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In practical terms, this meant that Soloveitchik and members of the
RCA endorsed Jewish-Christian dialogue on social and political issues
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of general human concern. At the Same tinie, ﬂ\cywm_‘/zmied_lo_g;h

dialogue on matters of fajith. Each religious community is singular and

its theological postures are axiological. They cannot be the subjects of
joint discussion. Of course, precisely how thisline can be drawn jn praxis

is unclear. After all, the social concerns and political commitments that
religious persons adopt are presumably extensions of the faith affirma-

tions they possess. Neverthe is was the policy positio veitchik
and his followers advanced, and it has informed and guided the ¢
numerous Orthodox rabbis and Jewish lay people have taken towards

Jewish-Christian dialogue for over three decades.”™

fn looking at the Feinsteln fetter to Soloveitchik on the topic, no element
ot Jewish-Christian_dinlogue is endorsed. Feinstetn, in contrast to
Soloveitchikl expressed the view that ecumenicism and the Jewish-
CRESTINTIoRUE such ecumenicism fostered were nothing more
mplol designed by the Catholic Church to convince
Jesvs to abandon their faith and convert to Christianity. Oaly two types
of Jews would participate msuch ettorts. The tirst were individuals like
Retorm and Conservative rabbis, people who advocated positions that
could only lead to the assimilation ot the Jewish people. The second
were well intentioned but nawve people, like the voung Qrrhodax cabbi
who had approached him earhier on this matter. Their participation in
such dialogue could lead to no positive end. Feinstein was particularly
concerned that this latter group could inadyve ;
sphere_that swould allow the Churchto entice Jews into abandoning
their faith, However pure their motives, these fewish leaders would be
responsible for the apostasy of these Jews and Jewish law would there-
fore hold them culpable. It was this group Feinstein particularly sought
10 address, and he saw Soloveitchik as his natural confederate in this
matter, as together the influential authority the two men could exercise
tovether in the Orthodox world was considerable.

("

DI Awn
In_reading the Feinstein responsa, it seems clear that Fej
viewed the relationship ews and Christians as unaltered by
modern developments such as Vatican [I. From his perspective, only
isolation from Christians and their representatives could ensure the
survival of the Jews as a minority community. He could perceive no
Christian_motive for initiating joint religious dialogue other than

conversion of the Jews. Furthermore, his responsa — inasmuch as

As a result, Soloveitchik did not respond to Feinsteins overture and
refused to condemn Jewish-Christian dialogue in the harsh and over-
arching terms that Feinstein had. Nor would he reverse the position
he expressed on this matierin ” Mn
that Soloveitchik signed the declaration that Feinstein appended to his
letter; nor is there any record that Soloveitchik offered amalternative
Mhe had agreed to do cither of these two things, a docu-
ment condemning dialogue of all types between Jews and Christians
would have been issued by the two foremost leaders of late-twentieth-
century American Jewish Orthodoxy. Instead, the Feinstern documents
(translation below), considered in concert with the position put forth
by Soloveitchik and the RCA, reflect the diverse sensibilities and differ-
ences in policy that emerged among the two camps of American Ortho-
Me. They also reflect the commitments and principles
that informed and guided each of these men, Feinstein did not hesitate
to publish these documents as expressions of his views on the matte~.
nor did Soloveitchik — in view of his own writings on this issue ~ feel

constrained to respond in any way.
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Finally, if dialogue_avoids discus inal
issues and fo i i
concerns, it may well be justified even with people whose
conversionary objectives are much sharper that those of
Dominus Tesus. Many Jews hold discussions about such
issues with evangelical Protestants who conduct overt mis;
sions to the Jews, and Rabbi Soloveitchik, w

‘Believe that such objectives had been_abandoned by the
Catholic Church, endorsed discussion of these matters
with Tall awa%Mological content would play a
significant role.

). W/M 7-9

Forjews to denounce this sort of supersessiopism 3as
morally wrong and disqua g in the context of‘dxz'alo. e
5 to turn dialogue into a novel form of religious intimida-

ton. As the pre-eminent Orthodox rabbinical authority
"Rabbi Joseph B. Soloveitchik understood very well, such a
positon 15 ragmatically dangerous f become

vulnerable to reciprocal emands for theological refo £
Judaism, and it is even morally EE’ To illustrate the
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ow Has this change in Christian attitudes
H been greetad hy Jews? As 3 political and cul-
wural mzrter, needless to say, ithas been warmiy wel-
comed, if with occasiunal signs of wariness. Bt wtyat
nas been slower in coming—and whim/ar}_',_'gjlns‘

tans, after a_painful reevaluat their own tra-
dition, have gccn mOst eager 10 ecelve=—Is 3 COR~
sidered Ristorical and theological response. Ace the
reatets of Christans accepred, or do Jews think that
Christanity inherendy leads 1 ang-Semitic perse-
cution? Will Jews acknowledge that the twa com-
\nanizies are members of the same larget spiritual

groupiag, or do they see Christians as aa alien

gtoup, Ticde closer to theman belief and practice
than Hindus or Buddhists?

