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DIFFERENT PATHS, COMMON
THRUST - THE SHOALOGY OF
BERKOVITS AND FRANKL

The direction of Jewish thought has taken a dramatic shift in the
past two decades with the most significant impact of this shift being
felt in the past few years.

In general, perhaps over-general terms, the focus has shifted
from "the promise of the future" to "the persecution of the past."
The promise of the future was intertwined with the birth and growth
of the State of Israel, a development which engendered great excitement and augered well for the future of Jews and Judaism. Excitement about Israel understandably abated with time. Internal and external issues betrayed the stunning reality that Israel's existence
created many new problems even as it solved more crucial ones.
Matters linked to the Jewish identity controversy, the relation of
Israel to the diaspora; and lately, the debate over the right of Jews
outside Israel to publicly criticize Israel's policies have almost

obscured the fact of Istael as a haven from oppression. In our minds,
Israel's existence is so secure we may even contemplate public disagreements concerning Israel's government. It says something of the col-

lective Jewish psyche that it could adjust to this new phenomenon so
quickly, perhaps too quickly.

At the same time that expressions concerning Israel became

characterized by diminished excitement and increasing critique, a
new focus of concern appeared on the scene, the Holocaust. The
term Holocaust to describe the Nazi mass murder and attempted
genocide of the Jews only came into vogue in the early 1960s.
At that time, a man who was destined to become intimately involved, even a catalyst, for the proliferating study of the Holocaust,
offered to give a course on that topic but was turned down by the
dean of his faculty. i This reflected quite accurately the position ocTraditon, /9(4), Winter /98/
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cupied by the Holocaust in the minds of the Jewish public at that
time.
Since then, most notably in the past few years, this has changed
dramatically. One can safely say that if a university were con-

templating offering just one course of a Jewish nature, the odds are
quite high that it wil offer a course about the Holocaust.
Holocaust related courses are offered in nearly 100 American

and Canadian universities, with the number reaching into the several
hundreds if one includes the American institutions of higher learning
with Holocaust-related courses in their catalogues. The President's
Commission on the Holocaust estimates that by 1985 more than 1000

public school systems wil have high school level courses on the
Holocaust.
I

To what can this most radical change be attributed? Probably
not to any single factor, but to a host of factors and conditions which

have converged to thrust the Holocaust into the forefront of Jewish
thinking. The Eichmann trial was a definite consciousness raiser. The
pre-Six-Day War crisis of 1967 threatened the existence of Israel,
resurrecting memories of a similar attempt to extinguish Jewish ex-

istence. The Yom Kippur War in 1973 drove home this very possibilty
with an even greater impact because Israel, between 1967 and 1973,
was becoming increasingly isolated in the world community, a pro-

cess which has accelerated ever since. Oil and soil, the issues of
energy and territory, are dominant factors in Israel's pariah-like posi-

tion in the community of nations. While it is obvious, it nevertheless
bears mentioning that reporting reality does not imply agreeing with

its presumptions. The rejection of Israel and the reasons behind it
are at the very least lamentable, and all too often, despicable.
The plight of Soviet Jewry, which only became a major issue for
the American Jewish community in the late 1960s, also evoked fears

of a cultural genocide, a suffocating of Jews by erasing Judaism.
"Never again," the slogan which captured the public mind on this
issue, was a direct reference to the Holocaust and the resolve that
such a disaster would never again befall the Jewish people.
As the global reality brought the repressed memory of the
Holocaust to the fore, the private realities of familes who suffered
from Nazi inhumanity were being affected. It was slowly becoming
evident that a post-Holocaust trauma existed which had repercus-

sions on the survivors and their offspring. This, combined with the

escalating desire of many children to know more of what their
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parents had gone through, forced the incredible horrors of the victims and survivor-victims to slowly become public conversation.

Clinically, the assumption that repression is unhealthy and may affect relationships led many who had remained silent about their torture to be more open. Meta-clinically, in a parallelism, repression

denied a basic, though distasteful component of Jewish history to a
generation reared in abundance, relatively free from existence anxiety.

