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Tonight my purpose is not so much sermonic as
descriptive. For I would like to respond to

a requqst that I react to a number of other
speakers who, in the course of this season,

have addressed themselves to matters of theology
from various points of view. And while I have
made my own feelings and preferences clear in

a number of contexts I would like to summarize
once more from the pulpit.

Let me begin by saying that we are in the midst
of an era in which theolog has once more-320¥me
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afibompeillng relevanoe. 1s no 1anger&d
specialized i of ﬁ isolated

scholars. Today's world is so fastly changédd
in scientific orientation that a containing
philosophy of life
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Lénd 80 during tis past year some of our congre-

gation ( I would wish more) have listened to a
number of clergymen of different Pai ths and
only recently a colleague of mine sped ing from
this putpit spsdbsan the subject of their own
faith in general and their conceptlon of God

in particular. %«1n 1Ly fas &‘«/f‘ }vkmv”f
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é’pe field of theology is a vast one, == In the
few minutes which I have to speak to gou I can
only tomch on the broadest outlines of contempazr;

views ﬁLn Judaism k.on the idea of God. Larecr me
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To the extent that what I say.piques your
ititerest , excites either your agreement or your
objection, a good purpose will have been served.
#ixsx 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 recite the Shema. (But , 8till, there is no
single view in Judaism as to the Nature of God.
ggdaism as a religion has always been more

concerned with what God wills, or wants of us,
than it has been with the nature of God Himself,

Thus there are 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.[éfﬂ only he who rejects God
entirely wh o is in the words of the TAlmud,

Kofer b ' ekar, a denier of the root principle is
considered outside the pale of Jewish, %hought.
All other interpretations are acceptible within

our faith. And they differ widely.
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With a@b&egyhs in advance for, wide generalizations

let me present the ideas of God in kkxEm two
wide classifications befope sharing with you my
own particular viewsd wadrom Ve ¥him.

The first may be called the Traditional.

The Rixx traditinnal whuld include all of the
Biblical views ( of which there is a wide
variety) all of the TAlmudic, &#i@ most of the
medieval philosophic and, in modern times,
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This is the view et a Personal God,

" a Creatir God who brought the worlg into
being and with the exception of man's
freedom of will, controls the destiny of
the world amd its peoples.[EE this
view prayer is directed to God Who hears
and answers in His wwn way.[_pd is the
Ji dge, God is the Author of Life, God is
both trasncendant ang immhaent, which is to
Say th&t he is concnerned with both the
universals as well as the intimate par-
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ticulars “of the Jhuman heart,

L?he theology of the Bible, for example,
is 8ounded for the most part on the
assumption that good is rewarded and evil
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is punishedAl_pe notable exeeptlonsis to
be found in such & booksas Job sl LFent .

Be that as it may, the traditional view of
God was exapanded to represent God as the
author of the Tqrah aa?hﬁ}l the resultant
expansions and adpatationsxl__mltzvah is
commanded by God and there is no distinetion
between ethical and ritual requirements,

for practical purposds,
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[_Epform Judadim in itégdf}ical o still
adheres to a belief3in a persoanl living
God. Albeit Wwe have made é¥stinctions
between ritual and ethical demands of this
God and there 1s a vast amount of =mxm
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eclectlslsm 1n our view of what is ang what
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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. Cyedieval philosphers
who dealt with the problem of the nature of

God from the speculative point of view defined
God in terms‘familéar to the ph9iosophy ( not
the theology) of their day. They talked of God
as the "First Cause".Lgpey posited - the éxiestenc
of God onfg;bégﬁé'of the standard philosophical
proofs as, for instance, the ordiliness of the
universe and the obvious exist4nce of the
un;iverée.

The se;ond general classis fication of theology
can be called Naturalism as opposed to- -the
supernaturalism of the traditional vidw.

This is the view of the mmrrErk movement Nk
e called Reconstruotionism.(iﬁ's main arehetect
és' Mordecai Kaplan, mEm sti1l ‘rWw a creative
and vibrant Rabbi in his 80's. ngturalism

or reconstructionsim denies a personal God in-
the sense of the traiitional view.LEE this view
God and nature are very close., As God moves f£xk
thru human history ( a view I accept) so God

is to be seen in the development of both the
natural and the moral world, a nother view which
I accept.[lg_this vidw God is not a "person" in
the traditional sense but a Cjuse, a process,

a directing force in the universe from which all

life springs and towhich all life is subject.
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This view is not without its reverence for
life, not without its particular view of
%o%ﬁy%p7”§n QOLW?y dl§p$nses with ritual< .,
or the sancta of J;w1 iife.,\Buu the God
idea is vastly different. Kaplan defines

God this way."God , he says, is the xpwx

power that makes for human salvation."

Another spokesm%?lfor a non-tradtional

& bty
definition - «not a Reconstructlonist/)
says in the same spirit:" God is the

redemptive aspect of human experience."

( In this view, as you can see, there is
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absolutely n&igﬁﬁginaturalism.[§gme

would say there is a non-rational element but
not an irrational element. Lgye view combines
the erlectisim of all modernist religion with
a touch of the mysticism and wonder of
tradtionalism.&?gt , in essence it remains

“totally within the natural world.

