-manned Logos ] the most qompl

‘ \
( A deity in reality, hence the most cognitively para gmatic case of revelati
N ’ .
)which has ever occurred. Jesus' finaiity:a evelation in this regarq/i/
4y
\\\ made clear by Pittenger. As Brunner reiterateg/tpis point. J

has a totally,different meaning from that which it has in

all other religions, .in metaphysics, or in ethics. Revelation
here means the WORD, of Godlas a human person--i.e., such .
knowledge of the divine will as cannot be found through sub-
mersion in myself or in the kecret of the world, but comes N
tEﬁpZZh an act of communication, an act of perspnal self-
impartation Srom outside of our own range, in which God gives//
ds Himself.

\ . . |

Pittenger argues that the divine causal agency in Jesus Chris
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in the/aorld generallyfbut on f quantifiedly different 'incarnation of

dzvgnity in Jesus. ] ‘j
Jesus then can still legitimately be viewed as tke paradigm

of human nature, the Proper Man, since’ 'he embodies alf/the existential

qualities of being human. However, his freely made choice to. respond

completely to the divine will reveals the most intense love, especiall}

.ag seen in the Passion and Crucifixion, for it%completely/rises above

.

self-interest. The Christ event becomes, accoriing to Pittenger,{the

[

f(/

final revelatign of God as lovfyé/activity.

v

=

Jes&s'(obedience to the divine will, in fac t, 18" thé/fullest

—?

’ (

example of the human understanding of God's purpose‘ In process terms,

I~

Pittenger argues that Jesus ma ched exactly the ihitial aim given him by

"God with!his subjective aim. His unique senfﬁ/éf a#thority then sprang

from his realization of the purpose God had for him.

r

As the paradigm of completely actualized man, Jesus also revealed

the true God-man relatiomship. He became a salvifig agent in this regard,//

13

for he epitomized and revealed how man must live in response to the
divine initial aim. The Christ event continues to be redemptive in the
< .\ '

faith experiencé of the believing Christian community. Similarly, it

"functions as the paradigm of the nature of réality as self-actualized love

N
1

and the intensification of good. ' ,r %§§g ‘
Turning to Heschel's view of revelation as a unique event in the

faith history of a people, points of similarity with Pittenger's ideas
, 3 . ,
can be seen, though for the most part| distinctions’ reign supreme,

1 Firsﬁ; in Heschel's understanding of prophetic revelation as the

v

mode of Biblical and hence Jewish revelation, one of the main themes is human

. o N
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~ Heschel believes that this agreement of wills reflects the

\
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obedience to the [divine command, or aQ he sees 1it, the'identification

o% the human will and concern of the prophet with the divine will and

concern as they are revealed,

s

i .
| vertical, or transitive, dimension of man's being. In Christ's ident%—

fication of his will with the divinme will which Pittenger emphésizes, a

—

/ ; .
chel holds that the prophetic experience brings the world
: / i

{
into divine focus by revealing through words_ d's polar relation to

point of ajreement between the two .thinkers can be made.

He

man, his justice and mercy. Here, of course, Pittenger would argue that
love is God's cen#rally revealed attribute, yet the point can be maée that
Jgsus alsofrevealed justice as one.of his main concerns.

Like Pittenger, Heschel believes tAat tﬁrougﬁ thefdivane initiative
there 1s human ;articipation in and mediatiqh of the revelafory event, taat,

/
. . ¥ / ‘ .
in faect, revelation necessitates both the divine and human /functioning.

-

Heschel's gmphasis an the ineffable dimension of revelatio\, however,

would tend to erhasize more than Pittenger's ideas the unique singularity
of qhe divine initiative involved at the outset of the reve torf event, ;
i.e;, that God's iniﬁiative,is not presgnt in all eventé. Whether Heschel -

would call revelation a paradigmatié experience in this regard is questionable. %
- A\

Paradigms speak of the possibility of repetition of experience, and o

Heschel emphasizes the precedence and unpredictability of the revelatory
event. : ]l 5
Proph’eti,c authority, according to Heschel, is not an epistemological

certainty. Rather, in the uniqueness of the prophetic experience, truth is

founded. In this same vein, Pittenger would probably agree that the Christ

—~—
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event's authority is self-authenticating in its uniqueness. i -

The points of common understanaing between Heschel's and

r

Pittenger's ideas of revélation embhasize that both do attempt to work
within the Biblical framework. More specifically then, the concluding
;emarké of this paper will be based on an analysis of the prophetic

character of Biblical revelation as it is maintained or lost in the s

1

ideas of these two thinkers. - V

]

N

Prophetic Revelation: The Affirmation of the Divine and Human Relationship

&

Prophetic revelation in the Bible implies several important things.