What is repressed comes out clinically in speech; meta-clincally it
comes out in speech, poetry, articles, books, films, and the like.
Thus, the literal glut of the past decade has served as a catharsis even
as it has radically altered the focus of our collective attention.

Today there is hardly a respected journal of Jewish thought
which does include numerous articles on the Holocaust. Also, the
psychological journals devote increasing attention to the effects of
the Holocaust,2 with third-generation implications the latest development on the scene.
Other factors, such as the new ethnicity, the focus on one's past,

in the mode of "Roots," have encouraged the Jewish search for its
immediate past, leading to the mass-media showing of "Holocaust" in
1978, an event which Neusner has called the "Jewish Roots."
II

Whatever the reasons, it is evident that the Holocaust is "here to
stay." That it should occupy our attention is an almost universally ac-

cepted premise; how it should occupy our attention is a different
matter. The controversy which is rapidly developing on the role of

the Holocaust in Jewish life centers on two vital areas, politics and

theology. In politics the major concern is what the place of the
Holocaust should be in American foreign policy, most specifically
with regard to IsraeL. 3

This presentation is concerned with the other vital area on which

the Holocaust has an impact, the area of theology. The position of
the Holocaust in Jewish thought has become such an overwhelming
issue that is has become a self-contained branch of its own, what I
choose to call Shoa-logy (Shoah is the Hebrew term for Holocaust).
However one responds to the theological challenge of the Holocaust,

one must address the issue, whether it be in the form of a new
theology, or in the reaffirmation of the old theology. It rightly heads
the list of theological issues which must be confronted as Judaism
endeavors to forge its destiny in the next critical decade.
Theological reactions to the Holocaust have ranged the full
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gamut of intellectual diversity. On the one extreme, Richard Rubenstein, in After Auschwitz, declares that it is now impossible to believe
in Divine Providence. Schlesinger' effectively points out an essential
flaw in Rubenstein's argument. The Holocaust was not the first instance of Jewish suffering; it followed centuries of inquisitions,

pogroms, crusades. If the suffering up to the Holocaust did not
render belief in Divine Providence impossible, what is thereabout the

Holocaust that changes this? Quantity or quality of suffering is not
the issue; suffering itself is the issue. And that issue has plagued
Jewish thinking from the beginning of exile.

On the other side of the spectrum, Emil Fackenheim stands out
as the leading thinker among those who would make of the
Holocaust the central motif of Jewish affrmation. Fackenheim's

reaction is an all embracing Shoalogy which beckons all Jews to listen
to the commanding voice from Auschwitz, a voice which implores

them to persist as Jews lest they grant Hitler a posthumous victory.
Fackenheim espouses a 614th commandment which in effect is the
first commandment of a new theology.
While Fackenheim's impassioned directive has undoubtedly
found a receptive ear among many whose reaction to the Holocaust
expressed itself in some form of eternal spiritual resistance - "you
want to get rid of the Jews, we wil show you; just to spite you we wil
live on!" -the school of Shoalogy he represents, which sees the

Holocaust as the dominant theme in Jewish thought, has been questioned, even challenged by those who fear that such a focus distorts

Judaism, dooms Judaism to continually approach life mired in
melancholy, and deflects' from the positive affirmations and
futuristic Torah-imbued meanings which speak to Jews in a spirit of
optimism. '
Amidst these two extremes, between the Holocaust signifying
the end of the Jewish mission under Divine guidance and the

Holocaust as the impetus for a spiritual rebirth as resistance, one encounters various differing Shoalogies. The writings of Eliezer

