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Tonight  my  purpose  is  not  so  much  sermonic  as
descriptive.  For  I  would  like  to  respond  to
a  requ`es±  that  I  react  to  a number  of  other

i-~ `-speakers  who,  in  the course  of  this  season,
have  addressed  themselves  to  mtt-el.s  Of ,theology
from  various  points  of  view.  Art  while  I  have
made  my  own feelings  and  preferences  clear  in
a  number  of  contexts  I  would  like  to  strmarize
once  more  from  the  pulpit.

Let  me  begin  by  saying  that  we  are  in the  midst
of  an  era  in which  theolo£[]r  has  once  more J±=±=in

LgiEsn:n:i::::`iif#¢t#{b"6'i`p`e¢±1ingrelevanee.
specialized

H

of.I-_TIT____JIJ-isolated
scholars.  Todayls  world  is  so  fastly  changed
in scientific  orientation that  a  containing

:?:;;,;#:,;Tf#f#i,=`t7
rl a  so  during  tis'past  year  some  of  our  congre-
gation  (   I  would  wish  more)  have  listened  to  a
number  of  clergymen of different  faiths  and
only  recently  a  colleag.ue  of mine  speaking  from
this  puapit  ipE# the  subject of their own
fail;h  in  general  a]nd  their  conception of  God
I:.Per::±_arm.+=':;I:#:£=;I.=~..`j{'tr-+..tr}`l.'`tai#j

trhe  field  of  theolog]r  is  a  va,st  one,aH Ei the
few  minutes  which  I  ha[ve  to  speak  to  .pou  I  carl
only  tonch  on  the  broadest  outlines  of  contempaEzr:
views  ¢in  Judaism  H on  the  idea  of   God.  .=vri:i-jp  {a+4i
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T®  the  extent  that  what  I  say.piques  your
iinterest  ,  eEcites  either  your  agreem6nt  or  your
objection,  a  good  ptirpose  will  have  been served.
E±rd For  the  first and  cardinal  princple  of
Judaism .is  ,  of  course,  a  belief  in the  existence
of  the  living  God.  +This  is  what  we  mean when
we  rebite  the  Shema.drut  ,  still,  there  is  no
single  view  in  Judaism  as  to  the  Nature  of  God.
Judaism  as  a  I.eligion has  always  been  more-
concerned  wit;h  what  God  wills,   or  wants  of  us,
t]ran  it  has  been with  the  nature  of  God  Himself.
Thus  there  al.e   a host  of  ideas  of  God,  ideas  which
have  Changed  radically  thru the  ages,  even  within
the  pages  of  the  Bible.   and  Certainly  from  Bible
times  to  the  present.{±=±d  only  he  who  rejects  God
entirely  wh  o  is  in the  words  of  the   TA]mud,

¥::::a:r:a e::=:±d:ed:::e:a:: :: ed::°:ri*¥E:fro::±£::  ±S
All  other interpretations  are  acceptible    within-i--
our  faith..  cad  they.  differ  widely.

LuS L^Lt,ut
With

f,-+ tLL3 ,-+i
in  a{1vanoe far^wide  genara±izationg

let  me  present  the  ideas  of  God  in  ±hERE  two
wide  classifications  before  sharing  with you  my
Own  Particular  view*+2f aeey`ri ti yfu~ .

The  first  may be  called  the  Traditional.
The  ±±E±    traditirmal  whuld  include  all  of  the
Biblical  views  {  of which there  is  a  wide
varietl+)  all  of  the  TAlmudic,dfizdr  most  of  the
medieval  philosophic    and,  in  modern  times,a:w7-Oife#ife=quT*L
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.  This  is  the  view^cBf  a.Apersonal  God,
a  Creatrfur  God  who  brought  the  world  into
being  and  with  the  exception  of  man's
freedom  Of  will,  Controls  the  destiny  of
the  wCirld  and   its  peoples.£E±  this
view  prayer  is  directed  to  God   V{tho  hears
and   eniswers  in  His  own  way.(giod  is  the
JLE age,   God   is  the  Au.thor  of  Life,   CTod   is
both  bras:ncendant  and  irmhaent,  which  is

..   say  thdrt:.he  is  concnermed  with  both  the
universals  as  well  as  the  intimate  par-
tioulars'.':of  t rfe+,€t'ifrfuLan  heart.