) LA B

W precwsely  trendl theological  dicussiom and no
rehiious disputation that generates these dangers. all the
mor'c so when the discussion s formahizad as & theatogieal
encounter  not between individuals  but - between|

commumities  As_l_aotgd 10 3 paperon Lhabru Emet post
ot Contess—websiue 1 prominent participant _in the

dxuloguc/n’l(h as positive i atitude_toward Jews a

STATEMENT ADOPTED BY THE RABBINICAL COUNCIL
OF AMERICA AT THE MID-WINTER CONFERENCE,
FEBRUARY 3-5, 1964

) We arc pleased to note that in recent years there has evolved
in our country as well as throughout the world a desire to seek
better understanding and a mutual respect among the world’s
major faiths. The current threat of secularism and materialism and
the modern atheistic_negation of religion and religious values
makes_even_more imperative a harmonious_relationship among
the faiths. This relationship, however, can only be of value if it

will not be in conflict with the uniqueness of each religious com-

munity, since each religious community is an individual entity
which cannol bé merged or equated with a community which is
fommitted toa~derenl Laith. Each religious community 15 en-

D)V;f W\ ’%Q Sr\‘\:.‘)\qv\.\

Rabbi Solovettchik worned that theological dialogue would create pressure (0 tradc

y some_difierences ”
argued against any Jewish nigrlurence in_the faith_of_Chistians both on grounds of
principle and out ol concern_that this_would create_the framework for_reciproc!
cxpectations  Now, the Changes 1 Catholic_atttudes detailed by Dr Rofn e ceal,
Wwelcome . and sIgniicant, but they do not underming these concems Quite the contgary.
METFAjCtory of dialogue _to_vur own_day has confifincy the valdity of Rabbi
Solovenchtk s analvsis to an alinost stunning degree

" D A u EW\{*.'/ T —/L‘\S*’.\“'*\k Fo(g\(".rh.
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« Jews and Christians worship the same God. S*“;‘ o
- Jews and Christizns scek authoritv from the C, -
sarne book—:he Bible (what Jews call “Tanakh” N A
and Christ:ans cail che “Old Testament”). J
- Christians can respect the claim of the Jewish
people upon the land of Israel.
«Jews and Christians accept the moral princi-
ples of Torah.
« Nazism was not a Christian phenomnenon.
« The humanly trreconcilable difference be-
tweea Jews and Christians wiil not be sewled
until God redeems the entire world as pro-
mised in Scripture.
+Anew relntionshif berwsen Jews _:md Chruis-
dans will not weaken Jewish pracuce.
« Jews and Chrisuans must work together for
iusuce and peacc.

Judaism as one could hope for,congratulated the Jewssh theologians who authored that
declaraton The dualogue. {_19|d1lpl_l_ i Christians aftirm a theological
bonding with J&ws  without an acknowledgement ol such
e TSI AT ey e T Al T New vork Board of Rabbus for inviting s
memmbers to participate tnoan anterfaith praser senvice 1n the main sanctuary of St
Patrick s cathedral, asserting i an miersicw with The Jewish Weck that although many
Jewnnh authonties mamtawned that classical Christan theology ts not considered wolatn
for Christians, ot s far Jews 1o hight of this. praver in such a sciting rauses the most
sertous of 1ssues (o the paint where no Orthodos rabby should esen consider parucipaung
An important ollicial in the New York Archdiocese wrote a strong fetter of protest to the
paper. and WW“"
sl fer all thar Catholics ne :ssess_their (
image of Judsm. In an article on Doomsies Tesus. | have already expressed my regret at
g the term dolatn . which s casdy ousunderstood 10 this context, but my
correspondent was not mollitied even after he understood very well that 1 was not

suggesting that Chnshians aunibute dis inity 10 1cons Rabby Solovenchik’s congem ghout
the rading of favors perioing to fundamental matters of tauh couldnat be more Cleariv

lustrated
.
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ABRU EMET suffers fro of the great pit-
falls of interfaith diaiogue as it has come to
be practiced over the past severa) decades. Given
the Ristory of religiously inspired contemnpt and an-
imosity, 1t is inevitably 5 ing i "
to avoid inv candid discussior, of fuadamen
|ieFs and to adopt instead the model of conflictres-
olggion or diplomaric negotiation. The goal thus
becomes reaching an agreement, in the manner of
50 countries that submit to arbizration in an effort
to end longstanding tensions or of a husband and
wife who go to a marniage counselor in hopes of
overcoming the points of contention in their rela-
tionshap. C i essed, and differ-

ences— 2=
nalogue in the first place—are minynized, ae-

@M&gﬁu Once this moddl s
adopted, the ulumate objective becoincs nag just
agreement b alaffirmation; the cridcal
judgments that the religious traditions have histor-
ically made upon each other are increasingly pre-
sented as mercly the tragic fruit of prejudi