It is highly humanistic, easy comprehensivle
in terms of rationalidy and closely wedded
in my view to the secualr wrld.

So much for geneal despvitption except 1o
say that within Reform either v1é;(iJA .
acceptible and within the ranks fo the
Reform rabbinate ow Central Conference of
American R bbis is divided between the two
general theological positions (with
variations) of Traditional Personal Concepts
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and thg\md?e recent Naturalism.,
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"Now my own view: TFirst a genral observation:

FHODCN T
This is that in keeping withe Judaism S

I would demand of myself and of others we:f

*E§§xyeéﬁ»gn element of chanée.LE_do not believe
«-a8 I did in my youth.(@z view is not that of ‘

my parents or grandparents to say nothing of

my forefathers.&ihis is good Jewish thought.

The religion of Elijah was not the religion

of AMos, The God-view of Isaiah was not that

of Abraham.[ggr perception of the Almighty

changes and hopefully #Erem deepens. | The
religion and the God- idea of a child cannot-

serve the mature ad@lt. 'And as the God idea
has reflectéd the sociél and world situwation
in the past, so now ought one's concept ofﬁde
be campatible with the world in which we ITive.

redonto. tne LSBT e it vioe

I do not believe that God ordains in every g
detail the manner of my life. NYr do I believe
that I can bring to God ®B¥Exy in pra yer a i
supplication to change the order of the
natural wx¥ world to smit my desires.
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On the other hand, I am xasxXx in great
measure in agfeement with the Reconstructionist
position when it speaks of God kX as the power
which makes for human six salvation.Ll_ﬂo see
God in every good act, in the creation of _
beauty, in the appreciation of high ideals ?
and in the desire of men to improve their?nef
way of life. I am in agreement with the
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religion of naturalism in its suggestion that
frd God lives in the natural univers¢, and in
the rejection of supernaturalism as a fundamen-

tal tenet of religion. (I find the rational and
natural-interpretaations of religious 1ife

qseful, éttzaétgiivea;é attractivg/ag@.mv7¥“:¥
acceptible as far as they go.

ly to Reconstructionism. But I cannot. I cannot

!
Frankly, I wish I could subscribe wholehearted f
for several reasons:

First, I do not believe that all of 1life can

be described, evaluated or even planned in
rational terms.[}_deplore irrationalism. But

I know perfectly well that non-rational elements
ire necessary supports to my life.(ﬁpong these
ire love and kindness, peace and harmony and

in specific religious $erms a sense of the
1ytery of God and the sacredness of 1ife.

Secondly, while I can understand God in terms
)f both moral and physical evolution, while I
‘an see Bod in both nature and human nature,
rod, for me must be more than that, ou%gzde:of
‘heseX.,[God is not naﬁure.[ﬂgﬁure refflects God.
iuman nature is not God.(ggg is feflected in
iuman nature. For many this distinection is

ot important. For me it is.

hirdly, I understand God as the power in
he universe that makes for order, goodness,
urpose and salvation. But I cannot pray to f
power. I cannot addeess myself meaningfllly

0 a philosphic principle or a seientific
- —_ - QL /. ks i ] S ” o n -
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I understand the impossible problems of
a completely personal God.(But I feel wqual
problems with the idea of anhlmpersonalsGod,
not because I whsh to xkm¥x think of God
in personal terms like my own, but becmsue I
must think of MYSELF in personal terms;f

éﬁg God for me is personal in the senseifhat
I can relate myself personally to the goodness
that is God, the redemptive gualties of 1if ,
which is God, to the ideas I belie ve God wills
and to the sources of strength , wisdom,

patience and creativity which are God for me
in a personal sense. :

Zyﬂivenﬁfﬂlhoice I would be nearer to the
Reconstructionist than Eg the traditionalist.
(_ggt Reconstructlonfgﬁtdoes not go far enough
-for. ne. ‘There are elements of 11fevand
experlnce.whlch.defy the rational, are.beyond
the cosmic and are still very much part of
the personal soul of man./There is still
mystery and wondery surrounding both the
_ good and the evil in life. I think that I
. want to relate myself , personally; to that
:myStéry'iﬁéofar as my both my rationality
and my senée of the sacred allow me to:do 80,
Lﬁggﬁraye ust egpress myself for my
ot %o altaat God's plan. Sti111, I must
“[;feel that - 1n prayer. a bond is establlshed
:between myself and thé' Source of all 1ife and

thought.
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» I think God "hears" in the sense thi my thoughts
and asperiations have effects on me, on tthers
and thru others into time itself. I think

Wwe can hear God "speak" whenever we listen

e

The question is often asked if God created man
or if Man created God (_g.some sense both are
true. We have all %s glven such enormous
postentials in 1ife: that the oontemplatlon of
them is staggering.[ﬁpw we use them is up to
us. The God we have created in mind and spirit
and belief reflects pretty much our own ¥alues
and goals,

Vhatever our personal :belief, and Judalsm glves
us wide latltuée, let us be worthy of The.é%@{
who gave us life, And Tet. the God we worshlp;
comprise in part a complex of ideas and

dreams tlmt one day will brlng a godly way of
life to all men.
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