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EARLY REFORM AND ITS APPROACH

Prayerbook Reform in Europe"
informs us about the past and sets
us musing about the present. The
volume aims to reproduce the ac-
tual liturgies produced by the Euro-
pean reform movement from 1816
to 1967, and to provide an under-

standing of the specifc forces and

motives that were at work in the

production of these liturgies. Prof.
Petuchowski has done a meticulous
job in the fist of these two tasks,

utilzing some 171 prayerbooks in

his collation of Reform liturgies;
the very thoroughness of this pre-
sentation made it impossible for the
author to be the constantly inter-
preting escort, and impossible for
a conscientious reader not to ex-

perience the tedium that often goes

with the scanning of documents.

Yet this method is a necessary evil
if one is to produce a reliable col-
lection of sources and also gener-

alize from them. The non-specialist
wil doubtless read this volume se-

lectively - but quite profitably and

enjoyably; Professor Petuchowski

tends more to the droll than to the
dusty.

The conceptual perspective from
which the book is written is that
Jewish liturgy is a "synthesis of

qebha' and kawwanah, of the fixed
and the spontaneous, of the printed
word and the inward intent." Its
historical premise is that this "syn-
thesis . . . gives birth to its own
dialectic. One generation's expres-
sion of kawwanah becomes the next
generation's heritage of qebha'." (I

would argue that this (a) telescopes
history unfairly and (b) obscures

the meaning of the inner personal

dynamic.) But what made Reform
unique, according to the author, is
that its quest for inwardness led it
not only to the creation of new

prayers, but to the elimination of

old ones. (The classical thrust for
revitalization, he argues, always
proceeded by addition: the fixing
of tachnunim after the A midah, the
insertion of piyyutim, the additions

.Petuchowski, Jakob J., Prayerbook Reform in Europe, (New York: The World
Union for Progressive Judaism, 1968).
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of the "Safed mystics" to the tra-
ditional worship.) These excisions

were determined not only by a de-
sire to abbreviate the service or to
eliminate the incomprehensible, but
by the decision to cease praying

for that which the Reform Jew did
not believe in or hope for.

Finally, Prof. Petucbowski relin-
quishes the detachment of the his-
torian and makes his plea as a con-
temporary Reform leader: he can-
not but sympathize with the goals

and even tbe actions of the 19th
century European Reformers, but
at the same time historical hindsight
demonstrates the wrongheadedness

of some of their stands, and a po-
etical reading of the classic liturgy
makes it a much more powerful ve-
hicle of kawwanah than the Re-
formers allowed. Hence, the Epi-
logue - a chapter tortured by the

problem of how not to say too
much while not saying nothing at
all - closes with a citation from

Hermann Vogelstein: "The uncon-
ditional and uncritical submission

to the form is unfree; but equally

unfree is its unconditional rejec-

tion." Prof. Petuchowski's prefer-

ences for the traditional are based

on what he feels are the intrinsic
merits of that mode, not on a juri-
dical1y-structured loyalty to Halak-
hah as compellng. At the same
time the "tradition" (and Halakhah
as part of that tradition) is itself
a value in his thought.

The book is primarily a history.
That history begins - on a com-
munal level, at least - in 1819,
with the appearance of the Ham-
burg Temple Prayerbook. The Re-
formers defended their innovations
by a traditional recourse to rab-

binic sources. The Orthodox re-
sponse, according to the author,

was on the whole irrelevant to the
halakhic issues raised: ". . . it is

only by a recourse to mystical doc-

trines that the Reformers' interpre-
tation of the Rabbinic sources could
be gainsaid." Moreover, the very
selection by the Reformers of the
halakhic arena as the stage for
their legitimation indicates that "the
Judaism to which they wanted to
bring liturgical reform was a Ju-
daism based on Bible, Talmud, and
Codes. . . ," and implies that their
revision of the traditional liturgy
was well within the bounds of ha-
lakhic legitimacy. Nor is the author
very happy with Graetz's judgment
that though the "letter of the law"
favored the reformers, the "spirit
of Talmudic Judaism must. . . con-
demn them." If Petuchowski is
right, it would seem that the totally
hostile reaction of the traditionalists
was unjustified and was perhaps
partly to blame for the ever-widen-

ing breach between later, aberrant
Reform and the tradition.