Berkovits and Viktor Frankl place them in this category. Both approach the Holocaust from different vantage points. Berkovits is a
Jewish philosopher and Frankl is a philosopher (aside from being a
psychiatrist) who is Jewish. Berkovits writes of the Holocaust as an
insider to Jewish destiny but as an outsider to the actual camp ex-

perience; Frankl writes as a survivor of four concentration camps but
outside the framework of Jewish destiny. Their approaches reflect
the differing parameters within which they operate, but at the same
time their thrusts project an intriguing similarity. What follows is an

examination of these two Shoalogies.
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II
Eliezer Berkovits has written three books which relate to the

theological riddle posed by the reality of suffering. The first, God,
Man and History: A Jewish Interpretation, was written in 1959. It is
a profound statement of Jewish philosophy, exacting and com-

prehensive, fusing the rational and the mystical, and offering a broad
overview of the Jewish role in the unfolding of universal destiny.6 In
this book Berkovits seriously examines the question of suffering, but
at no time makes direct reference to the Holocaust. This is the same

man who was destined to write two major books concerning the
Holocaust. The reason for this omission is quite simple. In 1959,
the Holocaust had not yet been catapulted beyond the framework of
Jewish suffering throughout the ages into a unique, unprecendented
brutality whjch demanded special examination.
His second book, Faith After the Holocaust, was published in

1973. The book was completed by 1972, though there is evidence
within the text' that its genesis was. as early as the spring of 1967,

before the Six-Day War. Historically, one would be obliged to grant
Berkovits some anticipatory sense that the Holocaust would become
an issue since the watershed, if one can pinpoint any, would have to
be the June 1967 war. Even before that, to be sure, some articles on
the destruction of European Jewry'had appeared, but they were a tri-

fle by any standard of measurement. 8 Faith After the Holocaust is the
volume which contains Berkovits' Shoalogy, though the theology of
suffering which is suggested in his earlier volume flows naturally into
his wrestling with the Shoah.

The final work in the Berkovits trilogy, With God in Hell:
Judaism in the Ghettos and Deathcamps, was completed in 1978 and

published in 1979. In this work Berkovits painstakingly ilustrates
that the feeling of Judaism having died in the deathcamps is

mistaken. Instead, the camps may be viewed as a spiritual Masada

(before the final act) which reaffrmed Judaism in the worst hell and

is thus instructive for a committed Judaism of today and tomorrow.

The three volumes follow an interesting progression, from focus
on the past, the master plan, to concentration on a contemporary
tragedy, to attention on the future in the light of this tragedy. This is
Berkovits' framework, yet the essence of Berkovits' thinking in the
sphere of Shoalogy cannot be divorced from the question of suffering

itself. Thus, "The experience of God's 'absence' is not new: each
generation had its Auschwitz problem."9

The reality of suffering, for Berkovits, is a consequence of
human free wil. In Berkovits' words:
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But if man alone is the creator of values, one who strives for the realization of
ideals, then he must have freedom of choice and freedom of decision. And his
freedom must be respected by God himself. God cannot as a rule intervene

whenever man's use of freedom displeases him. It is true, if he did so the
perpetration of evil would be rendered impossible, but so would the possibilty
for good also disappear. . . . If God did not respect man's freedom to choose
his course in personal responsibility, not only would the moral good and evil
be abolished from the earh, but man himself would go with them. For

freedom and responsibilty are of the very essence of man. Without them man
is not human. If there is to be man, he must be allowed to make his choices in
freedom. If he has such freedom, he wil use it. Using it, he wil often use it
wrongly; he wil decide for the wrong alternative. As he does so, there will be
suffering for the innocent. 10

God had to create the possibility of evil if there was to be the
potentiality for its opposite, for goodness, for harmony, for lave.
Paradoxically, that which is good is so because of the possibilty of
evil; that which is evil is so because of the possibility for good.
The long-suffering of God, according to Berkovits, is directed to
the wicked as well as to the righteous. For, "If man is to be, God must
be long-suffering with him; he must suffer man. This is the inescapable paradox of divine providence."" The germ of this notion is
already in evidence in Berkovits' earlier work where he asserts that in
order to protect the individual's spiritual independence it is necessary
for God to "hide."l2

The world itself, were it perfect, would be indistinguishable
from the Creator and would extinguish itself by tumbling back into
God. God, as Creator of a dialogical world, was obliged to make it

imperfect, to create darkness and eviL"
To the question of Jewish suffering Berkovits at times waxes

universaL. He writes:
However prominent and incomparable an example of underserved suffering
the Galuth may be, it is not the only case of its kind. He who asks why God
permits "the people of God" to be persecuted might as well -ask why14God
allows any injustice to be inflcted on any of His children or creatures.

