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In Defense Of Religious Liberty

Foreword

PROBLEMS INVOLVING church-state relationships and
religious freedom present the country with highly
difficult and delicate issues. There can be no doubt that
the traditional separation of church and state in America
has contributed immeasurably to the strength of our
demociatic system and to the freedom and vitality of re-
ligion. During the past several years, however, there have
been increasing attacks on the principle of separation.
Unfortunately, the issues are frequently obscured; relig-
ious, political, social motivations are simultaneously in
plz:{. And to the usual pressures, there has now been
added the imfact of the popular thesis that the ills of
our time call for more pervasive religious inspiration in
our social and politicar'life. To some degree, that em-
phasis has led to a legitimate and constructive considera-
tion of the role of ethical and moral values in social
affairs. In many instances, however, it has resulted in
serious attempts to breach and discredit the principle of
separation of church and state with consequences which
may be highly unfortunate for both democracy and
religion.

The attack is being pressed on many fronts: the intro-
duction of religious instruction and observances in the
public schools, public grants for private education, the
use of the facilities or time of the public school system for
religious instruction, the invocation of state censorship
to ban the distribution of materials deemed offensive by
some religious groups. In all of these areas, the American
Jewish Congress, dedicated both to the advancement of
American democracy and to the creative survival of the
Jewish people and its values, has been deeply concerned
with maintaining the principle of separation of church
and state inviolate. Failure to meet the issue as it arises
in any instance, however minor, may easily result in legal

sanction for violation of the principle which may under-

mine the foundation on which religious freedom in this
country rests.

One such instance is the Gideon Bible controversy.
A few years ago, the Gideons International, a funda-
mentalist Protestant missionary society whose aim is “to
win men and women for the Lord Jesus Christ,” insti-
tuted a national campaign to distribute its Bible,
consisting of the King James (Protestant) version of the
New Testament and the Psalms and Proverbs of the Old
Testament, through the public schools. Catholics and
Jews expressed serious opposition to the campaign. As

* Mr. Leo PrerFer, who tried the case and argued the appeal,
is Assistant Director of the Commission on Law and Social
Action of the American Jewish Congress, and Messrs. Josern
Rosison and Priuip BAuM, who participated in the drafting
of the brief amici, are staff counsel to the American Jewish
Congress.

a result, many local Boards of Education refused to grant
the Gideons permission to enter the public schools. -

In many communities, however, Catholic and Jewish
objections were disregarded and the program was insti-
tuted. In Rutherford, New Jersey, following the request
of the local rabbi and the Catholic priest, the latter acting
with the approval of the diocesan authorities, and the
former on the advice of the Synagogue Council of Amer-
ica, the American Jewish Congress brought suit in behalf
of two parents for an injunction against the program.*®
After the local trial court dismissed the suit, an appeal
was taken and the case was heard by the highest court in
the state. The Supreme Court of New Jersey, in a unani-
mous and precedent-making decision written by Chief
Justice Arthur T. Vanderbilt, reversed the lower court’s
dismissal of the suit and ruled unconstitutional the pro-
gram of the Gideons International. The Chief Justice's
scholarly and persuasive opinion reviews the history of
the princig]e of religious liberty and the separation of
church and state from the time of the rise of Christianity
to the adoption of the American Constitution and the
First Amendment. '

We believe that this decision will stand as a landinark
in the history of religious liberty in this country, and we
are therefore reprinting the full text in this pamphlet.

One particularly reassuring aspect of the case was the
cooperation of the local diocesan authorities of the
Roman Catholic Church throughout the litigation. That
cooperation had continued even after the Catholic child
lost his technical standing to sue because of his transfer
to a parochial school. '

Perhaps the most important aspect of the case was the
fact that it was the first instance in which competent
scientific evidence as to the psychological and sociological
consequences of the intrusion of sectarianism in public
education was presented to the courts. Testimony to this
effect was given at the trial by Dr. Dan Dodson of New
York University, Dr. William H. Kilpatrick of Teachers
College and Dr. Isidor Chein, formerly Director of the
Commission on Community Interrelations of the Ameri-
can Jewish Congress. This testimony, which is discussed
in the Supreme Court’s decision, clearly played an impor-
tant part in the final ruling. We hope that it will also
prove hel(rful in convincing many persons, both in the
clergy and laity, who are not fully persuaded of the im-
portance of defending the public schools against sectarian

_ encroachment, that such encroachments are likely to have

serious divisive and harmful psychological effects on
children.
Davip W. PETEGORSKY .

Executive Director
American Jewish Congress



SUPREME COURT OF NEW JERSEY
No. A28, September Term, 1953

BERNARD TUDOR, - - .
Piaintiﬁ-dppeﬂam,

Vs, : -
BOARD OF EDUCATION OF THE
BOROUGH OF RUTHERFORD,

Defendant-Respondent.

THE GIDEONS INTERNATIONAL,
a corporation of Illinois,
o Intervenor-Respondent.

Argued October 5, 1958; decided December 7, 1953

On appeal from the Superior Court, Law Division, certi-
* fied by this court on its own motion.

-- ———Mr.-Leo-Pfeffer ~(of the-New York Bar) “argued the causé

for the appellant (Mr. Archibald Kreiger, attorney).

~Mr. Jacob Stam argued the cause for the respondents -
(Messts. Kipp, Ashen and Somerville, attorneys for re-
spondent Board of Education; Mr. W. Adriance Kipp, Jr.,
of counsel with both respondents) .

. A brief amici curiae was filed by the Synagogue Council -
of America and the National Community Relations Ad-
visory Council (Mr. Harry Silverstein, attorney, Messrs.
Philip Baum and Joseph B. Robison, of the New York

- Bar, of counsel). ) : _ =
The opinion of the Court was delivered by

' VANDERBILT, C. J.

I .

The Gideons International is 2 nonprofit corporation
organized under the laws of the State of Illinois, whose
object is “to win men and women for the Lord Jesus
Christ, through . . . (c) placing the Bible — God's Holy
Word — or portions thereof in hotels, hospitals, schools,
institutions, and also through the distribution of same for

personal use.” In recent years it began a campaign to.

make available to egupils in the public schools of this
country the so-called “Gideon Bible,” which was charac-
terized by the International in its pleadings as “a book
containing all of the New Testament, all of the Book of
Psalms from the Old Testament, all of the Book of
Proverbs from the Old Testament; all without note or
comment, conformable to the edition of 1611, commonly
known as the Authorized, or King James version of the
Holy Bible.” In furtherance of this campaign it applied
by letter to the Board of Education of the Borough of

Rutherford for permission to distribute its Bible to the .

public schools of that municipality:

“Board of Education

Rutherford, N. J.. _

Attention: Mr. Guy Hilleboe

Gentlemen: 2 .
.The Gideons of Passaic and Bergen County, consisting
of local business men, hereby offer to furnish, without
charge, a volume containing the book of Psalms, Proverbs
and the New Testament to each of the children in the
schools of Rutherford from the fifth grade up through the
eighth grade, and High School. .