’

First, it is historical in character, not a violation of the natural order

of things, an event which affirms‘that God and man are partners in histéry.
Second, by centering on God's-stake in humian affairs, revelation ‘

as a prophetic event confirms that both God and man are active participants

and co-respondents in_the event, though God's initiative has priorityT

Third, prophetic revelation is ethical in content; it discloses

!

God's involvement in and reaction to human behavior, either drwigg\:Tger or
mercy which reveal God's justice and love respectively.

Fourth, the encounter nature ‘of revelation is emphasizeL in

4

) ’ prophetic religion. God;and man are seen as two personal poles of encounter

(i.e., there is ?n I-Thou format), though God is not necessafily distinguished

—

as an entirely revealed personality. The verticallty of the God-man relation
is stressed, ethical aétivity being the shared mode of being. God and man

are seen as-essentially different though they share the moral realm of

)
r

being; God's tran$cendeﬁce as wholly other, then, is maintained déspite }

his presence in the revelatory event.
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Fifth, prophetic authority is based on the ability to|fllumine

“events which have occurred, are Jccurring and will occur. The prophet

/ .
.- himself bellieves that God has truly reached him and sees the words of
revelation as self-authenticating in their message and power. The pro=

phetic response to God in revelation is obedience and compliance. {‘
- I
Last, prophetic revelation has a futuristic orientation, an

. 3

eschatological significance. gévea%ing God's demand for justice, it

argues that the moral state of man provokes a reacfioﬁ from God, and that 1
3

the future for man has divine implications. Prophecy is prédictive in the T oh

' sense that it forecasts God's punishment of continued moral iniquity and
( / T .
his reward of good. y //

I3

) T?us the prophetic-dimension of revelation is multifaceted, its - '

i
most important emphasis being the intimate connection between the divine

LN
)

and human realm of being. v

Turning to Pittenger first in regard to his use of prophetic

categories in revelation, his process revelation stresses prophetic,

”
consciousn%§s as a required backdrop for understanding revelation. In
’ ) 0 ! )

. }
; other words, the world must be seen as the field of the operation of the L

divine will and purpose. l 3
—_— ) ' R
However, the problem with Pittenger's process perspective is i

BT N S PPSANL v,

that the transcendence of God loses meaning in the organic concept of

rdelation which speaks of the diffuse Incarnatlon of Cod in every part
of reality. This stance 1s Jargely un-Biblical, fog in the 0Old .Testament

view of revelation, the world is not incarnational and in the New{Testament

CEI | S e

“view, Jesus Christ is the unique unity of the divine and human.

sy -

-~ -
(; ‘ . Pittenger's emphasis on the eminently inclusive rathei than |

/
° w o
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‘Christ. Since God is present organically througho*t the ,created order, H

"that in his human, existential being, Jesys encountered the divine will and

’responded completely to it. Howev?r, Pittenger's belief in the complete, o '
_ untenable, since an organic unity does not imply a distinction of wills.

" New Testament vis#on of the revelation in Jesus in this regard. The ‘ f :

_to escape prophesying, and Jesus' real anguish and doubts- in the Garden

' / |

exclusive nature of God is not a notion of transcendence in reality l

but a notion of immanence. Yet transcendence is an important and

primary prophetic caéegory for understanding{God,and the purpose of

[

revelation. & [ . ’

’
-

Indeed, the eminent self-hood of God in the process view calls in

4upstion the necessity of special revelation, especially that in Jesus

why is there a need for a focal manifestation of his activity?

The encounter nature of prophetic revelation is essentially in-
congruous - to incarnational reveiation as Pittenger extend; it in a process
sense.a Encounter implies the opposed consciou§nés? of two personél poles, I ? /
and it is difficult to understand h0w,‘especially in relation to diffuse

p

revelation , the encounter nature of revelation is préserved in Pittenger.