This is the "earlier Berkovits" speaking. The "later Berkovits"
does not renounce this seemingly out-of-place spate of universalism.
Once the problem of evil is understood in its valid dimensions, the specific case
of the Holocaust is not seen to be essentially different from the old problem of

theodicy. . . . Understood in its vastest intellectual dimension and its radical
ethical relevance, the question is not why the Holocaust, but why a world in
which any amount of underserved suffering is extant)'
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On a personal level, there is a positive value in suffering which,

rightly endured, purifies and deepens the personality. It causes an
orientation toward introspection, foregoing momentary pleasures in
favor of the more enduring values of human existence, even the
ultimate meaning in a realm beyond time and space. '6

iv
With all this, questions remain. Firstly, even if God has granted,
perforce, individual freedom, there must be a point where interven-

tion becomes an imperative. God cannot allow vilains to go unchecked
in their pursuit of destruction. Granted that God must hide to protect

human independence,17 yet, as Berkovits posits, God must also be
present. There must be a breaking point at which God enters the
scene to prevent utter chaos and destruction. What is the point at
which absence becomes hopeless inaccessibilty? And, most importantly, what can one say specifically of the Holocaust in this context?
To the first question, Berkovits states categorically that it is not
for mortals to say when a situation has arisen that has to be salvaged
by a miracle.18 Yet, all the theories of suffering, the necessity of
God's hiding, cannot explain God's silence during the Holocaust,
never mind justify it. ,. This is beyond our ken. The crucial question,
for Berkovits, is whether Judaism's faith in the God of history can
stil be maintained after the Holocaust.
In approaching this question, Berkovits rejects the argument
from quantity. If one questions the Absolute God, it should not be
on the basis of six milion; rather, it should be on the assumption that
with God the suffering of one ought to be as scandalous as the suffering of millons. While it is more human to question God's allowing
the suffering of many, it is not more humane; it is more ethical to
ground the query on the inabilty to fathom the agony of a single
souL. 20

For Berkovits, the final solution was an attempt to dethrone
God. The presence of a God of history was. the antithesis of the Nazi
renunciation of universal human values. By eliminating God through

destroying His people, the Nazis would have achieved the "Final
Solution."21

As far as Rubenstein in concerned, the Nazis succeeded, not so
much by what they achieved, but by the way Rubenstein chooses to
interpret their mass murder. For Berkovits, it is clear that the Germans failed.
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No, the Holocaust is not all of Jewish history, nor is it its final chapter. That it
did not become the Final Solution as was planned by the powers of darkness
enables the Jew who has known of the divine presence to discern intimations
of familar divine concern in the very midst of his abandonment. 22

Berkovits, convinced as he is of Israel's place in God's master
plan, cannot see how the Holocaust interferes with this cosmological

design. Either God's encounters with Israel did or did not happen. If
they did, Auschwitz does not transmute these encounters into fiction.
If they did not occur, then they are delusions independent of

Auschwitz.23

Ultimately, the difference between Rubenstein and Berkovits
boils down to the matter of faith. A shaky faith can be easily knocked

off its tenuous moorings by the Holocaust. A steadfast faith, à-Ia
Berkovits, remains stubbornly unshakeable. Israel, reborn territorially
after the Holocaust, remains poised to be the catalyst for the ultimate
goal, "to establish the world in mankind as the Kingdom of God."24

The Holocaust proved not merely what man was capable of doing to the Jew. It proved what man is capable of doing to his fellow.