This offer is part of a national campaign conducted by the

Gideons International to furnish the Word of God free
to the young people of our country from the fifth grade
through the high school. If God's word is heard and
heeded, if it is read and believed, we believe that this is the
answer to the problem of juvenile delinquency.
If your board approves this distribution, we will be glad
to have our committee work out the details with the prin-
cipals of the schools. - '
Yours very truly,
PASSAIC COUNTY CAMP OF GIDEONS
/s/ John Van Der Eems,
’ John Van Der Eems,
Treasurer”

The proposal was considered at a meeting of the Board
of Education on November 5, 1951, at which time there
was voiced some opposition to the proposal by a Catholic
priest and a Jewish rabbi on the grounds-that the
Gideons’ New Testament was sectarian and forbidden to
Catholic and Jewish children under the laws of their
respective religions. The proposal, however, was passed
by the board.with ome dissenting vote, the resolution

adopted providing .that “the .Gideons International be ..

allowed to furnish copies of the New Testament, Psalms
and Proverbs to those pupils who request them.” Under
date of November 21, 1951, the following request form
for signature of the parents was prepared by the Board
of Education and distributed to the pupils of the public
schools of Rutherford: '

“Rutherford Public Schools, .
Rutherford, N. J.
: November 21, 1951
“To all Parents: )
At the regular meeting of the Board of Education on
November 5, 1951, the Gideon Bible Society, presented
a request that the New Testament, Psalms and Proverbs
be made available, without cost, to all children who wish
2 copy. The Board approved this request provided the
distribution be voluntary. If you wish a copy of this Bible,
will you please sign the slip below and return it with
your child to the school he attends by Friday, December 21.

....................................................

Please request The Gideon Bible Society to provide my
child¥ N diranay sEn e aen , with a'copy of the New .
--~Testament; Psalms and-Proverbs. This request involves mo -

obligation on my part or on the part of the Board-of—-. —

Education.

Parent or Guardian”

On January 14, 1952, the Board of Education was
advised by its counsel that the proposed distribution was
in his opinion legal. At a principals’ meeting on Febru
6, 1952, the following instructions were issued:

*(a) Only names of sggpils whose parents had previously

" signed for the Bibles should be used in any announcement.
“(b) Pupils whose parents-had signed for Bibles are to
report to the home room at the close of the session and -
-no other pupils are to be in the room when the Bibles
are distributed. . ]

“(c) Any announcement of names for the purpose of re-

porting after school should not include a reference as to

the purpose of reporting.” - s :

Prior to the distribution of the books the present action



was commenced demanding judgment as to the validity
of the distribution under the Federal and New Jersey
Constitutions and seeking an injunction against it. On
February 19, 1952, the trial judge ited a temporary

injunction and by order dated February 29, 1952, re-

strained the Board of Education from carrying out the
terms of its resolution of December 10, 1951, until further
determination of the action. By consent Gideons Inter-
national was permitted to intervene as a party defendant.
After a full hearing the trial judge on March 30, 1953,

found in favor of the defendant and vacated the restraint .

and stay. By consent of the parties, however, the stay has
been continued pending appeal. While the appeal was
before the Appellate Division of the Superior Court, we
ordered certification on our own motion.

The plaintiff Bernard Tudor is an adherent of the
Jewish religion, while plaintiff Ralph Lecoque is 2 mem-
ber of the Catholic faith, each being a Nen?rqj ersey citizen

and taxpayer of Rutherford and a parent of a pupil in

a Rutherford public school. Each contends that the
Gideon: Bible-is '“a,sectarian-work -of peculiar religious
value and significance to members of the Protéstant
faith,” Mr. Tudor claiming that “its distribution to
children of the Jewish faith violates the teachings, tenets
and principles of Judaism,” while Mr. Lecoque states
that “its distribution to children of Catholic faith vio-
lates the teachings, tenets and principles of Catholicism.”
After this action was commenced, the child of plaintiff
Ralph Lecoque transferred from the public school to a
Catholic parochial school and to the extent that the
complaint was based upon his status as a parent, the
issue became moot. The State of New Jersey was origi-
nally named as a party defendant but the action as to it
has been dismissed. The Synagogue Council of America
and the National Community Relations Advisory Council
have submitted a brief amici curiae:

II.
- The American doctrine of the separation of Church

and State cannot be understood apart from its history

for it is the epitome of centuries of struggle and conflict.
In 311 A.D. Christians were still being persecuted; but
-shortly thereafter the Fourth Century witnessed the toler-
ation of Christianity in the Roman World. In 313 A.D.
Constarntine, the ruler of the West, and Licinius, the
emperor of the East, met in Italy and proclaimed the
Edict of Milan, which made the toleration of the Chris-
tiari religion “a part of a universal toleration of all re-
ligions, and it established absolute freedom of worship,”
Innes, Church and State, p. 23. In 410 A.D. Rome was
sacked by Alaric. Italy, as well as Spain and Africa, fell
to the Teutonic barbarians, but these conquests did not
spell defeat for Christianity. The attitude of the invaders
is illustrated by the words of Theodoric, speaking shortly
after the fall of Rome: : :

“That to pretend to a dominion over the conscience is
to usurp the prerogative of God; that by the nature of
things the power of sovereigns is confined to external gov-
ernment; that they have no right of punishment, but over
those who disturb’the public peace, of which they are the
guardians; and that the most dangerous heresy is that of a
sovereign who separates himself from a part of his subjects,
because they believe not according to his belief.” Innes,
Church and State, p. 51. ' '

After the collapse of the Roman Empire the Church
remained as the one stable, permanent element in so-
ciety. Gradually it came to claim not merely equality

with the State, but actual superiority. Thomas Aquinas
summed up the Church’s attitude:

“The highest aim of mankind is eternal happiness. To
this chief aim of mankind all earthly aims must be sub-
ordinated. This chief aim cannot be realized through
human direction alone but must obtain divine assistance
which is only to be obtained through the Church. There-
fore the State, through which earthly aims are obtained,
must be subordinated to the Church. Church and State
are as two swords which God has given to Christendom
for protection; both of these, however, are given by him
to the Pope and the temporal sword by him handed to the
rulers of the State.” Bates, Religious Liberty: An Inquiry
(1945) , p. 140.

The Church’s claim of supremacy did not go unchal-
lenged. Charlemagne, who had been crowned by the Pope,
deliberately crowned his own son as successor without
consulting the Pope. The struggle for supremacy was on
between Church and State, and the history of the Middle
Ages in Europe is largely a history of this continuing
conflict. The struggles between Pope Gregory VII and
Emperor Henry IV in the Eleverith Century,-and between
the English kings, Henry II and John and Celestine 111
and Innocent III a century later were but phases of the
conflict. The Church reached the height of its supremacy
over the State in the Thirteenth Century, under Innocent
111, who informed the Patriarch of Constantinople that
“the Lord left to Peter (the Po%e) the government not of
the Church only but of the whole world,” and advised
Philip Augustus of France that “single rulers have single
provinces and singlekings have single kingdoms, but Peter,
as in the plenitude, so in the extent of his power, is pre-
eminent over all since he is the vicar of Him Whose is the
earth and fullness thereof, the whole world and all that
dwell therein.” Bates, Religious Liberty: An Inquiry,
supra, p. 140-141. During his rule Innocent was not
only a s?iritua.l leader but he was also the supreme tem-
poral chief of the Italian State, the Spanish Peninsula, the
Scandinavian States, Hungary, Bohemia, Poland, Servia,
Bosnia, Bulgaria, and the Christian state of Syria. Ency-
clopedia Britannica, “Papacy,” (14th ed.) XVII, p. 203.

The fourteenth century witnessed the growth of new .
ideas. In 1324 Marsilius of Padua in his Defensor Pacis .
denied the right of the Church to interfere in any matters
which were not spiritual. He expounded the very ideas
that centuries later were credited to Locke, Montesquieu,
Rousseau and Jefferson. Marsilius wds far ‘ahead of his
age when he claimed that “no man may be punished for
his religion,” Action, “History of Freedom in Christian-
ity” in Essays on Freedom and Power, p. 65.