In the special case of the Incarnption itself, Pittenger posits

organic unity of the divine and human in Jesus seems to make this view ” H’

Agaln, it is questionable whether Pittenger has even aptly preserved the

i

struggle of the human will in response to the divine command, the .

vertical dimension of the God-man relation, seen, for instance, in the ;

!
!

Biblical accounts of Job's struggle with the divine ways, Jeremiah's wish

l
of Gethsemane, points to the essential overagainstness of God and man

N
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in the Biblical understanding of reality. Yet Pittenger's use of the

term organon for Jesus' revelation of the divine will seems to downplay

the reality of his existential mode of being which Pittenger tries to

emphasize in his discussion of the Incarnation.

r

‘

Pittenger has failed to emphasize JesuF‘ vision of himself in
relation to the rest of realiiy. Did he distinéuish (LS the prophets did)

his human reality from the divine reality? Was he consciously aware of

—_ —

himself és the En-manned Logos? Although these are questions which are 0,
difficult to answer in any Christian philosophy of revelation, Pittenger's

particular process view makes them more difficult, for the inclusiveness ,
g o Coqn

of an organic concept of reality blurs distinctions and points of
uniqueness in the nature of revelation through its’s&nthesis of polar

categories and elements in ontology. ) , §

In Pittenger's belféf that Jesus's initial aim from God was not

different in kind but in degree fror other men, the prbblem arises as to
!

how to preserve Jesus' unique metaphysical status as the Incarnation. The

;v

concept of the En-manned Logos 1s eplstemologically weak in a process

w&rld-view since it implies that more of the Logos is present in Jesus
initially than in other ﬁeT. Is this then, an evolutionary perspective ;
or an historical one, a cosmological understanding or a Biblical ome?

Pittenger'f chief emphasis in special revelation seems to be on , ;

its paradigmatic position to the rest of reality. Yet'Luch a concept seems

ﬁorﬁl dimension 3 prophethc (i.e., Biblical) reality. Particularly asa

prophetic revelation emphasizes the encounter nature of revelation, the

K

word spoken and the word héard, tﬁe notiom of the paradox of the divine

r I ~
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transcendence and God's need for man seems to lose ground in Pittenger's

process view of revelation. Even the notion of di-polar deity does not

alleviate the problem, for in reality it removes the need for revelation

3

in process theology.
Because Heschel is essentially a Biblical philosopher; his ideas
of revelation are nécessarily brophetio in charactef, 15 his Jewish frame-
" work revelation is understood as a disclosure of divine will asking for a
responle frqm the human will; the encounter between God and man in Biblical
revelation i; upheld then in Heschel's philosdphy. His reiteégted stance
that God is essentially a hidden God, coming out of his incomﬁrehénsibility
to communicate to man in sacred moments maintains tAe notion of precedence
found in both the 01d and New Testament visions of revelation. (
Revelation does Aot indicate what the order of being is in Heschel's
eyels, but what the ‘nature of the God—ﬁan relationship is. Inq&hié s?nse,
Heschel emphasizes the existential significance of prophetic revelation. /
While certainly the inﬁegﬁ;tion of the God-man relationship is the
theme of Biblical revelation, redemption being one of its major foci, Heschel's
‘emphasis on the polarity of bod's response in“his revelatiqn; the disclosure
of %ié justice and mercy, again ﬁs/a distinct prophetic pefspective.

|

Obviously, Heschel's Jewish perspectivd, which negates the

possibilitity of divinity ever residing in human form, disallows all possibilipy
‘ of incarnational revelation: Yet in many senées his unﬁerstanding of
prophecy and prophethood could apply well to Jééus' role in the revelatory

history of the Bible.

In conclusion, the ideas of revelation of Norman Pittenger and

' Abraham HLschel are complex, involving polarities in unity which are

[

¢ ’
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conceptually paradoiical Though there are points of eimilari;y in their
ideas, Heschel s Jewish vision of reality and Pittenger's Christian world-

view necessarily oppose each other at significant points. Again, Heschel

remains truer to the Old Testament framework than Pittenger doFs to

Bielical revelation iﬂ geeeral. Perheps Pittenger's weakness in this
regard is due to his incorporeﬁyon of Christian ideas into a procesé"
framework rather\than'hn-implementation of Christian reﬁlity with pfocéss
ideas. Nevertheless: both thinkers have aptly wrestled with the meaning

> / -
of God and revelation for a modern world.
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