£

In recent yeary, Chrisuans have made these idcas
the basis for a positive evajuation of Judaism, and it
is understarn.dable that the authors of Dabru Emet
sRhould feel the need to reciprocate. But the rela-
tionskip is not symmerrical. For classical Judaisn,
there 1s no covenant between God and the
Church—no parallel, that is, to Pauls belief in the
irrevocable “call” of the Israelite patriarchs. Dabru
Emer's suggeston that the Church will survive until
God finally redeems the world thus seems like 2
thin imitazion of Christian doctrine, contrived for
purposes of dialogue but withoyt rea in

€ th 3

Datru Emet moves 1o only slightly more secure
ground when, in another of its eight thescs, it as-
serts that “Jews and Christians accept the moral
principles of Torah.” But how many Christians ask
themselves, “Are my morals in ling with Tarah?”
Thev are mors likely to ask. “What w us
do*™ (hence "WWID™ on bumper stickers, T-
shirts, erc.). In fact, Chrisdanity has usually consid-
ered Jesus' moral principles to be superior to those
of the Torah, an improvement or radicalizaton and
not tusc a restatement. Consider these examples

Dabru Esnct 1s not wrong o draw atention to
common scriptures and “similar lessons.” The
problem is that it reduces what is not common to
mere differences of opinion—as if the two tradi-
tions maxe no truth claims. This easygoing rel-
Juvism profoundly impeces any sﬁﬁﬁm:ate
understanding of the two miliennia of Jewish-
Christan dialogue and dispute over the meaning of
Scriprure A more accurate statement would note
that itis precisely the poinss of commonsliny that
make disputation over che differences inevitahle—
atTeast within communines committed to the ides

of religious truth and not simiply
equivalentof ' I'm u ?

0> 7

For the thrust of this statement is to ¢

two communit:cs (00K as alike as two peas in a sin-

le religi

d. Botk, we are told, pray to "the

same God,” appeal to “the same book” (from which
they “take away similar lessons™), aad abide by the
same “mcral principles”—in fact, the “moral prin-
ciples of Torah." Morcover, both were the targets
(it with g difference in chronology) of the Naziy’
“murderous rage,” and boch can now appreciate

God's gift of the Land of Israel to the Jews. %
though the stztement mendons disagreements

-

asks chag they be respected, itis hard to come away

f; ir without feeling that the near,
sand yeays of Jewish-Christian disputation were

based on little more than the narcissism _of small

differences.

Is it mere coincidence tnat the recent rap-
prochement between Jews and Christians has been
accornpanied by soaring rates of intermarriage, and
by a striking acceptance of this demographic
calamity on the part of many Jewish organiza-
tions?* If, as we are now told, the com: ities
Mﬂ;%wd
so encompassing, why indeed should intermarpiage,
or for that matter CONverMTNo Chtisnanity, be re-

sisted as strenuousiy as their tradivon has lopg en-

joined-Jews to do?
None of this need deter anyone from “speaking

the truth” about the relationship of Jews and

Christians as ke seesit. B

r the autho d stg-

nasaries of Dabru Emer o assert that their version
of this i ards g Jew

Rasai Crarres L. Arian:

Jon D. Levensona’s strongest crit-
icism of Datru Emet is leveled at its
assertion that “a new relationship
berween Jews and Christians will
not wesken Jewish practice.” He
correcty nortes that the cra of grow-
ing Christian-J=wish understanding
has coincided with unprececented
high rates of intermarriage and as-
similadon. He claiins thae the
breakdown of the “instnctive re-
pugnance” Jews and Chrisdars have
fele for each other s what has made
intcrmarriage possible.

ews are intermarrying not
because thev no loager fe -
for Christamry be r

fast wishful thinking: it is

make no religious afimmation be-
yond the view that “Jesus wis not
the messiah.” Therr automadc an-
tpathy oward Christian belief caus-
es d}cm to assume that whatever
Chn;u:}m’ty affirms, Judaism denies.
A religious ydentity based on nath-

ing wmore thap the negation of “the
”
otrer” has ro szaying power,
n 2 dozenvears as botn a Hillel

dirzctor and the rabbi of a Conser-
vagve synagogue, iy expesience has
been that—contrary to Mr. Leven-
50n’s fears—a pasitive appraisal of
CkEristianity can strengiben Jewish
Ernc\mem‘mmmwmu
elicf in J personal God who Toves
and regeemny s -
1an” concept
—
Inatitute for Christion
& Jroisk Suudies
Baltmore, Marylend