Three major issues are raised
then, by any consideration of the
Hamburg imbroglio:

1. What in fact occurred in Ham-
burg?

2. Who were the reformers, and
what did they want? And what
context within which these
events took place?

3. What was the Orthodox re-
sponse, and how ought it be
evaluated?

The major liturgical reforms in
Hamburg centered on the substitu-
tion of German for Hebrew in some
of the standard prayers, and the

elimination of others, either in part
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or totally. The substitution of Ger-
man for Hebrew was, as some of
the more radical Reform critiques
themselves charged, both patch-
work and inconsistent: Shema and
the Amidah were left in Hebrew,
as was the Kaddish. The birkhot
keri'at shema were given in a Ger-
man version in the prayer-service

for Friday evening and in a Hebrew
version (with omissions) in the
scrvice for Saturday morning. Ba-
rukh She'amar and Nishmat were
given in German, Yishtabach in
Hebrew. Large blocs of the tradi-
tional service were eliminated:
birkhot ha-shahar; korbanot; all of
pesukei dezimra except Barukh she-
amar, Psalm 148 (not Ashrei,
Psalm 145, which was said before
Mussaf) and Nishmat; the Hafta-
rah, 'alenu, and other less major
eliminations. There were also some
crucial changes in prayers that were
retained: the return to Zion was

eliminated in birkhot keri'at shema
and elsewhere, and the plea for a

"Redeemer," or a personal Messiah,
was changed to a plea for "redemp-
tion." Aside from the ideological

and halakhic thrust of these re-
forms, a thrust that becomes the

issue to be debated by both attack-
ers and defenders alike, is the ques-
tion of the immediate experiential

impact of this service. An adequate
understanding of the furor caused

by the Hamburg reform of 1819
begins with the fact that a tradi-
tionalist - of whatever ideological

and halakhic flexibility - would
not at all feel at home in the Ham-
burg Temple; this is merely the ob-
verse of the fact that those who

did frequent the Temple did not
want to feel that they were in a
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house of worship of the old style.
While Prof. Petuchowski is correct
in saying that the use of the organ,

choral singing, and the vernacular
for the sermon were more notice-
able innovations than any radical
changes in the standard prayers of
the traditional liturgy - especially

in the light of what was yet to
come -, the emotional resonance
of the service to a man accustomed
to the standard liturgy was doubt-
less painful, in no small measure
due to the use of vernacular in the
prayers and the elimination of the
familiar pattern. All in all, it was a
different world, a world conscious-
ly designed to be different.

Aside from the implicit re-evalu-
ation of the authority of minhag

and Shulclian Arukh, the most fully
articulated shift took place in the
attitude towards Hebrew and the
return to Zion. The Hamburg lit-
urgy was not consistently thorough-
going on either of these questions,
as we have seen. Yet this point is
peripheral to the much more major
fact that the Reformers presented

a crucial accommodation of Jewish
society and ideals to the demands
of Emancipation and Enlighten-
ment. The direction is clear: the
editor of the prayer-book is con-

strained to defend his retention of
any Hebrew at all, and on the issue
of the return to Zion he writes,
". . . one can be a good Jew with-
out praying for a return to Jerusa-

lem. The prayers for a return to
Zion which we have retained can
be taken in a spiritual sense; but we
do not request that God transport
us physically to Zion, because we
are satisfied with the place where
we live." In this last sentence, we
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see the political strivings of the
Emancipation graphically translated
into a major retreat from the tra-
ditional Jewish world-orientàtion.

Other Reform pronouncements and
actions would doubtless go beyond
the hesitant steps of the Hamburg
Temple; Geiger was to write that
". . . the Jerusalem of today. . . is
for us an entirely indifferent city;"
the preface to the Berlin prayer-

book, published a year before the
Hamburg liturgy, had already pro-
claimed: "Holy is the language in
which God once gave the Law to
our fathers . . . but seven times

more holy unto us is the language
in which our philanthropic and just
king. . . proclaims his law to us."

But despite its comparative timid-
ity, the Hamburg Temple was very
much an institution of the Enlight-
enment and Emancipation.

The late-eighteenth and early-
nineteenth century came down like
a wolf upon the fold. The dual and
fused movements of rationalism
and political emancipation were an
irresistable juggernaut, the sheep
gladly opening the fold to the
warmth of political liberation and
the light of intellectual salvation.