But the doctrines of religious liberty and the separa-
tion of Church and State were not established in Europe
even with the advent of the Reformation. The Reforma-
tion brought forth the more prevalent Erastian doctrine
of state supremacy and the use of religion to help carry
out state policy. The peace of Augsburg in 1555 was
a compromise between Lutherans and Catholics, based
on the theory that the religion of a province was to be
determined by the religion of its ruler (cuius regio, eius
religio). To the same effect was the peace of Westphalia
in 1648 ending a thirty year religious war which swept
Central Europe: ' _ 5

“Each secular state in Germany was henceforth free to

profess its existing religion, whether Catholic, Lutheran,

or Reformed; but no other religion was to be ‘received or
tolerated in the Holy Roman Empire,’ and the power of
the reigning princes to ‘reform’ their states by driving out




dissenters was restrained rather than abolish;ed.". Innes,
Church and State, p. 157.

In England under Queen Elizabeth the Thirty-nine
Articles of the Church of England were adopted and the
supremacy of the Crown over the Church was clearly
established. Bloody struggles between Anglicans, Cath-
olics and Dissenters continued. By the Seventeenth Cen-
tury Catholics were regarded with disfavor and in 1647
the Constitution established by Cromwell granted re-
ligious freedom to all except Catholics. In the Glorious
Revolution of 1689 the Act of Toleration under William
and Mary established religious toleration in England,
but again Catholics were excepted.

By 1787 in Europe no nation had established complete
freedom of worship or the mutual independence of re-
ligion and civil government. There had been steps in
that direction and there were those who strongly advo-
cated the separation of Church and State but the Erastian
doctrine still prevailed. In almost every country there
was a statesupported or at least a state-favored religion
~ while the other faiths were treated with varying degrees

of toleration. In Spain the Inquisition was still in exist-
ence in 1787 while at the other extreme Holland repre-
sented the utmost in religious toleration and freedom for
all faiths. In 1784 James Madison summed up the cen-
turies of bloody religious battles in Europe:

" “Torrents of blood have been spilt in the world in vain

" dttempts of the secular arm to extinguish religious dis-
cord, by proscribing all differences in religious opinions.”
Blau, Cornerstones of Religious Freedom in America
(1949), p. 85. .

While America has béen free from religious wars, our
history has had its dark pages of religious persecution.

111

Religion was a strong motivating force in the American
colonies. People of all faiths flocked to the New World,
many with the hope that here for the first time they could
enjoy religious freedom. Unfortunately to America these
early settlers also brought the Old World idea of a state
established and state dominated religion. Many of the
. original charters granted by the Crown required the
settlers to establish a religion that was to be supported
by all, believers and nonbelievers alike. Thus in early
Virginia all ministers were required to conform to the
canons ofsthe-Church of England. Quakers were banished
and ‘Catholics were disqualified from public office, while
priests were not permitted in the colony. In New York
Peter Stuyvesant established the Dutch Reformed Church,
which all settlers were required to support. Baptists who
attempted to hold services in their homes were subject
to fines, whipping and banishment. Quakers were un-
welcome and subject to persecution. The Commission of
New Hampshire of 1680 provided: .

“And above all things We do by these presents will, re-
quire and command our said Council to take all possible
care for ye discountenancing of vice and encouraging of
virtue and good living, and that by such examples ye
infidle may be invited and desire to partake of ye Christian
Religion, and for ye greater ease and satisfaction of ye sd
loving subjects in matters of religion, We do hereby re-
uire and command yt liberty of conscience shall be
allowed unto all protestants; yt such especially as shall be
conformable to ye rites of ye Church of Engld shall be
particularly countenanced and encouraged.” Poore, Con-
stitutions (1878), Vol. 11, p. 1277. .

In New England generally the Calvinist Congregational
Church was the established religion.

Religious freedom in the colonies was far from an
established fact. In the Massachusetts Bay Colony Anne
Hutchinson in 1638 was tried and convicted as a blas-
phemer and seducer of the faithful and as a teacher of
erroneous doctrines, because she held meetings in her
home where she advocated the direct intuition of God's
grace and love instead of obedience to the laws of the
Church and the State. Roger Williams was banished be-
cause ‘‘he broached and divulged divers new and danger-
ous opinions, against the authority of the magistrates”
Stokes, Church and State in the United States (1950),
Vol. I. p. 195. Catholics were persecuted and in 1647 the

‘General Court ordered that:

“No Jesuit or spiritual or ecclesiastical person ordained
by the pope or see of Rome shall henceforth come into
Massichusetts. Any person not freeing himself of sus
picion shall be jailed, then banished. If taken a second
time he shall be put to death.” Pfeffer, Church, State and
Freedom (1953) p. 68.

Despite these instances of intolerance and pcrsecu_tion

there were successful examples of religious freedom. In
1649, largely due to the efforts of Cecil Calvert, the
second Lord Baltimore, Maryland granted toleration to
all Trinitarian Christians. In Rhode Island through the
efforts of John Clarke, a follower of Roger Williams,
Charles II ted a charter in 1663 which provided for
complete religious freedom. In 1683 Pennsylvania received
from William Penn its “Frame of Government” which
stated that all who believed in “One Almighty God”
should be protected .and all who believed in *Jesus Christ
the Savior of the World” could hold civil office.

The 'history of religious freedom in the province of
New Jersey was not fundamentally different-from that in
the other colonies, although Stokes states that we “had a
better colonial record in the matter of toleration than
most of the colonies.” Church and State in the United
States, supra, Vol. 1, p. 435. The grantees of the Conces-
sions of 1665, Lord Berkeley and Sir George Carteret,
offered liberty of worship as an inducement to settlers.
This was continued under the Quakers by a Law of 1681
in West Jersey and in East Jersey by a Law of 1683.
Nevertheless, despite what appeared to be the establish-
ment of religious freedom in the Province of New Jersey,

- Leaming-and -Spicer,. Grants. and -Concessions..of -New

Jersey, 1664-1702. (2nd ed. 1881, p. 14), there was strong.
anti-Catholic feeling in the colony, and holders'of civil
office were required to take an oath against the Pope,
ibid, p. 92. By the king's instructions to Lord Cornbury
(tbid, p. 633) in 1702 he was to permit a liberty of con-
science to all persons except Papists. Our Constitution
of 1776 provides:

“XVIII. Free Exercise of Religion. ' -
That no person shall ever within this colony be deprived

- of the inestimable privilege of worshiping Almighty God
in a manner agreeable to the dictates of his own conscience;
nor under any pretense whatsoever, compelled to attend
any place of worship, contrary to his own faith and judg-
ment; nor shall any person within this colony, ever be
obliged to pay tithes, taxes or any other rates, for the .
purpose of building or repairing any church or churches,
place or places of worship, or for the maintenance of any
minister or ministry, contrary to what he believes to be
right, or has deliberately or voluntarily engaged himself
to perform.”



But the very next article of this same Constitution, after
providing that there shall be “no establishment of any
one religious sect in this province in preference to an-
other,” goes on to guarantee civil rights and the right
to hold civil office to all who are of the “protestant sect.”
The exclusion of Catholics from this guarantee of civil
rights and from holding civil office was not eliminated
until the Constitution of 1844.