Jacos Nausner:

Jon D. Levenson’s splendid en-
dque of Dabru Emet rightly focuses
on intellectual issues. But he treats
as 2 minor detail what strikes me as
crideal: nearly ali the signers arc
Refo-n and Conservative rabbis,
whose congregatons are loaded with
intermarried couples. [t seervs to me

mr_a_:_smmmmadmcs
oin the %mcdcnl nolidcs of ﬁn%' g
sonisthing to 32 jects ol
Hanukkah/Christmas and Easter/
Passover, not to mengon tae prob-
le A i ‘Reill
With more than half che Reform

. . s
congregations in the counery un-

willing to hire clergy who do not

pecform intermarriages, and with ;;

Conservative rabbis facing heavy

pressurc not to preach againsein-

STl

termacriage at all, Dabru Emet s

more than politically expediens

The statement’s utter misrepresep-

tati atsm’s view s-

tanity, which Mr, Levenson putson

display, s 2 pecessary the
cover for the shat

{ cannot mugz‘nc.
Bard College

Annamdale-om-FHudson, New York

onservauve Judaism and their ra>- ;
bis’ crav 9 1 ' -
¢d the qandful of Octhodox signets

Micxaer WysCHOGROD:

Jon D. Levenson’s cogert cri-
tique of Dubru Emet is 3 service to
Jews and Christians who gould eas-
ily be misled into concluding shat
th t theo-

ere-are ng really difficyle th
-ical différsnces between thei
faiths. Two of the most inactable

of these are the divinity of Jesus and
Christionity's abrogation of Mosaic
law—neijther of which is mendoned
in Dabru Emet. Its authors would ar-
gue, no doubr, that they wished to
focus on what unites us rather than
on what divides us. But if the docu-
ment’s aim is to show how Jews
evaluare Christianiry, omission of
the difficulties Mr. Levenson ¢nu-
merates is fatal.

A\{‘_aﬂgh_@ﬂﬂuhm de-
t i i at
Dabry Emet missed the opportuni-
ty4o-produces-document thar did

con ! sh-

1stan relations. i
niversity of Houston
Houszon, Texas

Davip BERGER:

While the morives underlying
Dabru Enmer are understandable and
even laudable, Jon D. Levenson’s
critique properly underscores seri-
ous concerns outweighing the behe-
fits that the document strives to
achieve. Shordy after the statement
was publicized, the Orthodox Union
asked me to formulate the following
very bricf response, which was later
adopred as the position of ths Rab-
binical Council of America:

Datru Erner is in maay ways an
adrirable seatement coirposed by

peodle for whom [ have high re-
gard. I agree with much of i, in-
cludinF the controversial but
carefully balanced passage deny-
ing that Nuzism was 3 Christan

phenomenon. Howcver: 1did not
wﬁmﬁ%ﬁﬁ
Firse, for all its exquisit |

s
formulacion, it implies LZ'R ews
should reassess the
Chiisqanity In
reas
clination toward

| on | theg%%gc'rggl re-
civrocity is fraught with danger
ciprocity

Second, although it is proper to
emphasize that Cheistians “wor-
ship the God of Abraham, Isaac.
:mci> Jacob, creator of heaven anc
earth,” it is essential 1o add that
warship of Jesus of Nazareth as 2
manifestation or component or
that God consttutes what Jewish
law and theology call avudub
zarab, or foreign worship—at
least if done by 2 Jew. Many Jews
died o underscore this point, and
the bland asserdon thae *Chris-
tian worsbip is nat a viable reli-
gious caoice for Jews® is thor-
oughly inadequate. Finally, the
satement discowrages either com-
munity from “insisang that it has
interpreted Scriprure more accu-
rately than the other.” While in-
tended for the laudable purpose of
discouraging missionizing, this as-
serton conveys an wcomfortably
reludvisge message.