The contours of the relationship be-
tween the political and the cultural
need not detain us here. What is
significant is that of all religious

groups, the Jews wcre in many ob-
vious ways most susceptible to the
promises of modernism, and it is
inconceiveable to me that the mod-
ernist trend could have been fully
and immediately resisted. Thus,
while the Hamburg Temple was the
first articulated .communal attempt
at liturgical reform, much water
had passed under the bridge by

then. From a sociological perspec-
tive alone (that is, without touch-
ing on the implications of the Men-
delssohnian surrender to universal-
istic rationalism) we note that al-
ready in 1806 Napoleon asked his
Sanhedrin whether a Jewess may
marry a Christian or a Jew a Chris-
tian woman; that the early 1800's
were rife with Parliamentary de:

bate and literary essays as to
whether the Jewish hope for na-
tional restoration ought to mean
that they could not qualify as citi-
zens; Saul Berlin's Besamin Rosh
was published in 1793; the opening
of Jacobson's Sees en temple in 1810
was hailed, according to Philpson,
as the "Festival of the Jewish Re-
formation," and the event was at-
tended by "Professors, Christian
clergymen, and governmental off-
cials;" finally, Friedlander's letter
to Teller offering to convert to a
dogma-less Christianity was written
in 1799, and we know that less
literary souls converted with less
ado.

That Jewries of Western Europe
were in serious and mass revolt
against the habitual representation

of their tradition is demonstrated

again by what Petuchowski calls
"Reform from within." Given both
the governmental organization of
Jewish communities and the claim
of Reform to be a legitimate -
indeed, the legitimate - expression
of Judaism, it then followed that

many Reform liturgies were pro-
duced for, and sanctioned by, the
entire Jewish community of specific
cities. NaturaUy, this led to a meas-
ure of compromise in the type of
liturgy produced, and Petuchowski
demonstrates that one can distin-
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guish those liturgics from the litur-
gies of "Independent Reform." But
what is of more than literary signi-
ficance is Reform's ability to gain
control of community after com-
munity and the rapidity and ease
with which many traditional cita-
dels collapsed. Clearly, many Jew-
ries which experienced Western cul-
ture were thoroughly captivated by

it, and Reform was the creature of
this enchantment.

But if total abandonment of the
tradition was rampant, then the
Hamburg reformers, at least, must
be seen not only as men who were
overwhelmed by the Enlightenment
but also as men seeking to retain
- and redefine - their identity as
Jews. Hindsight reveals them to
have been crucially influenced by
the spirit of their time and eager
to surrender decisive elements of

the historic Jewish woltanschauung.
But the historian must also recog-

nize that these reformers saw them-
selves (naively, to be sure) as pi-

oneering a style of religious Ju-
daism that would prevent the flight
of ever more young Jews to total
assimilation. "Look and see," they
write, "our sons and our daughters

grow up, a generation with heart
and spirit unfaithful to God; they
know not the God of Jacob or the
Holy One of IsraeL."l Thus the re-
formers were products of the En-

lightenment in a dual sense, at once
its creatures and its combatants,

hoping through piecemeal surren-
ders to stave off the larger debacle.

And though they point explicitly

to the alarming defections of oth-

ers, they testify most painfully to
the conflict and uncertainty in their
own hearts.
Thus they mount no assault -

on a communal level and by and
large on a personal level too -
against shabbat and kashrut or the
like. Rather, they seek to reform
the liturgy and the synagogue,
choosing structures to which the
Halakhah was either indifferent or
those originally legislated (with
some exception, to be sure) by
minhag rather than Biblical inter-
pretation or takkanah. They justify
their reforms by citation of halak-
hic texts for the most part. Indeed
Philpson complained about these
reformers that,

. . . although ostensibly a protest
against rabbinism, yet when the
test came they sought to justify
their reforms from the rabbinical
standpoint . . . it was an artificial
attempt . . . like aU compromises,
this too was unsatisfactory. . . the
introduction of the first reforms
really sounded the death knell of
the authority of the Talmud as. the
absolute rule for Jewish practice
. . . the reformers were not thor-
oughly cognizant of the real signi-
ficance of the movement they were
sponsoring.2

And by and large, their use of texts
was radical but not improper; the
exceptions to this statement were

more than matched by the responsa
shortly published by the tradition-
alists.