Generally speaking it can be said that religious tolera-
tion varied from one province to another with very few
approaching a system of full religious freedom. Pfeffer
reviews the religious atmosphere in the colonies:

“Summarizing the colonial period, we may note that the
proprietary regimes permitted a considerable degree of
toleration, at least in comparison with the other colonies.
This difference may be explained partly by the idealism
of the proprietors and partly by the economic necessity of
‘attracting large numbers of settlers in order to preserve
and make profitable the proprietor’s substantial invest-
ment. i

“Even in the proprietary colonies, however, the death of

the idealistic founder, Calvert, Williams, or Penn, re-

sulted in considerable backsliding, and the imposition of
restrictions on civil and religious rights, particularly of
non-Protestants. The limited tolerance which 'did exist

did not include Catholics, Jews, Unitarians, or Deists. The

variety and degree of discrimination against them varied.

Primarily, the discrimination was political-the non-

Protestants could not vote or hold office. But the restric-

tions were not always limited to political disabilities.

‘Public performance of Catholic worship was prohibited

almost everywhere, and as late ‘at 1756 the colony which

had been founded by the Catholic Calverts enacted a law
subjecting Catholics to double taxation. Perhaps the
incident that most ironically illustrates the turnabout after
the death of the idealistic founder is the action of a Rhode

Island court which in 1762 denied the petition of two

Jews for naturalization on the ground that to grant the

petition would be ‘inconsistent with the first principles
* on which the colony was founded.’” Church, State and

Freedom, supra, p. 79.

It was left to Virginia to lead the struggle for religious
freedom, and the separation of church and state. In 1784
there was prcq::osedp in its House of Delegates, a “bill
establishing provisions for teachers of the Christian re-
ligion.,” Action thereon was postponed until the next
session in order that the bill could be publicized and
disttibuted”to thebpeople Who'could- then ‘make known
their views. The issue was fought on a very high plane
of principle with Thomas Jefferson, James Madison and
George Mason aligned with the opposition. It was then
that James Madison wrote his famous 4 Memorial and
Remonstrance in which he presented his views that re-
ligion was not a matter within the scope of civil govern-
ment. For complete historical background and full text
reference is made to Mr. Justice Rutledge's dissenting
opinion in People ex rel, Everson v. Board of Education,
330 U. S. 1, 28, 91 L. ed. 711, 730, 67 S. Ct. 504 (1942).
At the next session the proposed bill was defeated and in
its Iplao:e an Act “for establishing religious freedom”
drafted by Thomas Jefferson was passed, the preamble of
which stated: “that to suffer the civil magistrate to in-
trude his powers into the field of opinion, and to restrain
the profession or propogation of pnnci{ales on supposition
of their ill tendency, is a dangerous fallacy which at once
destroys all religious liberty.” The bill further provided
“that it is time enough for the rightful purposes of civil
government for its officers to interfere when principles

break out into overt acts against peace and good order.”
In his opinion for the court in Reynolds v. United States,
93 U. S. 145, 163, 25 L. ed. 244, 248 (1879), Mr. Chief
Justice Waite states that “in these two sentences is found
the true distinction between what properly belongs to the
Church and what to the State.” : '

It was a little over a year later that the Convention
met in Philadelphia to draft the Constitution of the
United States, The.Convention failed to include in the
proposed Constitution any Bill of Rights or any provision
concerning freedom of religion. Although adopting the
Constitution, several states did so only on the understand-
ing that a Bill of Rights would be added including a
provision for a declaration of religious liberty. At the
very first session ‘of Congress the first ten amendments,
or Bill of Rights, were proposed and largely through the
efforts of James Madison were adopted, the First
Amendment providing that “Congress shall make no law
respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting
the free exercise thereof.” It took us over fourteen cen-
turies and an incalculable amount of persecution to gain
the ‘religious tolerance and freedom expounded in- 313
A.D. by the rulers of the Roman world.

The First Amendment, of course, applied only to the
federal government, but it has been held that upon the
adoption of the Fourteenth Amendment the prohibitions
of the First Amendment were applicable to state action
abridging religious freedom, Cantell v. Connecticut, 310

.U. S. 296, 303, 84 L. ed. 1213, 1217, 60 S. Ct. 900 (1940).

v

The charge here is sectarianism. The defendant Board
of Education is' accused of showing a preference by per-
mitting the distribution of the King James version of the
New Testament, which: is. unacceptable to those of the
Jewish faith and, in fact, in conflict with their tenets:
This violates the mandate of the First Amendment, as
incorporated into the Fourteenth Amendment, prohibit--

ing the making of any law “respecting an -establishment - - -

of religion” and the requirement of Article I, paragraph
4 of the New Jersey Constitution that “there shall be no
establishment of one religious sect in preference to an-
other.” By its very terms the New Jerséy constitutional
provision prohibits any such religious preference, while
the First Amendment to the Federal Constitution has
been judicially interpreted as so providing. As stated by
M.~ Justice ‘Black ‘ini his ‘opinion for thé majority of the
Court in People ex rel. Everson v. Board of Education,
supra, 330 U. S. 1, 15: :
“The ‘establishment of religion’ clause of the First Amend-
ment means at least this: Neither a state nor the Federal
Government can set up a church. Neither can pass laws.
which aid one religion, aid all religions, or prefer one
religion over another. . . . T
“That Amendment (First) requires the state to be a
neutral in its relations with groups of religious believers
and non-believers.” (at 18)

In Zorach v. Clausen, 343 U. S. 506, 314, 96 L. ed. 954,
962, 72 S. Ct. 879 (1952), Mr. Justice Douglas in his
opinion for the majority of the court stated: :
“The government must be neutral when it comes to com-
petition between sects.”
In Fowler v. Rhode Island, 345 U. S. 67, 69, 97 L. ed. 491,
493, 73 S. Ct. 526 (1953), a minister of Jehovah's Wit-
nesses was convicted in the state court for violation ‘of -
a municipal ordinance prohibiting the addressing of a



religious meeting in a public park. The evidence showed

that the ordinance hag not been construed to prohibit

church services of Catholics and Protestants. The court

set aside the conviction, saying: i
“For it plainly shows that a religious service of Jehovah's
Witnesses is treated differently than a religious service
of other sects. That amounts to the state preferring some
religious groups over this ome.” :

We are well aware of the ever continuing debates that
have been taking place in this country for many years as
to the meaning which should be given to the First Amend-
ment. There are those who contend that our forefathers
never intended to erect a “wall of separation” between
Church and State. On the other hand, there are those
who insist upon this absolute separation between Church
and State. The plaudits and the criticisms of the various
majority, concurring, and dissenting opinions rendered
by the United States Supreme Court in People ex rel.
Everson v. Board of Education, supra, 330 U. S. 1, People
ex ‘rel. McCollum v. Board of Education, 333 U, S. 203,
92'Li-ed. 648; 68 S: Ct. 461 -(1948),-and Zorach v. Clausen,
supra 343 U. S. 306, still continue.

But regardless of what our views on this fundamental
question may be, our decision in this case must be based
upon the undoubted doctrine of both the Federal Con-
stitution and our New Jersey Constitution, that the state
or any instrumentality thereof cannot under any circum-
stances show a preference for one religion over another.
Such . favoritism cannot be tolerated and must be dis-
approved as a clear violation of the Bill of Rights of our
Constitutions. :

This brings us to the heart of our problem here—
namely, whether the resolution of the Board of Education
displays that favoritism -that is repugnant to our con-
stitutions, By permitting the distribution of the Gideon
Bible, has the Board of Education established one re-
ligious sect in preference to-another? Although as to the
Catholic plaintiff this action has become moot due to the
withdrawal of his child from the public schools of
Rutherford, some testimony was presented at the trial
as to his claim of sectarianism so we will at times refer
to such testimony in our opinion. Our decision, however,
is based upon the claim of the Jewish plaintiff that the
resolution of the Rutherford Board of Education consti-
tutes.a preference. of one religion over the Hebrew faith.