LT he
is

theology  of  the  Bible,  for  exenple,
Sound..ed  for  The  most  part  on  the

::Sp=:Li:-£j:gd*:±i#=9:::a::er:=::::fo:niFe::1
be  found   in  such  G booksas  fob.fz#¥(.' £Tctf c

Be  that  .as  it  may,  t.he  traditional  view  Of
God   was  e¥:apanded  to  represent  God  as  the

:=::]°}:i::st::d':.';£`t~a¥£toJ:±',:tip:i:::=LtL=t
cormianded  by  God  and  there  is  no  distinction
between  euiical  art   ritual  requirements,
for  practical  pulposds.

Le form  Judadim  in.  its^offioal-.- 1g.Ji-'  _I *Ktr L              h[,- still
adheres  to  a  beliefgin a  persoanl  living
God.   Albeit  we  have  made

-F-=:==T          a ,-:I --...---- _ d¥stinctions
between  ritual  and   ethical  demands  of  this
God   end   there   is  a  vast  amount  of  EKE

•,.i,ti.-1t_i.-€€ir,

ecleotisisin, in  our  view  of  what  is  and  what



-4-

is. not  the  will  of  God.'

The  bare  recital  of  these  facts,  I  am  sure
already  raises  questions  in your mind  as  it  has
in  the  minds  of  others.  LMedieval  philosphers
who  dealt  with  the  problem  of  the  mture  of
God  from  the   specnlatiive  point  of  view  defined
God  in  terms  ±anilaar  t;  The  ph9iosophy  { .not
the  tkeology}  of  their  day. . They  talked ,.of  .God
as  the
of  God :=±vi::ifeFS::.g:e¥tp=::::a;:::o:i:::::nc
proofs  as,  for  instance,  the  ordiliness  of th6
universe'  and  the  obvious  exist4nce  of  the

'fnn;iverse.
`.`;,t

The  second  general  classis fication  of  theology
can  be  called. naturalism  as  opposed  to-.  .the
supermaturalism  of  the  traditiohal  vidw.
This  is  the  view  of  the  EHx]EEnk  moveneut  -

HH-called  Reconstl`uctioriism. 's  main arahetect
t# Mordecai  Kaplan,  rmn  stilT]ap a  creative

deand  vibrant  Rabbi  in his  80Is. turalism
or  reoonstructionsim  denies  a  personal  God  .iri-'
the  sense  of  the  trali.Tonal view.Lin this  view
God  and   nature  are  very. .close.   As  God  moves  ±rfu
thru  human  histpry  (  a  view.I  accept)  so  God
is  to.be  seen  in  the  developmerrb   of  both  the
natural and  the  moral  world,  a mother view  which
I  accept.£±ithis  vidw  God  is  rot  a  "person"  in
the  traditiorml  sense  but  a  Cause,  a  process,
a  directing force  in the  universe  from which  all
life  springs  and  towhich  all  1if e  is  subjec
EL+I   .L^   .J}.   r.b-aa.:`:r   iilEif :.aL..,_*.`+Jim;£`€i„L.I  C-i  15drf,tyz.   kLw-:.{`-*
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This  view  is  no`t  without  its  reverence  for
1if e , not  without
WOI.Ship n  no  Wa
6i±"thahri€try'``ct£`ahri+€ tit/:4

`  .`ft.
of

its  particular view  of

i:£i:.!=?!.:.-::.7¥.3/:tr:::a:;;i-
idea  is  vastly  different.  Kaplan  defines
God  this  way."God   ,  he  says,  is  the  F"
power  that  makes  for  human salvation."
haother  spoke
definition

sman  for  a non-tradtional
;`+;*cfieconstruct±on±s.t>^hot  a

says  in the  sane  spirit:"  God  is  the
redemptive  aspect  of  human  experience."