The Enlightenment, then, was a
real and dangerous antagonist for

1. M. Bresslau cited by M. Meyer, The Origins of the Modern Jew, p. 185.
See also E. Liebermann, Or Nogah (Dessau, 1818), p. 51.

2. The Reform Movement in Judaism, rev. ed., pp. 30-81.
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Judaism. The early Reform move-
ment both drew heavily from it yet
sought to arrest its impact upon

Jewry. And the impropriety of some
of their liturgical patterns lay pri-

marily not in any narrowly-con-

ceived halakhic issue, but rather
in. two broad senses: the thrust
towards emasculation of traditional
belief and liturgy in the interests
of the presumed rationalism and

universalism of the Enlightenment,

and the assault (not upon rabbinism
or the Talmud, as Philpson ten-
dentiously assumes, but) upon the

authority of precedent, an author-

ity gent)rally honored in observance
but lacking firm systemic articula-
tion. At the same time it is true
that the arsenal bestowed by the

Enlightenment upon early reformer
like Eliezer Liebermann included

a strong (though masked) belief
in the idea of progress and its con-

crete expression in the superior
wisdom of moderns - ideas likely
to assault more than minhag alone.

What then of the "Orthodox"
response to all this? Prof. Petuch-
owski finds it uncomprehending,
"Halakhically irrelevant," and by
implication destructive of the pos-

sibly fruitful and urgently needed
rapprochement between the forces
of tradition and those of adaptation.
Is this the only way to read EZeh

Divre H a-berit, the collection of re-
sponses by the forces of tradition
led by R. Moses Safer (Hatam
Sofer) ?

The volume was published in
Altona, in 1819. Most of it is in
Hebrew, but a good proportion con-
sists of Yiddish translation, thus
aiming the book at a popular audi-
ence (some of whom could prob-

ably not understand their prayers
any more than they could under-
stand the responsa!) and to a cer-
tain degree determining its style.
The collection is vituperative, to be
sure, though not nearly as violent
as your average Me'ah She'arim
poster. But much more significant
than the vituperation is the spirit
of inner despair that breathes
through these letters. Reading them,
one senses, that their authors "kncw

very wen what was destroying Jew-
ries. The halakhic quality of the
responses is indeed not impressive,

as Petuchowski notes. And inas-
much as many of the respondents
deal with the broader issues raised
by the reforms and were in fact
aware of the implications, one re-
grets the rattling of empty halakhic
scabbards.

A good example here is the ques-
tion of prayer in the vernacular.

Much of the traditionalists' response
is an attempt to undercut the per-

mission granted by the Mishnah to
say the tefillah in any language -
a rather unsuccessful and embarass-
ing attempt, to be sure. But these

respondents were certainly aware of
the broader issues: R. Mordechai

Benet warns of the possibilty that
Hebrew wil eventually be forgot-
ten by the people; others speak of

the pride a people ought to have

in its language; and R. Akiva Eiger
wrote:

And if some do not understand the
Holy Languagc and have not
taught it to their children, this is

itself evil and bitter enough. For
they dcspise our pure and beautiful
language . . . for they wil not
teach it to their children, and this

shames us among the nations -
every people speaks it~ native
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tongue and loves its language, and
ought we abandon our holy lan-
guage? They teach their children
the French tongue, and Latin, and
so on, and abandon the Holy
Language . . .

Furthermore, the political motiva-
tions of the repression of the pray-

ers for a restoration in Zion are

understood fully: respondent after
rcspondent declares his own civic
loyalty (often recallng the divine

right of kings!), and maintains that
the faith in a Messianic restoration

does not detract from that loyalty.
The "Christianization" implied by
the reforms is noted, too ( at least
superficially): R. Mordechai Benet
and others remind their readers of
the Spanish experience of the 15th

century, where acculturation in no
wisc staved off the destruction of

the community; indeed, they omin-
ously hint, divine displeasure has-

tened it.

It seems clear to me that many
of the respondents sensed - if not

understood - the dynamic that was

destroying many European Jewish
communities. Because they saw the

early reformers of the liturgy as
hopelessly caught up in that dynam-
ic, it was obvious - to them -
that any suggestion issuing from

that circle was of necessity destruc-
tive and corrupt. The attempt to
argue the traditionalist case on
strictly halakhic grounds was an
unfortunate response, inasmuch as
it did not really reflect the tradi-

tionalists' own basic concern and
was unsucessful - in their own
terms - to boot. (It also saw the

traditionalists back into an unfor-
tunate rigidity.) The respondents
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in Eleli Divrei Ha-Berit had a great-
er awareness than Professor Petu-
chowski credits them of the two
major points at issue: the question

of rationalism and universalism,

and the authority of tradition. But
they were incapable of arguing
these concerns effectively. And it is
probable that the masses of defect-

ing Jews would not have been cap-
able of hearing them even if they
had argued those concerns.