-A review of the testimony at the trial convinces us that
the King James version or Gideon Bible is unacceptable
to those of the Jewish faith. In this regard Rabbi Joachim
Prinz testified: : 0 L8

“The New Testament is in profound conflict with the
basic principles of Judaism. It is not accepted by the
Jewish people as a sacred book. The Bible of the Jewish
people is the Old Testament. The New Testament is not
recognized as part of the Bible. The teachings of the New
Testament are in complete and profound conflict with
what Judaism teaches. It presupposes the concept of Jesus
.of Nazareth as a divinity, 2 concept which we do not
accept.

“They are in complete and. utter conflict with what we
teach, for we teach the oneness of God, which to our—and
in accordance with our belief, excludes the existence of
2 Son of God. We accept Jesus of Nazareth as one of the
figures of Jewish history, a Jew, born a Jew, died as a
Jew, but' we do not accept Jesus of Nazareth as the
Christ. . . . . :

“No, it is certainly not a nonsectarian book. It is a book
that is—expresses the view of one denomination among the
many religious denominations of the world.”

Dr. Bernard J. Bamberger, rabbi of the West End Syna-
gogue in New York City and former president of the
Synagogue Council of America, stated:

“Well, the New Testament, of course, is itself a complex
document which contains a great many different writings,
and so forth. Some of the passages and some of those writ-
ings are in themselves not necessarily in conflict with
Judaism, but a very great many of them are in conflict with
Judaism, first because they teach certain doctrines which
are contradictory to doctrines taught by Judaism, and also
because in certain passages the New Testament writers
directly attack certain Jewish beliefs which are very
sacred to Jews.” ‘

He concluded that the King James Version was “com-
pletely not a nonsectarian book.” Rabbi Irving Schnip-
per, in answer to a question whether the teachings. of the
New Testament are in conflict with his teaching of the
children of the plaintiff Bernard Tudor, testified:

“Definitely, the New Testament itself is in direct op-
position to the teachings of Judaism.”

Nor is there any doubt that the King James version of
the Bible is as unacceptable to Catholics as the Douay
version is to Protestants. According to the testimony in
this case the canon law of the Catholic Church provides
that “Editions of the original text of the sacred scriptures

" published by non-Catholics are forbidden ipso jure.”

The defendant refers us to various statements by legal
scholars and others to show that the Bible is not sectarian,
but rather is the universal book of the Christian world,
but in many of these statements the question of the New
Testament was not discussed. In Doremus v. Board of
Education of the Borough of Hawthorne, 5 N. J. 435
(1950), appeal dismissed 342 U. S. 429, 96 L. ed. 475,
72 S. Ct. 394 (1952), relied on by the defendant, the
issue was whether R.S. 18:14-77 and 78, providing for
compulsory reading in the public schools of five verses
of the Old Testament and permissive reading of -the
Lord’s Prayer violated the Federal Constitution. In u
holding the constitutionality of the statutes we specifi-
cally stated at page 453:

“We consider that the Old Testament and the Lord's!
Prayer, pronounced without comment, are not sectarian,
and that the short exercise provided by the statute does

not constitute sectarian instruction or sectarian wor-

ship. . . .” :

We adhere to the Doremus case, but its holding does not
apply here, where clearly the issue of sectarianism is
present. Here the issue is the distribution of the New
Testament. The uncontradicted evidence presented by
the plaintiff reveals that as far as the Jewish faith is
concerned, the Gideon Bible is a sectarian book, the
teachings of which are in. conflict with the doctrines of
his religion as well as that of his child, who is a pupil
in the Rutherford public school. The full force of the
violation of both the state and federal constitutions is
revealed when we perceive what might happen if a single
school board were besieged by three separate applications
for the distribution of Bibles — one from Protestants as
here, another from Catholics for the distribution of the
Douay Bible and a third from Jews for the same privi-
lege for their Bible. '



- We find from the evidence presented in this case that
the Gideon Bible is a sectarian book, and that the resolu-
tion of the defendant Board of Education to permit its
distribution through the public school system of the Bor-
_ ough of Rutherford was in violation of the First Amend-
ment of the United States Constitution, as incorporated
into the Fourteenth Amendment, and of Article I, para-

graph -4, of the New Jersey Constitution. It therefore

must be set aside,

V.

The defendant contends that the distribution of the
Gideon Bible in no way injects any issue of the “free
exercise” of religion, that “no one is forced to take a
New Testament and no religious exercise or instrument
is brought to the classrooms of the ?ublic schools.” In
other words, it asserts the arguments of Zorach v. Clausen,
supra, 343 U. S. 306, 315, that the “accommodation” of
religion is permissible. This argument, however, ignores
the realities of life. In his concurring opinion joined in
by three other members of the Court, Mr. Justice Frank-
furter stated in People ex rel. McCollum v. Board of
Education, supra, 333 U. S. 208, 227:

“Religious education so conducted on school time and

. property is patently woven into the working scheme of
the school. The Champaign arrangement thus presents
powerful elements of inherent pressure by the school
system in the interests of religious sects. The fact that this
power has not been used to discriminate is beside the
point. Separation is a2 requirement to abstain from fusing
functions of Government and of religious sects, not merely
to treat them all equally. '

That a child is offered an alternative may reduce the
constraint; it does not eliminate the operation of influ-
ence by the school in matters sacred to conscience and.
outside the school’s domain. The law of imitation oper-
ates, and non-conformity is not an outstanding character-
istic of children. The result is an obvious pressure upon
children to attend. Again, while the Champaign school
population represents only a fraction of the more than
two hundred and fifty sects of the nation, not even all
the practicing sects in Champaign are willing or able to
provide religious instruction. The children belonging to
these nonparticipating sects will thus have inculcated in
them a feeling of separation when the school should be
the training ground for habits of community, or they will
have religious instruction in a faith which is not that
of their parents. As a result, the public school system of
" Champaign actively furthers inculcation in thé religious
tenets of some faiths, and in the process sharpens the
‘consciousness of religious differences at least among some
of the children committed to its care. These are conse-
quences not amenable to statistics. But they are precisely
the consequences against which the Constitution was
directed when it prohibited the Government common ‘to
all from becoming embroiled, however innocently, in the
destructive religious conflicts of which the history of even
this county records some dark pages.” .

In State ex rel. Weiss v. District Board, 76 Wis. 177, 44
"N. W. 957 (Sup. Ct. 1880), it was stated:

“When . : . a small minority of the pupils in the public
school is excluded, for any cause, from a stated school
exercise, particularly when such cause is apparent hostility
to the Bible which a majority of the other pupils have
been taught to revere, from that moment the excluded
pupil loses caste with his fellows, and is liable to be re-
garded with aversion and subjected to reproach and in-
sult. But it is a sufficient refutation of the ent that
the practice in question tends to destroy the equality of

the pupils which the constitution seeks to establish and
protect, and puts a portion of them to serious disad-
vantage in many ways with respect to others” (at 44
-N.W. 975)

Prof. Isidor Chein, Supervisor -of Psychology and Acting
Director of the Research Center for Mental Health at
New York University, testified on behalf of the plaintiff:

“. .. I would expect that a slip of this kind, distributed

. under the authority of the school, would create a subtle

pressure on the child which would leave him with a sense
that he is not quite as free as the statement on that slip
says; in other words, that he will be something of an
outcast and a pariah if he does not go along with this
procedure.”