Lil this  view,  as  you  can  see,  there  is
Fbsolntelyho`£,.``;'tipT/:£naturalism.{SLome
would  say  thelte  is  a non-rational  element  but
not  an  irrational  element. L¥ e  view  combines
the  eElectisim  of  all  modernist  religion with
a  touch  of  the  mysticism  and  wonder: of
tradtionalism. drut  ,  in  essence  it  remains

t,t,„fL,{{-' totally  within the  natural  world .
It  is    highly  humanistic,  easy  comprehensivle
in  terms  of  rationality    and  closely  wedded
in my  view  to the  secualr  wrld.
So  much  f Cir  geneal  deBpvitption  except  to

+=L={`rT=:L:.±x,`'-r,.,-,J
say  that  wl.thin  Reform  either  viewL,is
acceptible  arrd  within the  ranks  fo  the
Reform  rabbinate  our   Central  Conference  of
drnericari  R--bbis  is  divided  between  the  two
general  theological  positions  {with
variations.)  of  Traditional  Personal  Concepts
and   tri.g;.--£-i*e  reoend  FTaturalism.
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• H®w my  own  view:     First  a  germal  observainion:

Trtyc)a;.i:.hTThis  is  that  in  keeping  w±thE  Judaism =====
I  would   demand   of  myself  and  of  others  ng±8

Jazzaae ,an  element  of  change.Ldo  not  believe-;
•fu-as  I  did  'in  my  youth.{PB[  view  is  not  that  of         I

ny  parents  or  grandparents  to  say  nothing  of       ,`
ny  forefathers.Lehis  is  good   Jewish  thought.       I
The  religion  of  Elijah was  hot the  religion        '

i

of  Afflos.   The   God-view  of  Isaiah  was  not   that
of  Abraham. {£}±r  perception  Of  the  Almighty
Changes  and  hopefully  EREEp  Gee.pens.  drhe
religion  and  the   God-idea  of  a..child  cannot. -
serve  the  mature  adult.

I=`::,J

RIEH[ as  the  God   idea
has  reflected   the  social  anna  world   sit.nation..
ir].  th.e  past,   so  now  ought  one's   concept   of-..God.

.,

be  compatible  with  the' world   im.  which  we  I.iv.e.
own  view   .   then

rejects  the

Li

ne  which  clearly
raditional.  view.

do  not  believe  that  God  ordairis  in  every  i.i
detail  the  mamer  of  my  life.   Nu.r  do  I  belie:ive
that  I  Can  bring  to  God  EIEx#  ira  pra  yer  a
supplication  to  change  the  order.of  the
natural  nE±  world   to  shit  my  desi-res.

I n  the  other  hand,     I  am  ¥EE±±¥ -..- `in  great
ineasure  in  agfeemeut  with the  Reconstructionist
position  when  it  speaks  of  God  i.-as  the   power
which.  makes  for  human  Efal  salvation.(|do  see
God  in  evel`y  good   act,   in  the  creation.  of
beauty,  in  the  appreciation  of  high  ideals
and  in  the  desire  of  men  to  improve  their`?##ti€
way  of  life.   I  am  in  agreement  with  tile
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r..elig.ion  of  naturalism  in  its  suggestion  that
ffEn  God  lives  in  the  natural  un.iversg,  and  in
the  rejection  of  supernaturalism  as  a  fundamen-
tal  tenet-  of  religiolh  4E±ind  the  rational ancl
pat`ural .±nterpretaations  of  religious  1].fe
useful,  3±bea€toE±¥eae6   a.ttractive,a# ~Ir'"+
d6ceptible  as  far  as  they  go.

Frankly,   I  wish.I  could  subscribe  wholehearted

::rt:e:::::S:::::::?ism.  But  I Cannot.    I  cannot
First,  I  do  not  believe  that  all  of  life  can
be  described,   evaluated  or  even  planned  in
rational  terms. {±.deplore  irratiomalism.  But
I  know  perfectly  well  that  moll-rational  elements

ire  necessary  supports  to  ny  life.thong theseire  love  and   kindness,   peace  and  harmony  and
L}].  specific  religious  Serms  a  sense  of  the
nytery  of  God  and  the  sacredness  of  life.

5.9condly,   while   I  Can  understand   God   in  terms
}.f  both  moral  and   physical   evolution,  while   I

;::'sf:rg::::1s:o::::,i:r:ha::dt:=:nou=iEE#f
;.hese±.(£±d  is  not  nadure. drture  refflects  God.