The Holocaust demonstrated the moral feasibility of what the bomb
has made into a realistic possibilty, the premature end of the world
and devastation of humanity." Power, that ultimate weapon of history, has been rendered impotent by the mega-power which can, with

a finger's push, destroy the world. The State of Israel injects itself as
the small but mighty ideological affirmation which can lead humankind back to its senses, and on the road to its ultimate destiny. 26

For Berkovits, the cosmos begins to fall into shape. Though for
the hatemongers the near-success of the Nazis may inspire further attempts to complete the job, in reality the Nazi failure is the ultimate
lesson, that Israel cannot be destroyed. However perilously close they

came, they missed, as did those before them, though at a colossal cost.

Israel moves on undeniably as the moral leader in the unfolding of
God's master plan.
Thus, ultimately, the parochial and the universal merge, for
Berkovits, in the eventual explication of the messianic ideaL.

v
The approach of Viktor Frankl to the Holocaust cannot truly be
termed a Shoalogy. The question of suffering, the question of the

ultimate inhumanity, is approached by Frankl within the broader
context of "meaning." Not, to be sure, the meaning of Israel; rather,
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the meaning of suffering against the background of the meaning of
life and the ultimate cosmological meaning.
The Viktor Frankl who survived four concentration camps is the
same Viktor Frankl who had the opportunity to escape Nazi tyranny
for a position awaiting him in the United States. But, just before he
was to leave, he came home one day and saw on the table a remnant
from a Viennese synagogue that had been destroyed by the Nazis. As
fate would have it, it was a broken off stone of the fifth Commandment which had adorned the synagogue, and which his father, who

was kiled by the Nazis along with most of Frankl's family, had
brought home. For Frankl, there was a meaning to this; the meaning,
as he saw it, was that he should remain with his parents, which he
did.

Frankl came to the camps with his most treasured possession,
the manuscript of what was to be his first book. But everything had
to be surrendered when entering the camps. He was given the

clothing of a dead prisoner and found in it a scrap of paper from a
prayer book (siddur). That scrap contained the Shema, the affirmation of faith in God with all one's soul, which Frankl interpreted as
the command to say yes to life in spite of suffering, even dying.

27

As No. 119,104 Frankl was called upon to actualize the
philosophy he had developed before he was incarcerated and which

was to be confirmed, even reinforced, in the camp setting. That
philosophy asserts that there is an unconditional meaningfulness to
the world, in spite of suffering and death, a meaning which is there to
be detected in any and all circumstances. The psychological side of

this philosophical principle is expressed, simply but succinctly, in the

assertion that "the striving to find a meaning in one's life is the
primary motivational force in man."28 Here, since the major issue is
theological, attention wil be given primarily to Frankl's philosophical-

theological views.

Frankl, as one can sense, is a man of faith, imbued with an unconditional faith in God. The faith which he affirms in an ultimate

meaning "is preceded by trust in an ultimate being, by trust in
God."29 Frankl, in answering a crucial theological problem concerning the dialectics of faith, proposes the following:
I would say that God is not dead but silent. Silent, however, he has been all
along. The "living" God has been a "hidden" God all along. You must not expect him to answer your calL. If you probe the depth of the sea, you send off

sound waves and wait for the echo from the bottom of the sea. If God exists,
however, he is infinite, and you wait for an echo in vain. The fact that no
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3D .

answer comes back to you is proof that your call has reached the addressee,
the infinite.

There is a familiar ring to Frankl's view; it recalls Berkovits'

argument that God must absent himself, must be hidden. Yet, Frankl
is more categorical in his assertion. According to Frankl, we do not,
we cannot have the answers to the meaning of the world. They are
beyond, they are in a different dimension. He states:
We can therefore at best grasp the meaning of the universe in the form of a
super-meaning, using the word to convey the idea that the meaning of the
whole is no longer comprehensible and goes beyond the comprehensible.3i

There is more than a hint, in Frankl's writings, of an ultimate
cosmological meaning, a macro-meaning, onto which all the micromeanings of this world need be latched for the micro-meanings

themselves to have ultimate significance.
Insofar as the subject of suffering is concerned, Frankl the

thinker claims that it is impossible to explain the necessity of Godly
intervention in terms of punishment, for no one can really know why
God has punished or why God was gracious in sparing punishment,
for God's reasons cannot be apprehended by mortals.32 One recalls
Berkovits' comments about the inability for humans to judge when it

God to inject onto the human scene.
The ultimate meaning of human suffering resides in the same
super world as does the ultimate cosmological meaning: "Is it not

is necessary for

conceivable that there is stil another dimension possible, a world

beyond man's world; a world in which the question of an ultimate
meaning of human suffering would find an answer?"33 For Frankl,
the riddle of suffering and the riddle of life are one and the same.