One of the respondents asked,

"Are any pious men (zaddikim)
associated with the new practices?"
This was a serious chalenge. An-

other serious question might be,

should any zaddikim have been as-
sociatcd, if not with the Hamburg
Temple and its unacceptable fea-
tures, then with some of the re-
forms? Should any zaddikim have
been actively concerned with the
problems in which they originated?
Most of the Eleh Divrei Ha-Berit
respondents declare that there's
nothing wrong, and in any case
there's nothing to be done. One,
the rabbi of Hanover (?), does sug-

gest that the sins for which Ham-
burg Jewry was being punished
were those of a lack of decorum
in synagogue and ethical failngs.
But his voice is a long one.

Two mid-19th century figures
ought to be noted here. The first is
R. Zevi Hirsch Chajes, who devoted
part of his Darkei Ha-Hora'ah to

question of the abolition of syna-

gogue minhagim whose authorita-
tive basis was wobbly, to say the
least, such as the recitation of piy-
yutim; this led him to a discussion

of their abolition by reformers and
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Certainly there is no intrinsic dam-
age in the abolition of these cus-
toms. But consider the great con-
troversies caused in our time by
the abolition of thcse customs in
Germany, so that many communi-
ties were split, and separate syna-
gogues werc created, and the two
sides are stil locked in noisy battle.

See now, in our land and in most
of the districts of Poland and Rus-
sia the saying of yozerot and piy-
yutim have been abolished these
many years and this caused no dis-
sension. The reRson for this was
that they were not abolished by
loud announcements, nor was there
public discussion of it, nor welC
special societies set up for this pur-
pose, nor were synagogue relations
drawn up. For we have always
known that all such customs that
do not accord with the age and the
place do not endure against the
passage of time.

And the wise men of our genera-
tion in our areas guided us . . . to
stand aloof, neither opposing nor
favoring these changes, but to let
each do as he pleases . . . But the
public and sectarian approach is
harmful for many reasons, for the
masses . . . who cannot discrimin-
ate between a custom based on the
law of the Torah and an insignifi-
cant custom, who think that he
who questions any custom - even
a stupid custom - is a denier of
God, when these masses see the
public. . . abolition of old custom,
they are drawn to the most damag-
ing idea that even the fixed laws
of the Torah are also subject to
the wil of the Sages who may do
to them as they see fit . . .

It ought be said explicitly,
though it is quite obvious, that

these remarks of Maharatz Cliay-
yot do not deal with the kind of

3. Kol Sifrei Maharatz Chayyot, I, 238.
4. Op. cU., pp. 241-2.

excisions recommended in Ham-
burg. Furthermore, he concludes
that even customs of no intrinsic
merit (devarim shel mah be-kach)4
ought not be set aside in any or-
ganized, public way: certainly,
then, the conscious reform of even
the lcast of the practiced minhagim
is not to be justified, and the con-
trast is drawn between the havoc
of Germany and the gradual evolu-
tion of Russian and Poland. Yet
under the surface - and there is
an "under the surface" for Ma-
haraz Chayyot, whose erudition
often suggests ambivalence - there

plays the certain knowledge that

many of Maharaz's contemporaries
were defending as essentials mat-
ters he considered stupid, that the
relinquishing of every custom
ought not be made a cause celebre,
and most radicaly, that if certain
customs deserve their gradual de-
mise thcii it is healthy for this

death to be helped along - though
in unspectacular ways. The level
of public knowledge and the reac-
tion of the "masses" are of course

relative things. Maharaz amply
suggests, then, that Orthodox policy
was rigid and ignorant.