Brooklyn Coliege
Brockiym, New York
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The refuctance ol Onbodos rabbis. even those rabbus who have a histony of
comimunication sath the Chrstian community, o sign the declaration « N
adherence to the admonions of the revered R . alli known by his
students am TRCCTy @ the Rav.” who mthe 196ty profubited theological diujopye
with The Cathole Tharch Wth the Tomanniversan of the Rav's passing being widely
comminemorated Uit Passoser,retlection is warranted on the hiimits that the Rav's
prohibition stitl piaces on Onthodoy Jews toduy — as well as on opportunities for
dialoyue vet to come

The Ravs opposition to communal. and orgamizational aptertaith dialogue was panly
predicated upon the predichion that in ouf seareh tor common giotnd — 3 Shatgd
COToTea TN Tuae - Jows and Chrstians might sach saceieeaur igg)ylence on the
absolute and exclusive truth of our respective Lahs, blurnng the div ide between our
1 1T an ey titled “Controntation,” Rabbr Soloveirchik argud

| DEINEY
COMITOITCS Taith s an o intimate, and ofien incommunicable altuie Furthermore, a taith

by deimtion esinb that its system of dognuas doctrines and salues 1s best nited tor the

attamnent ol e sitimate good 7 1 b oy the By warned that sacnificing the
exchuste natore of selizioas teuh e nung of Jdesse-sadlLICp gether Jows o
Chostignsy UV cgedhization ot dozmatic verbitindes. and waiving ot eschatglpgucal
Clains spelT e ond o e vBant und areat tath expenences of oy teligious

Iterestingiy s when ore reads thie witigs o Abaham Joshua Heschel ane o' the most
Cannluential and ¢nthusidstic propendnts ot taertath engagement at the ime that the Rav

Hest voiced by oppositon, we ind an example of the equalization pf dogma that the Ras

s upposed B his easay "N Rehigion s an siand TTeschel noted that religions have

profound disagreements. and each chaim o be true Yet he agpued that truth 1s not

Lol 1oyt 1y not capabls of hesna 1yl o
woncepy and words. " and that Ged speaks 1o maa “in g mutuptony of languages Qog
LUt COMEs [o CAPIESSION 1Nany wavsy ot unde el s
Orthodosy rejegts ach Whilg Jows and Chrstians botl agree on many rediigus
issues. we disarree ard helweve cacht other protoundiy wrong aboat others Egther Jesus
15 the gon ot God or he s not Rehatous relativsa s not the ansaer o disdereciig,
between Fathy, st et s unla blugang O relraiody JIORCTToNS, alT Ty olten result

Whon trvo deepls Deliey g Loty gommun ties ngage cach ather m the public Tremrdn
)
theolagical tsaaes
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119 1 was indeed the onset of World War 1L we have to understand what this war is
aboat, TR0 Tehung o eradicale Tlermoaan* Terroristi_is just 4 ool We're fighting
l_o’\mtc.u i deoloes - relictous totalitrianism. World War 1 and the cold war were
fought to defeat secular oabiarantsnt <A Nazisim and Communism «Aj and World W i

HEis o battle against religions woalitarianism zsdew ol the world that my faith st

retgn supreme and can be attinmed and held passionately ondy ifall others | spated.
Ihats Bin [aderism. Butolike Nazism, religious wtaliarinesm can't be fought by
armies alone TChas 1o be tought in schools, mosqgues. churches and svng and can
be deteated onls with the help ot tmanis, rabBisand priests.

the coneenlsae aeed-to- el this wae see people ke Rabbi David Hartman, from the

Shalom Flrtman Institute in Jerusalem. W hat tiest attracted me to Rabbi Hartman when
mterpreted their faith in g

madernity, without weakening religious passion, and in a way that

reported from Jerusalem was his contention theg unless Jews gy

win that einbricy
atticened that God speaks madtiple languages and is not exhausted by just one faith, the
mmmd of Tsrael_And what also impressed me was that he Knew
oy 1s i Isezel 1o compete with

lfundamentalist Jews, Musluns and Chrisuans. who used their schools to preach

eavelusivist religions v isons.
—————

Where the battletield was. He setap his =

e ansawereds ™AL aiths that come out ot the biblical tradition « Judaism, Christianity

w lendency te beliove that they have the exelusive truth. When the

Faliban wiped out the Baddhist stacaes, that's what they were say g, But others have
saidat tous The opposite of relizous wotahiartinsm s an ideotoey ot plugalism «Ai an

ideologs that embraces eelivious diversity and the WETTRITAR faih can be nurtap
without claumme evclusive truth, Amencaos the Meca o thac WdeaTogy, and that is w b
b T £

b T aden RARS and s why \nerica had to be destroyed

and s« e

Ihe tuture of the world may welt be dearded by bow we tigh this wae Can Islam.
Chrestanns and Tudansi Mvaa tban God speaks Veabic on Eeday s, Lebresooa Saturdas
2l L an on Sy s, nd that be welcames dilferent hunngg beees agoroschine him