On a more personal level, Frankl sees suffering as a guard
against psychic rigor mortis. The person who suffers remains
psychically alive, mature, even grows because of the suffering. '4
Again, Berkovits' view of suffering as leading to a transcending of

the material toward the more enduring values of human existence
rings a familar belL.

Life contains meaning even unto the very last breath. The act of
dying is an act of living, not to be denied the human being.3S This

general statement of Frankl is translated by Berkovits into a profound understanding of kiddush hashem, as "not achieved in death,
btlt in living out the meaning of one's life at its most intense level as a
Jew facing death."'6 What for Berkovits is kiddush hashem (the sanc331
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tification of God) is for Frankl kiddush ha-hayyim (the sanctification of life). Again, the difference is contextual.
VI

What about Frank's response to the Holocaust? His courageous
personal response is already well chronicled in his emotion-laden
book, Man's Search for Meaning. Already there, and later in other
places, Frankl throws in a paragraph or two on the implications of
the Holocaust which, when added together, form an interesting pic-

ture.
In an earlier article, Frankl's response to the Holocaust was explored in the background of the optimistic streak and the abundant
use of paradox that permeate Frankl's thinking.37 Presently, Frankl's

response is examined in the light of his views concerning the meaning
of suffering, among other meanings. For Frankl, because the human
being can be diabolically evil, the human being can also be virtuous.
If one could do no evil, one's good deeds would be devoid of virtue.
The price we pay for having free wil is that it comes with the potentiality for eviL.

Again, the parallel with Berkovits is striking. One could almost
interchange Frankl's view and Berkovits' insistence that if God did

not respect the freedom to choose, moral good would disappear.
With that freedom goes the risk that it wil be used wrongly, causing
unnecessary suffering.38 Frankl goes on to make a statement that only
a survivor has the right to make:
But I prefer to live in a world in which man has the right to make choices,
albeit wrong choices, rather than a world in which no choice at all is left to

him. In other words, I prefer a world in which, on the one hand, a
phenomenon such as Adolph Hitler may occur, and, on the other hand,
phenomenon such as the many saints who have lived. . . .'.

The rest is commentary.

Frankl's response echoes the response of Berkovits to the question, can the Jew stil believe in the God of history after the Holocaust?

For Berkovits, that faith is unshakeable, and is true Auschwitz notwithstanding. For Frankl, either one believes in God unconditionally
or one does not believe at all. If belief is unconditional, it wil be able
to withstand the fact that six milion died in the Holocaust.4o If it is

not unconditional, it wil collapse even at the death of one innocent
child.41

Frankl, like Berkovits, rejects the quantity argument. It is absurd to bargain with God, to argue that six thousand or one milion
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deaths are tolerable, but from one milion and up, there is no more
room for belief and it must be renounced.42
Before exploring the implications of the parallels in the works of
Berkovits and Frankl, it should be noted that the similarities go
beyond the particular area of the Holocaust. The broad cosmology,

the emphasis on freedom, responsibility, and meaning, the use of
paradox in developing ideas are just some points of similarity in the
thoughts of Berkovits and FrankL. Besides the many meeting points,
there are also differences, striking differences. However, exhausting

the two systems in a comparative analysis must be left for some
future occasion.