Another case in point is S. R.
Hirsch. There is no denying that

Hirsch represents massive accultu-
ration; the basic question- one I
am not competent to answer - is

whether he surrenders to Enlighten-
ment values or organical1y assimil-
ates them. There is no doubt,
though, that the veneer of reform
rubbed off on him. Petuchowski
convincingly treats not only the
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celebrated Kol Nidre instance, but
also cites the Synagogenordnungen
adopted during Hirsch's ministry
(1874), which are "highly rem-
iniscent of Synagogenordnungen
which owe their origin to circles of
quite different tendencies." Among
these regulations for the mainten-

ance of proper decorum, we read
that "only the rabbi is allowed to

draw the attention of the cantor
and of the reader to such mistakes

as they might possibly make dur-
ing the recitation of the prayers or
the reading of the Torah." Fur-
thermore, "the yeyasher ko-ach (to
the kohanim after the Priestly
Benediction) shall not be said by
anyone except, in the name of the
congregation, by the synagogue
wardens appointed for that pur-
pose." As Petuchowski commcnts,

Hirsch "shows that the striving for
decorum could be engaged in even
without aspiring to a reform of the
traditional liturgy." Indeed, the im-
plicit claim of the Hirschian camp
is that essentials cannot be surren-
dered, and in any case the maw of
the Enlightenment-Emancipation
wil as easily be stuffed with super-

ficials as with the real thing; Hirsch,
in fact, doubtless believed in the

rightness of the ersatz reforms.

Maharatz Chayyot and Hirsch
both take their times seriously, then.
Hirsch even has a measure of prac-
tical success by doing so while pre-
senting an unclinching Orthodox
posture on other issues. Ought the
authors of Eleh Divrei Ha-Berit, a
half-century less experienced the

Hirsch, and dealing with Jewry in
the first flush of Emancipation, be

.See Liebermann, op. cit., pp. 17-18. 51.
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faulted for their inabilty to con-

front the cultural frustration that

was responsible for the decimation
of JewrIes as well as for new litur-
gies? And ought their condemna-

tion of thc Hamburg attempt have
been as total as it was?

As an institution the Hamburg
Temple had little to commend it.
Its ideological thrust was perilous;

its prime movers-Jacobson had
called, a decade earlier, for a "Re-
formation" of Judaism, and many
of the early reformers were aban-

doning mitzvot, toû-* were less
than savory; its suggestions were

too often haphazard and irrespon-
sible: there is a great halakhic

difference between eliminating the
public recital of much of pesukei
de-zimra and that of the haftorah

(a distinction that obviously cuts
both ways). There was doubtless
room for condemnation here.

At the same time, not all the
leaders of early Reform were
"wicked." Many were troubled, and
they were able to talk to and be-
come the leaders of men troubled
like themselves. Their liturgic be-
havior was eccentric and not only
mischievous. That which was mis-
chievous needed rejection out of
hand, as Lionel Triling is said to
have observed, "If you're too open-
minded, your brains fall out." That
which was eccentric ought to have
been greeted with reasoned disap-
proval rather than with cat-calls.
New cultural trappings ought to
have been modified and accepted-
as they later were. A task for suc-
ceeding generations of traditional-
ists (perhaps a utopian expecta-
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tion!) would have been a clarifca-
tion of the authority. of practice

per se, for internal guidance. We

stil don't honestly know what flexi-
bilty is authentically ours.

At the best, one may say for the
early opponents of Reform that
they did succeed in holding some

communities true to tradition. And
for all those others, one may doubt
whether the steamroller that was
the early 19th century could have

been repelled. Finally, the óften-
made claim that the vociferous
negativity of the traditionalists ac-
tually drove away possible adher-
ents is really undocumented, and
says more about the emotions of
the claimant than about the masses

for whom he purports to speak.
At the worst, one may say for

the early opponents of Reform that
-they simply weren't there, they

weren't where the action was.
Would the story have read difer-

ently if they had been there? We
can't know. We do know, though,
what did in fact happen-thanks
to the research of Professor Pe-
chow ski. The Hamburg Temple it-
self subsequently took a more con-
servative tack, but Reform liturgies
as a whole were increasingly aber-
rant. Loyalty to scientifc rational-
ism and to universalism became. a

consistently-applied criterion for

both massive excision and (to this
post-New-Criticism reader, at least)
vacuous Romantic hymns. But it
was early 19th century reform that
posed three basic problems anew:
the confrontation with a (presum-

ably) non-mythic culture; the
bounds of dissent and pluralism
within Jewry; the authority of his-
tory and its evaluation. Professor

Petuchowski has presented us with
an intellgent history of one aspect

of this dilemma il all its chal-
lenging particularity.
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