“. .. I think that they would be in a situation where they
have to play along with this or else feel themselves to be
putting themselves in a public position where they are
different, where they are not the same as other people,
and the whole pressure would exist on them to conform.”

Dr. Dan Dodson, professor in the School of Education of
New York University and director of curriculum and-re-
search in the Center for Human Relations Studies, when
questioned as to the divisive effect of the distribution of
the Gideon Bible stated:

“I would say that any instance of this kind in which

a document that has the importance that this has to

certain religious groups, including my own, would be

distributed or used as a means of propaganda or indoctrin-

ation. by official channels, such as the school system, would

create tensions among the religious groups; there would -
be a controversial problem.

“l would say that it would raise questions among the
children as to who is and who isn’t, in terms of receiving
the Bible. It would also create problems as to why some
accepted it and others didn't. That would be divisive.”

See also People ex rel. Ring v. Board of Education, 245
Il. 334, 92 N. E. 251 (Sup. Ct. 1910), where the court
maintained that the fact that pupils could request to be
excused from religious exercises did not make the require-
ment of sectarian Bible reading constitutional, and Miller
v. Cooper, 52 N. M. 355, 244 P. 2nd 520 (Sup. Ct. 1952),
where the plaintiffs brought an action seeking, among
other things, an injunction against the dissemination of
allegedly sectarian literature among the public school
pupils in violation of the provisions of the Federal and
State Constitutions. The court there granted this relief,
saying:
“The charge.that the defendants were using the school as
a medium for the dissemination of religious pamphlets
published by the Presbyterian Church presents a different
situation. It is trué that the teachers did not hand them
to the pupils or instruct that they be taken or read. The
pamphlets were, however, kept in plain sight in a school
" room and were available to pupils and the supply was
evidently replenished from time to time. We condemned
such practice in Zellers v. Huff, supra, and condemn it
here and hold that the trial court was in error when
it failed to enjoin such acts. . ..” (at 244 P. 2nd 521)

We cannot accept the argument that here, as in the

Zorach case, supra, the State is merely “accommodating”

religion. It matters little whether the teachers themselves
will distribute the Bibles or whether that will be done by
members of the Gideons International. The same vice ex-
ists, -that of preference of one religion over another. This
is all the more obvious when we realize the motive of the
Gideons. Its purpose is “to win men and women for the
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Lord Jesus Christ, through (c) placing the Bible —
God’s Holy Word . portmns thereof in hotels, hos-
pitals, schools, institutions, :and also through distribution
of same for personal use.” The society is engaged in
missionary work, accomplished in part by placing the
King James version of the Bible in the hands of public
-school children throughout the United States.. To achieve
this end it employs the public school system as the
medium of distribution. It is at the school that the pupll
receives the request slip to take to his parents for signa-
ture. It is at the school that the pupil actually receives
his Gideon Bible. In other words, the ‘public school
machinery is used to bring about the distribution of these
Bibles to the children of Rutherford. In the eyes of the
pupils and their parents the Board of Education has
laced its stamp of approval upon this distribution and,
in fact, upon the GldP eon Bible itself. Dr. Dodson further
testified: - A
"1 would” say it would leave a Iefl.h.anded unpllatmn
that the school thought this was preferential in terms of
what is the divine word, and that the backing of the Stat.e
‘would inevitably be interpreted as being behind it.’

Dr. William Heard Kilpatrick stated:

“The Protestants would feel that the school is getting be-
hmd this thing; the Catholics would feel that the school

is getting behind a Protestant affair; the Jews would feel
that the school is getting behind the Protestant religion
as opposed to their religion; and the people who don't
accept any religion would feel that the school is actually
trying to teach religion through this means.”

This -is more than mere “accommodation” of rellglon
permitted in the Zorach case. The school’s part in this

* distribution is an active one and cannot be sustained on

the basis of a mere assistance to religion.

We are hefe concerned with a vital question mvolvmg
the very foundation of our civilization. Centuries ago our
forefathers fought and died for the principles now con-
tained in the Bill of Rights of the Federal and New
Jersey Constitutions. It is our solemn duty to preserve
these rights and to prohibit any encroachment upon them.
To perm‘it. the distribution of the King James version of
the Bible in the public schools of this state would be

. . to_cast aside-alluthe. progress-made-in-the-United-States

and throughout New Jersey in the field of religious
toleration and freedom. We would be renewing the an-
cient struggles among the various religious faiths to the
detriment of all. This we must decline to do.

The judgment below is reversed and the resolution of
the Board of Education of the Borough of Rutherford
under review is stricken.
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( QUOTE FROM A
PAST TEXT OF
CURRENT INTEREST:

“"Were Muslims, Jews
and Christians to spell
out their visions of
life and the values
whose realization, in
their opinion, would
please God, a large
area of agreement
might be discovered.

“To love one's neigh-
bor, for instance, is
the Islamic duty for
a Muslim, the Chris-
tian duty for a Chris-
tian, and the Jewish
duty for a Jew. In
some respects each
one’s vision of loving
the neighbor would
differ from the others,
but there doubtlessly
will also be signifi-
cant points of agree-
ment.

"If some sensitive
Muslims, Christians and
Jews feel that there
are areas of agreement
among them, they should
also face the quesiion:
Will it not be more
pleasing to God if they
were fo -strive for
value realization more
vigorously by develop-
ing cooperation with
men who despite their
different religious
convictions share with
them some of their
values and concerns?...

“Our sensitivities
have been molded by
religious traditions
which have a common
origin, spiritually
as well as historically,
with the result that
our reactions .10 a
given set of circum-
siances are similar,
if not identical. When
religiously committed
and sensitive Jews,
Christians and Muslims
find modern cities inun-
dated with hideous por-
nography, they react -
more or less alike
in feeling repelled
by this brazen debase-
ment of humanity. When
we nole an increasing
incidence of criminal
offense against man's
life, property and hon-
or, we feel distressed
‘because, thanks to our
religious backgrounds,
our souls are saturated
with respect for man's

person and property

and honor.
“If Jews, Christians
' P>
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Information on federal cnergy-assisuin_ce

. programs is included, along with copies of

especially helpful publications and a list of local
social service agencies.

3 This packet, it seems to me, iS a-
concrete illustration of how Christian and
Jewish congregations can act to address the
here-and-now of the energy situation. It is
practical, it is. relatively straightforward and it
leads people to confront both the short-range
and long-range problems that the depletion of
the world’s oil reserves entails.

. There are certainly other actions that
religious agencies — local, judicatory and
national — can take as well. Our buildings
should be made more energy-efficient. We
should purchase fuel wherever possible in an
economical fashion, through agreements
among clusters of congregations. We should
consider investing church funds in the
development of innovative technologies for
conservation and renewable power. We should
offer our good offices in negotiating solutions
to conflicts involving power-supply companies
and consumers. When communities lay plans
for the future, representatives of the churches
and synagogues should take part, offering
suggestions that take the energy situation and
its potential impact on the poor into account.

| The list could be extended jndefinit-
but there is little point in doing so here to

‘Let me conclude by returning to what stri

me as the central point. The relig:
community must take the energy cr
seriously and must help the nation put it i

.proper perspective.