VII

For the record, in assessing the similarities and variances in the
thought systems of Berkovits and Frankl relative to the Holocaust, it
should be noted that Berkovits is quite familar with Frankl and has
read some of his works. However, there are no references at all to
Frankl in the first two volumes of the Berkovits trilogy on suffering.
The third book is a different story. There Berkovits makes repeated

reference to Frankl and often quotes or paraphrases him at great
length.
On the other hand, Frankl himself is not familiar with Berkovits'

works. On one occasion I mentionea to Frankl that a noteworthy
Jewish philosopher shows a great affinity with his thinking (referring,

of course, to Berkovits). The response of Frankl, who at all times
projects an intellectual curiosity, revealed a lack of familarity with
Berkovits. However, this apparent disparity does not slight
Berkovits, for he and Frankl travel in different circles. Berkovits is a
Jewish philosopher who travels primarily in Jewish circles; Frankl is
a psychiatrist and the father of a school of psychotherapy known as
Logotherapy, whose locus of movement is more global and certainly
not particularly Jewish. Berkovits' main preoccupation is with the
unfolding of Jewish destiny; Frankl's is with injecting meaningfulness
into life and lives. The two approaches may be destined to fuse, but

at present they are different paths with a common thrust.
Frankl's classic work describing his camp experiences and his
response first appeared in English translation in 1959 under the title
From Death Camp to Existentialism. Since then, the book's title has
been changed to Man's Search for Meaning. Historically, his
response came before the great surge of interest in the Holocaust.
Yet, even though few people conversant with Holocaust literature
have not read FranKl's classic or at least been exposed to it, his views
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have been almost totally ignored in anthologies or original works on
the Holocaust. This ignoring of Frankl has been lamented in some
relatively recent literature.

43 Judging by the present direction of

Holocaust concern, that phenomenon is not without explanation.
The Holocaust has become intertwined with Jewish ethnicity,

merged into what Neusner has described as the civil religion of Jews.
The Holocaust belongs to the Jews; it is a uniquely Jewish tragedy.
But Frankl's response, however consistent it may be with Jewish
thought, is not perceived as a Jewish response; it is perceived as a
"human" response.
Berkovits himself is instructive in this regard. In With God in
Hell, where he repeatedly calls on Frankl for insightful comments on
camp reality, one gets the feeling that Frankl is being used as the

straight man to set up the Jewish contrast. This is not to say that
Berkovits is unaware of Frankl's Jewishness; quite the contrary.
However, Berkovits' moving volume gives the reader to believe
that Berkovits has excluded Frankl from the honor role of Jewish
responses to Nazi brutality. Thus, for example, Berkovits contrasts

Frankl's apparent difficulty in trying to strike out his former self
(more precisely, to make a clean break with his whole former life), as

he thought he had done upon entry, with Elie Cohen, who could accept his function as a "lavatory inspector."

For Berkovits, the distinction is clear. "Nothing that the Germans did to the authentic Jew hurt his self-respect."" Degrading
behavior by the Nazis only convinced these Jews of the Nazis'

spiritual pollution and reinforced their own sense of personal value.
The assimilationist Jews were another story. Their self-respect was
rooted in their having been recognized by the outside world, by the
German or Austrian social structure. Suddenly, the carpet was thrust
out from under them. The world in which they would have liked to
feel at home betrayed its moral and spiritual disintegration. Berkovits
writes:
Frankl, the distinguished product of Western culture, was upset when the
guard, instead of taking him seriously enough to punish him, just threw a
stone at him to remind him of his status of a "domestic animaL." Yizhak

Katzenelson would not have paid any attention to an incident of this kind. In
his eyes the ghetto and concentration camp guards were creatures with which

you had so little in common that they could never insult you."