[unan  nature  iLq  not  God. (±gLd   i`q  feflected  in
iuman  nature.  For  many  this  distinction  is
i'ot  important.   For  me   it  iS.
`hirdly,   I  understand   God  as  the   power  in

he  universe  that  rna.keg  for  order,   goodness,
urpose  and   salvation.   But  I  cannot  pray  to
power.   I  caunot  adBEess  myself  meaningfllly

o  a  philosphic  principle  or  a  s@ientific
--__     ®L  I-     1,-\L -.,, L     I        JI   _  i.        F\           -_     ,-I,
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I  understand   the  impossible  problems  of
a  completely  personal  God.
problems  with  the  idea  of

But  I  feel
an,`|mpers

equal
I

onal ; God ,
i

not  because  I  whsh  to  ±hm¥x  think  of   God
in  personal  terms  like  my  own,  but  becin;ue  I

:I

must  think  of  MYSELF  in  personal  termsi!
{io  God  for  me  is  personal  in  the  sense:that
I  can.  rebate  myself  personally  to  the  g.oodness

-

that  is  God,  the  redemptive  qualties  of/`-lit ,...
1,

which  is  God,   to  the  ideas  I  believe  Gad  wills
and  to  the  sources  of  strength  ,  wisdopr,
patience  and  creativity  which  are  God  for  me
in  a  personal  sense.                                        ..

L5Penffi hoice  I  would  be  nearer  to  the

.#,,j#raditionalist.
.Liut: P.eQQnstructioni-§irAdoes  not  go  far  enough

Reeonstructionist  than
Ath .ittT_

•fo.r` th?..  3Phepre   are.. .element,a  of  life   and
......

ejfpe±ihce`...`which  defy  the: ratiorial,   are. beyond
the   cosmic  and   a±6  still  dyery  much  part.`..of
the  personal  soul  of  man.{±±ere  is  stiii
mystery  and  wonder¥  surrounding  both  +::±-a
good  and  the  evil  in  lif e.   I  think. that  I

I,,

w-`ir}t it+a :r6]ite  nySe||.  i` .,personq|lyi ..to :,+hat
`.          ,          «`    .                                              .-

mSst;ry  .irisofar  a5  m#.` bb-th. ny. rationali'ty
and  ny  sense  of  the  sacred  allow  me  to;+do  so.

Li:##r#,#i:ap::X£:::::i:::fs::=i?y|must
-.,.,.

-feelj :.that-.Jih.  pray?^r .`a-r. borid ... i.s. .e.st.ablished
`_.,.i.'-_ --..----.--..........  :-.` .-,....., `_     .,    _   ---.--.   i       .            :          .                                             `:b6.tiv66in' dyself  and'p` i.tri'6 i..`S`odr.6`e   d±   all  life   and.``.                 ,

thought.                                                                           `
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•*  .I  tlhink  God   "hears"  in  the   sense  tRE  my  thoughts

and  asperiations  have  effects  on  me,  on  dithers
and  thru  others  into  time  itself .    I  think
we  can  hear  God   "speak"  whenever  we  listeneeEpe`*#`

•.`. .

Ihe  quegtiqu  is  often  asked  if  God   Created  man
or  if  Man  oreate{1
true.  We  have  all £!
postentials  in..;1if e
them  is  sta.gge±in.g.`

.,.,

us.   The   God.   we  have
•,

and  belief .:refl'ects
and  goals.

•Ln  some  sense  both  are
given  such  enormous

+hat  the  contemplation  of
HOw   we use  them  is  up  to
c.reated  in mind  and  spirit
pr2etty  much  our  own  Salues

1Thatever  our  personal .';belief ,  and   Judaisri. gives-

us  wide  iatitde6,  .let`:us  Pe .¥orthy  of  Phe-.rfu
who   gave   us   life.   And  .let..-the   Gad   w..e.:..w.grsriip:..
Comprise  ip  part  a  complex::-of`.ideas.ari            .

.
'3dreams  thi..one  day  will  bring  a  godly  way  of

life  to  all  men.