Many Jews and Chrstans huve alreads argued that the answer to that question is yes. and

moderniy and plurabism, and to create space for segularesm and alternatise taiths. Others

Chrsstian and Jewish tundamentihists have rejected Dation. and that is what the baule
-

oGt w v?hfnjb‘;jﬂh?(h‘.x—— -
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Ovenooked 10 the debate 1s that in issuing a set of gudelines o Octhodony’s Rubbinical
Council o Amerca. titled “On Interfaith Relationships.” the Rav did not ban all
Onhodox intertaith ¢ngagements When (1 came to causes that were not strictly
theological 1n nature, the Rav invisted that thewe was much that Onhodoxy and
Chnistianity could accomphish together All human bemngs. he believed, are charged by
the Almighty to enhance the physical and moral weltare of humanity. In seeking the
moral betterment of man. spectiic religious beliets of Jews and Christians serve to unste
rather than divide us

Friedman cites his rebbe David Hartman. to the effect that Judaism, Christianity
and Islam all have a tendency to believe th have the exclusive Truth - a
sin he labels “rehgious totantarianism

v"—'\_/

But he agarn fails to note the crucial differences between the three biblical faiths
Judarsm, for instance. dces not seek converts Nor does Judaism deny that the
nghteous of the nations have a place in the World to Come

THE progressive religion advocated by Friedman/Hadtman turns aut to be high-

fallutin gibtensh Like gcod post-magernists Friedmaa/Hanmanp cail for a
“multiingual view of Goc" that reduces different religions to nothing more than a
seres of narratives of human beings approaching God out of therr different
history language and cuitural gerspecuve -

The Ray stressed that the two fuiths cun Jialogue not only on such topres as “war and
peace, poverty, freedom” but atso on “the threat of secularism ™ This mteriaith
engagement. he stressed, will be based on "our religious outlooks,” 1n which we express
our fechngs ™in a pecubar language which qutte olten as incomprehensible 10 the
seculanst.” and 1n which we detine “morality as an act o fantanio Der” — ol unitation of
the Almightsy While organizationat Jrafogue on Jogma was prolubited. The Rav insisted
that Jews and Christians can, and should. diglogue on the distinctly religious morality that

they share

We hive inan age in which the hibhical-moral traditons that have 2uided us for centuries
are invreasinghy beng loreotten Orthodoss now shares certan moral commonahities
with some Chenstians that it does aot share with odhier Jewish denominations. such as
certain views on abortton and homosexualits: While most Orthedos rabbis rightly
retrained from signing "Dabru Emet.” we Orthadon ought to 1ssue a statement ol our
own. one focusing not on thevlogy. but on morahis {t would let the Christian commumity
Know that we swill wark with tnem to presen e and protect. inter ahia, the sanctity ol life
and of mamiage m Americd, and that Orthodoy 15 uniguely swited 10 Jon them n this

Religion. in this view, 1s nothing more than a3 man-made construct, an expressior
by men of their sense of the Divine Revelation by an Infinite God to fimite man,
who would otherwise be incapacie of apprehending Goc or knowing His will, has
no place in such a vew

The FriedmaniHanman redefin:ticn of rehgion is_an assault on the very concept
of Truth Jesus cannot te bolH Givine and not divine. the covenant between God
and the Jew:ish pecple cannot b2 simultaneously intact and superseded,

Mohammed cannot have been a sropret and not have received prophecy

For Enedman/Hariman “owever any frososilica and sile are

vald «'s all a matter of rarratrie cerspective. Somehow, agcording to Fri
man:made narran/es need not w2aken “reigrous passion ”

endeavor

While the Rav nightly Jeared relsg.ous relativism, and theretore forbade communal
theologicat engagemnent. the et¥ort tv enhance the weliare of the world. as well as the
batle to presenve the biblicai-moral tradiuon 1n America, provide common cause for
wadmional Jewish ard Chnstian hejievers While our particular faiths divide us. if 13 also
our faith — specuical’s, vur adherence to maditional religious mores — that unites us and
srovides a foandation for dialogue :n the Gature

| Toward Tradibin . o
D\c.\\)\o\' Cv\:m\( (?)G\’T\/\)pjj AN &

" MISSION STATEMENT

More liberal i ere many who take the practice of their

religion seriously, gladly “dialopue” with sevularism cven as ecline Toward Tradition is a non-profit (501.c.3), educational
o ackpowledye cultural comimon ith thejr Christi cthren. organization working to advance our natj rd the
‘l hough usuaily ascribed to the legacy of persecution. inditference to and traditional Judeo-Chrj Jues that defined

tgnorance of Christianity is purt and parcel of the American academy's Wreationarénbﬁe.ﬂg;e the blueprint for her
tendency to marginalize religion and deprecate religion’s intellectual . reatn th lliance of

resources. To treat religion. and its cognitive demands. with respect, is

to confront the very dilficulties the Rav addressed in "CanlronGiion” and
clsewhere. The ingractable conllict of incommensurable ideals and beliefs
that cannot be resolved by invoking neuteal, universal seeular standards,
before which the various religions are judged. engenders discomfort and
lonctiness, For modern Jews. taking theological distinctiveness scriously
is pereeived gs slacle 10 nfegration in American life: poing along
with secularism s not perecived as haomtul Lhe solut is -
or oppase the positise contribution of Christiamyy in American life and.
carrespondingly - to reduce halakhic Judiism 1o behasjor devoid of