This keen insight of Berkovits may have some validity, but in the
case of Frankl it seems at least .slightly exaggerated. This is the same
Frankl who remained with his parents because he found a remnant of
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the Fifth Commandment on the table; the same Frankl who was so
deeply affected by the Shema he found in his prison uniform. To be
sure, he was not then, nor is he now, what one would label frum
(observant), but he did not compromise Jewish identity either before

or during his stay in the camp. Frankl had not been schooled in
talmudic tradition, but that he possesses a Jewish heart is beyond
question. His lack of awareness of particular modes of Jewish expresdid not march those exhausting treks studying
Talmud,46 but what he knew and mastered of Jewish tradition he did
not stifle. Is it an assimilationist Jew who, a few days after liberation,
sion explains why he

walking in the country, in flowering meadows,' with the larks in

joyous song, falls to his knees and exclaims, "I called to the Lord
from my narrow prison and He answered me in the freedom of
space?"47
It is true that Frankl, in order to transcend the trivialities which
camp conditions forced everyone to orient around, would imagine

himself in a lecture hall addressing an attentive audience on the
psychology of the concentration camp. In this way Frankl was
periodically able to rise above camp conditions, to see them as
belonging to the past. The authentic Jew, as Berkovits describes, did

not escape. "They imposed another rhythm on that raw reality to
which they were subjected and thus drew out its dehumanizing

poison. They lived their lives as Jews."48
Is it wrong to suggest that Berkovits is hereby insinuating that
Frankl did not live his camp life as a Jew? How can Frankl's heroic

efforts to help fellow prisoners, his constant affrmation of faith in
God, be ignored? These are vital Jewish categories, faith in God and
sensitivity to fellow beings. Why can this not be incorporated among

the Jewish responses? Berkovits has great respect for Frankl, but the
respect is for Frankl the person, not Frankl the Jew.
Berkovits' atttude towards Frankl places into sharper focus the
position of Frankl in the Shoalogy scheme. While others ignore
Frankl, Berkovits is forthright enough to state exactly where he

thinks Frankl fits in the broad spectrum of responses to the Holocaust.
Having questioned Berkovits' accuracy in this, I note, however,
that were Frankl to rewrite his post-Holocaust affirmation today, the
climate of ethnicity would not affect him, and if it did, it would only be

in the direction of. placing greater emphasis on the universaL. For
Frankl, the challenges of the Holocaust are globaL. The Jews were the
targets, but all humankind are the victims, a view which Berkovits
would be quite comfortable with. Frankl has forgiven, he has returned
to Austria. He is at home there, but also ever conscious of who he is.
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VII
Even taking into account Berkovits' attempts to philosophically

dissociate from Frankl, the common thrusts of both are too powerful
to ignore. Both argue against holocaustopia, against a shortsighted
vision of

the future because of

of history stil

the Holocaust. For Berkovits, the God

lives; for Frankl, after Auschwitz God is not dead, and

life's meaning is yet available. For both, evil is the price we pay for

having freedom to choose. But even in the camps, some chose sainthood, transcending their predicament in heroic efforts on behalf of
their faith or their brethren. Ample testimony for this is found in the
works of Berkovits and FrankL.

The camps were a human (subhuman, to be more exact) crea-

tion. But saints such as the father who refrained from redeeming his
son from certain death because he knew that by so doing some other
innocent child would be gassed are the most powerful resistors, eternal models who say "no" to bestiality, "yes" to life.4. As Frankl aptly
puts it, man is that being who invented the gas chambers, but he is
also the being who entered the gas chambers upright, with the Shema
Yisrael on his lips. '0

Realistically, even though the potential humanity of man remains a possibility, "we must not close our eyes to the fact that

humane humans are, and probably wil always remain, a minority.
But it is precisely for this reason that each of us is challenged to join
the minority."" Messianic hope rejects the view that humane humans
wil remain a minority. It has faith that the process of joining the
minority wil eventually create a majority.
For Berkovits, the Holocaust should not sidetrack Jews from
their mission. The Holocaust should be evidence for the inexorabilty
of Jewish destiny, for establishing "the world in mankind as the
Kingdom of God."S2

For Frankl, the unconditional meaningfulness of life has not

been compromised by the Holocaust. The Holocaust has reemphasized the need for a world permeated with meaning. The world
of meaning, the kingdom of ultimate meaning, is, in Frankl's world
view, inextricably linked to the source of ultimate meaning, God.

In sum, Berkovits and Frankl operate within differing
frameworks, but their ultimate visions are of global messianic proportions. The twain may yet meet.
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