If Americans are to handle
inevitable transition to renewable sources
energy wisely, they must not confine t!
thinking to cents per kilowatt-hour and bar:
of oil a day. They must think also in terms
radiation and acid rain and the greenho
effect and the impact of decontrol on the pt

‘They must think of what scarcity and infla

prices mean for people.

Here is a booklet recently published
the Department of Housing and Uri
Development. Do you know what it says’
advises people on what to do when the hex
turned off. It says, among other things,
you should wrap newspapers around your b
to avoid freezing to death! That’s what
energy crisis really means. If the religi
community can succeed in getting that mess
across, if it can call forth a moral responst
that urgent message, it will serve both God
neaghbor well
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Christianity, Judaism, Islam:

A Shared Faith in One God

Christianity, Judaism and Islam share a
basic unity of faith in the God of Abraham so
important “it allows us to consider our
differences with serenity and with a sense of
perspective,” according to Cardinal Sergio
Pignedoli, president of the Vatican Secretariat
Sor Non-Christians. The cardinal addressed a
session sponsored by the Islamic Studies Group
of the American Academy of Religion during the
academy's annual meeting Nov. 15-18 in New
York City. While it would be “dishonest” not to
acknowledge past difficuities among the three
religions, the cardinal said the best approach “is
that of sharing sorrow for what has happened in
the past and of choosing resolutely, all of us, to
open ourselves not only to dialogue and
encounter, but to mutual love....I am convinced

" that the best way to make amends for-the past is

to renew our minds and hearts in that spirit of
love which is at the very foundation of our faith
and to strive in this spirit with all our strength.”
Judaism, Christianity and Islam have much to
offer a world which has become 'spiritually
impoverished,” he continued. But in a true spirit
of religious liberty, they 'must respect those

outside their religions who “are often really .
truly friends of God.” He spoke of two 't
obligations to men and women who.do not s.
our Abrahamic faith or who have no religi
Saith”: 1) “to open the way to a clear and I
dialogue with all of our fellow men’; and 2)
do what can be done so that those who
believers in God may attract and inspire oth:
and especially non-believers to find faiil:
him.” It is not a question, he stressed,
making ‘a solid front of believers agu
unbelievers.’ That would...damage the very s;
of religion itself.. The dialogue and
encounter...must be a joining of hearts bci
becoming .a meeting of minds.” His addi
Jfollows.

It is an honor for me to have been as'
to give this address by the American Acadc
of Religion. I am happy to give it, not

_ because ' the invitation comes from sinc

“friends of God,”" but also because I
convinced that the theme on which I have b
invited to speak corresponds to a deeply
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need in the world of today: namely, the
question of the presence of God and of
religious values in the history of individuals and
entire peoples. _
The faith of Abraham, who is rightly
considered by our three religions as ‘‘the father
of our faith,”” will be the subject of my

teflections. I shall remain within the limits of its

essential values and not enter into a
consideration of the differences of these
religions, united as they are in their acceptance
of Abrahamic faith and in their considering it to
be a source of inspiration and a guide for
human life, capable of giving a satisfactory
response to the essential problems of man.

I think it is superfluous for me to say
that since our purpose is to consider in its
substance this faith which so happily unites us,
there is no need for me to go back over past
history with its tale of mutual
misunderstandings, injustices, faults, lack of
generosity and so on. It would have no point,
since the purpose of our meeting is that it
should be one of friendship.

Certainly we must study the past and
learn from it, but life must above all look to the
present and to the future. The Christian
mystic, Meister Eckhart, said: *‘If a man has
turned away from sin and left it behind him,
then the good God looks on that man as if he
had never sinned...If he finds him well
disposed, God does not consider what he has
been: God is a God of the present; as he finds
you, so he takes you and accepts you. He does
not ask what you have been, but what you are
now.”

1. Our Faith in God

The faith we have inherited from
Abraham has as its central pivot a monotheism
free from uncertainties or equivocations: We
profess one God, a God who is personal, the
creator of the world, provident, active in
history but separated from it by an infinite gulf,
the judge of men’s actions, and who has
spoken to men through the prophets. The
sacred books and the traditions of our three
religions admit no shadow of doubt on this
fundamental point. This basic unity of faith is
of such importance that it allows us to consider
our differences with serenity and with a sense
of perspective: It does not mean that we
minimize these differences and still less that we
renounce the points that separate us. But it
does mean that we can speak together in an
atmosphere of understanding and friendship,
because we are all “‘believers in the same
God!”

Without rejecting the word ‘‘dialogue,”’
so rich in meaning and in the spirit of
brotherhood, I would prefer to use the word
“encounter’’ since it seems to express more
vividly the fact that all of us, as individuals and
as communities (Jews, Christians and
Muslims), are vitally “‘committed’’ to giving
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absolute priority of respect, submission and
love to the one God who accompanies us with
his providence and who, at the end of time, will
judge us “‘according to the law of right and
wrong which he has written in our heart”
(Newman).

Throughout the centuries our three
religions of prophetic monotheism have
remained unswerving in adherence to their
faith, in spite of the dissensions and differences
regarding points to which we will refer later. It
is sufficient here to recall explicit expressions as
given in key texts:

“Hear, O Israel, the Lord is our God,
one Lord, and you must love the Lord your
God with all your heart and soul and strength.

“These commandments which I give

-you this day are to be kept in your heart; you

shall repeat them to your sons, and speak of
‘them indoors and out of doors, when you lie
down and when you rise. Bind them as a sign
on the hand and wear them as a phylactery on
the forehead; write them up on the doorposts
of your houses and your gates” (Dt 6:4-9).

Even the Romans, jealous of the
imperial authority that they regarded as
invested with divine power, had to accept
Jewish insistence that to God alone was
reserved a name “‘which had no equal.” This
name was above any sovereignty, including
that of Caesar, and the Roman insignia with
the Capitoline gods were not allowed into the
holy city of Jerusalem. Every attempt to flout
this norm was vigorously resisted, no
persecution succeeded in breaking it.

The identical phenomenon was found in
Christianity: Its fidelity to the one God, with

~ the exclusion of any other divinity, was the fact
that revealed to the Roman authoritiés the true |

nature of Christianity and its irreconcilability
with paganism.

As regards the faith of Islam, we have
only to read again that wonderful list of the *“99
most beautiful names of God"’ (Asma Allah-al-
husma) to be forcibly aware of the unshakable
and jealously guarded Muslim faith in' the one
God of Abraham.

- If what CS. Lewis asserts is true,
namely that ‘‘the geography of the spiritual
world is different from that of the physical
world: in the physical world contact between
countries is at the frontiers, in the spiritual
world contact is at the center,”’ then we can say
that the Jewish-Christian-Muslim worlds make
contact and meet at the very heart of a
common faith. This religious affinity has always
met with difficulties and it would be dishonest
not to acknowledge this. However, there have
always been through the centuries, thanks to
the merciful God to whom we lift up our
hearts, examples of mutual understanding and
even collaboration.

- We can think, for example, in the high
Middie Ages of the Toledo conversations and
of those at Cordoba where, in the very palace

< .

and Muslims were not
1o confine their re-
sponse to God by ad-
hering to what they
Jeel are correct credal -
JSormulae or observing
religious riruals and

a code of conduct res-
tricted 1o @ narrow
sphere of life, bur re-

~ spond to him by stri-

ving to construct struc-
tures conducive to godly,
righteous living, and
concern themselves with
values realization, they
would see undreamt of
vistas of agreement and
cooperation open up for
them.