1he naked public square and the religiously gvac demic arena are
incompatible with passionate commitmentnd intellectual self-respect.
There is an element ol intellectual Marranism in a policy of passive
accommodation tu the dominant intellectual culture of liberal secularism.

L he more thoroughly we recoenize the mystery and incommuntcability of
JEWTSh OTineTrs eness, the more ey ident this becomes Jews who wish to
engage in creative conlrontation with the granis of Western thought can do
so. with dignity. humility. courage and reticence, within the frame of
reference developed tor us by the Rav and in his spirit. Doing s0 may
increase the likefihood that, when we find ourselves side by sidy with
similarly oriented members of the "community of the many.” we will do one
ANOThCr SOme pood:

concerned citizens can re-identify and dramatically
stren s necessary for America to
maintain that-greatn d moral leadership.

values are: faith-based American principles of
constitutional and limited government; the rule of law;
representative democracy; free markets; a strong
military; and, a moral public culture.

Concerned Jews share this objective with many
evangelical and conservative Christians. Working
together, they focus on our common cultural, moral,

and political goals. The corollary benefit of this alliance

is that the majority gentile culture sees that American
Jews are not monolithically liberal, and that many of
the "progressive” forces in this country are advocating
positions that are in fact abhorrent to traditional
Judaism.

Strategy:

The intellectual strategy of Toward Tradition is to
apply ancient solutions to modern problems in the
three critical areas of human life: Family, Faith, and
Fortune. Toward Tradition offers an integrated
philosophical and moral cuitural vision - one that js
rooted in Torah, American history and in the Judea-
Christian values reflected in that history.
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verged. Yet today, in an era of
almost unprecedented anti-Semitic
and anc-Israel hostilitv, one
. Y emem——
Jewish ally scems to have cmerged
~ ———

of this volatile union—the
cvangelical Chrisdan Righe.
This development has provoked sig-
nificant debace within the Jewish com-
munity. Some have enchusiastically

embraced this new lone champion
with few reservations, while others feel
it is best to remain acarm’s length.
Most Jewish leaders have opted to cau-

tiously nureure this emerging relatoy-

ship. Cleary, anyreasonable assess-

traditional Jews usuallv hnd that

nc thae
they share many common values with
evangelicals. Their conversion agenda
is the one major sticking poine, Jt is

vital for us to understand why evange-

lism is such a priority in their lives.

Manv iews are incredulons when
thev learn that the same Chyist

3 half of Isracl is equally com-
mitted to havine Jews believe in Jesus.
The late rosh yeshivah of the Mir
Yeshiva in Jerusalem, Rabbi Chaim
Shimucleviez, often spoke about the
paradoxical idea of “light and darkness

operating simultancousty.” The reality
is that the same groups that are seeking
our phvsical and polincal well-being
are often duangerous o us spiricually.
The strong, athnity evangelicals have

tor the State of [sracl s rooted Tna

LUH]P CNX TN TUre OF spIriey ]l .'|||‘| ““ i!—

ical factors. The ties are similar ta
those of traditional Jews, similar bue

not coneruent. iy vital to appreciate

the primacy of the Bible in order to

understand evangelical lovaley to
Isracl. The Torah clearly reachesthat

God established the land of Israel as
the homeland for His Chosen People.
As many Christian bumper stickers
“Fhe Bible savs it | beliese
ie. And char sertles i

Iseacl is also che birchplace of
Chastaaicy. Thousands of Christian

proclaim,

Remorse over Christianiey's

—h'—a*
long and sad historv of perse-
cuting Jows is what motivares

Nome C\'llHL’L'Ii(‘]I.\ 1O NW

—
extend themiselves on our

behalf. Recatling a world chat
stood by as six million Jews

Were killed in the f’inhl{;llb(.

many feel itis cheir dury to support
Israel during its current crisis. These
feelings are often intensificd by a sénse
gave STy Both 1ts BIBIC
For many on the Christian Right,
loyalty to_the Jewish Stae is also root-
dew Isracl is
the only democracy in the Middle East
and is a vita strategic ally in the ongo-

ing war agiinst (error.

With the mounting hostilicy to Jews
across the globe and the Jewish home-
fand subjected to an ongoing campaign
of terror and isolation in the interna-
tional community, there has been lietle
cause for optimism. The lone port in
the storm has been che loving embrace
of the evanaclical communitv. Howcvcr.
since Christian athnity
part of a larger agenda to convert every
Jew to the Christian faith, we must
tread very carefully when negotiating

thiselauenship.

Whar this calls for in practice iga
deficate policy of chabdeibu vechashdei-

hi, appreciative engagement and cares
T R dedliig with evan-
@ We need o carefully connect

the dots to ensure that we don't unwit-

tingly cooperate with groups whose
work puts Jews at spiritual risk.

R Onma Lagin, faan
A R i LW\-—-‘”G) /f{w(i }

T Mo (i 1)

Let me tell you a liccle about what [
came to learn abour those people; for
in coming to understand the fachers, 1
came to know the children. And in
knowing the children, today’s
American Christians, [ came to see
why America has offered our people
the safest, most tranquil, most durable
2nd most prosperous home we have
enjoved in the past 2,000 vears. Yqu
see that we Ju\‘s_hi\ﬁ_cp_jgxid..{.b.ls
unprecedented paradise, notin s e o
the Biblic: s of 1ts founders but

precisely because of chem.

Which brings us'to our neighbors
and friends in America today, the
evangelical Right. Do they want to
convert us ta Chrisuanioy? rse,
they would like to do so. However,
what a blessed time we live in when
Christians want to convert us with

wi

words rather than with guns and
knives. We live in a time and place
where constitutional guarancees assure
us that only words'will be used, but
we should remember that these guar-
antees were all derived from the Word
of God.

It is useful to realize thac throughout
our history, ;}w&kﬂﬂ-&cn
the chaige of renouncing our faith or

being murdered, we Jews have

choose,swe have always preferred a
soul without a bodv to a body withoyt

v soul. American Christians do not

sreaten our bodies, and while ic is
true thae their teachings can chtélten
our souls, the enemy in this case 1s not

wish 1 X

Regardless of how distressing it is to
sec alienated Jews abandoning our
faith, | am convinced that attempring
to silm

fro nverting to Christianicy is not a
is that it causes resentment without
accomplishing very much. You see,

rance of their religion. When Jewish
Americans know the name of Jesus’
mother but not chat of Moses' mother;
when they know more of Khalil
Gibran chan they do of The Kuzar,
when they cannot understand or even
when they ind more warmeh in the
Christiancommunicy than in che
Jewish one, it is a Jewish—not a
Christian—problem. Christian leaders,
among them Reverend Jerry Falwell,
have told me that evangelistic efforts
arc_not ctfective 2mong observant and

Torah-edyeated fows.

Afer World Wae L the communists condemined the greac
owentieth-century fewnsh leader Rabbi Yechezkel Abramsky o a
lite-sentence in the Sovier Gulag, Hign-level diplomatic efforts.

conducted in great secrecy by che British government on behalf
of Anglo-Jowry, secured his refease in 1933, The Russians
immediarely expelled him to London. where he became a dayan
of the London Beie Din, which is o sav, 2 justice on the
supreme Jewish court of the British Empire.

Much later. [ attended a public discussion on the
Holocaust ac which Rabbt Abramsky refuted the notion

tha ant-Senmtsm wis somehow endemic ©© Germans. A
member ot the audicnce aurecing, sugeested chag the
Holocaust could reallv have happened anvwhere, But, he
(Ren remembered Rubbr Abramshy's debe of gratitude o
the Bricish governmene. and wich sensicivity co the Jewish
principle of grantude. he added. “excepting England, of
course.” And Rabbt Abranisky looked very sadly ac the
speaker and said, “No, even in England.” Betore the
stunned London audience could recover, Rabbi Abramsky
conanucd. MMMKJ

Yeaes later, when [ was learning at Yeshivae Kol Torah in

Jerusadem. T oteen visteed with Rabbi Abramsky ae his
home i thae cies, o where he had retired. More than once
I reterred back to che London lecture. And | asked him.,
“Whe notin America®” He would oo Smilear me and
me a0

repeat. “No. ne. notin Amengt. Mo nog i Ameriea.

T3m not saving chac dhines will torever be vood. W
w the Gudus, even in Amenca. However there is no micz-

vl to aceelerate bad times. Let's not behave in the fooli

could rugn
tends o enemires and undo Rabin Abramsky's opa-

s jurophices

wans profubaced by our saves dt., Orht
b h