“There is so much
evil in our world along-
side the tremendous po-
tentiality of good that
the alogfness of sensi-
tive and sincere people
of the world appears
an unjustifiable tragedy.
How can those who be-
lieve in God's justice
and mercy and are com-
mitted to the ideas
of universal brother-
hood of man and to
the duty to be the
keeper of their brother,
remain religiously in-
sensitive 1o the- re-
volting exploitation
of the poor by the
rich, the heartrending
oppression of the weak
by the strong and the
utterly inhuman dis-
crimination and indig-
nity to which large

. sections of humanity

are being subjected
because they belong
fo a certain race, re-
ligion or geographical
area, or were born
with the wrong com-
plexion? Does the
problem of creating

_ structures of life

based on justice and
righteousness no! ap-
pear 1o us religiously
significant enough to
call for a murual ex-
ploring of our intel-
lectual resources as
a first step toward
developing fruigful
cooperation for actual-
izing justice and
righteousness?

(From, “An Islamic
Perspective on Dia-
logue with Christians
and Jews," by Zafar
Ansari, vol.. 7, quote
on p. 45)
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During his trip to
Turkey last November,
Pope John Paul Il ad-
dressed the small Cath-
olic community of An-'
kara, the Turkish cap-
ital. The pope rtook
the occasion to discuss
the role of Christians .
in a predominanily

. Moslem country such
as Turkey. (In Ankara,
which has a population
of nearly 2 million,
there are some 500
Catholics.)

“Taday," the pope
said, “for you Chris-
tians living here in
Turkey, your lot is
to live in the frame-

work of a modern state

— which’ provides for
everyone the free ex-
pression of his faith
withowt identifying it-
self with any — and
with persons who, in
their great majority,
while not sharing the.
Christian faith,” de-
clare themselves fto
be ‘obedient 10 God.'
‘submissive to God,’
and even ‘servants of
God." according 1o
their own words which
match those of St
Peter...They have,
therefore, like you,
the faith of Abraham
in the only all-power-
Jul and merciful God...
“It is therefore in
thinking of your fel-
law citizens, but also
of the vast Islamic
world, that | express
anew loday the esteem
of the Catholic Church
Sfor these rehgmm
values. ‘
“My brothers, when
I think of this spiri-
tual patrimony and of
the value it has for
man and for sociely,

>
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of the archbishop, Christians, Muslims and
Jews met together in discussion. We could
think too of the writings of Maimonides,
Averroes and Al-Farabi, and of St. Thomas,
writings that influenced one another and

. contributed not a. little to the forming of

medieval civilization.

For a time during the. Mldd!e Ages,
Arabic was the.language most commonly used
among Jewish writers. A significant example is

*“The Introduction to the Duties of the Heart,” -

by Bahya ibn Paquda. It was written in Arabic,
translated into Hebrew and, at a later time, was
also to come to the attention of Christians. It is
in this work that we find a quotation, evidently

taken from the Gospel of Matthew, 5:33-37,

and with reference to Jesus: “A wise man said
to his disciples: The law permits us to swear the
truth in the name of the Lord, but I say to you
never swear either for the truth or for
falsehood. Let what you say be simply yes or
no.!' - i

Raymond Lull understood in depth the
common platform of the three religions and the
good that could derive from it: We see this in
““The Book of the Pagan and the Three Wise
Men’’ (1277). Nicholas of Cusa. in his work,
De Pace Fidei, wrote of the harmony of the

three great religions and of its possible:

influence for the peace of the world. It should
be noted that he wrote this work immediately
after the fall of Constantinople, a time when
others were thinking of launching a crusade to
recapture it! )

It is probably true that these ““happy
instances’’ were not typical but rather singular

and isolated events, while over many years and

even ‘centuries there were freciprocal
misunderstandings and suspicions, conflicts and
persecutions, in which it is difficult, or better,

impossible to determine the responsnbllmﬁ of
the different sides.

It is my sincere and humble opinion that
the best road to follow is that of sharing sorrow
for what has happened in the past and of
choosing resolutely, all of us, to open ourselves
not only to dialogue and encounter, but to
mutual love. We must look ahead, and at what
better point to begin than by affirming our faith
together in the one true God, and to walk
together with him, as your Academy of
Religion has chosen to do. Allow me for a
moment to express my warmest thanks to you

- all, and’ especially to those of you who are

officers of this academy.

The sacred books themselves exhort us
to set out resolutely on the open roads of
encounter. They speak to each of us who
consider the cornerstone of our religious
encounter to be Abrahamic faith in-the one
God. Let us reflect again, with joy, on some of

the most -positive and encouraging of these

texts. _
Israel rejoices in the title, ‘“the people of
God,” segullah, and it is in no way my

intention to diminish this honor given to it by

the eternal God. At the same time the prophets
did not cease to urge them not only to respect
those timentes Deum, ‘‘the worshippers of
God,” to whom the New Testament refers
(e.g., Acts 16), but to remind them that they
are called to fulfill the mission of Abraham of
whom God said: “‘I have appointed you to be

father of many nations’” (Gn. 17:4; Rom.

4:17). :

It is perhaps in the prophecies of Isaiah
that this theme is carried furthest: ‘““When that
day comes Israel shall rank with Egypt and
Assyria, those three, and shall be a blessing in
the center of the world. So the Lord of Hosts
will bless them: A blessing be upon Egypt my
people, upon Assyria the work of my hands,
and upon Israel my possession’’ (Is. 19:24-25).
And, in his glorious vision of the future, he
continues with joyful certainty: ‘‘Enlarge the
limits of your home, spread wide the curtains
gf; }g;ur tent; let out its ropes to the full...”” (Is.

The book of the prophet Jonah, vividly

- and with gentle irony, presents the eternal God

as desiring the salvation of all peoples, even
those most at enmity with Israel, and portrays
him as using an Israelite as the instrument to
express this, putting himself in dispute with the
Israelite in order to combat Israel’s temptation
to isolationism. _

The robust monotheism of Islam is well
known. It leads the Muslims to reject Christian
belief in the Trinity, in the incarnation of the
word of God, and in salvation through the
mediation of Christ. They do not accept the
complete Bible, judging there to be
falsifications and distortions in it. Yet they
consider Christians as faithful monotheists
according to the faith of Abraham and use
expressions in their regard which I should like
to quote here: ‘““‘Invite (all) to the way of your
Lord with wisdom and beautiful preaching; and

-argue with them in ways that are best and most

gracious: for your Lord knows best who have

'strayed from his path and who receive,

guidance™ (Qur-an, Sura XVI, 125). Again:
“Those who believe -(in the Qur-an), and
those who follow the Jewish (scriptures), and
the Christians and the Sabians, and who
believe in God and the Last Day, and work
righteousness, shall have their reward with
their Lord; on them shall be no fear, nor shall
they grieve’® (Qur-an, Sura 2:62).

Almost as a logical consequence of these '
-assertions, the Koran also has these others: *‘If

God had so willed, he would have made you a
single people, but (his plan is) to test you in
what he has given you: to strive as in a race in
all virtues. The goal of you all is to God; it is he

~ that will show you the truth of matters in which

you dispute’’ (Qur-an, Sura 51). “‘For us (is
the responsibility for) our deeds, and for you
for your deeds. There is no contention between
us and you. God will bring us together, and to

a



~him is (our) final goal”” (Qur-an, Sura 42:15).
“To each is a goal to which God turns him;
then strive together (as in a race) toward all
that is good. Wheresoever you are, God will
bring you together. For God has power over all
things”’ (Qur-an, Sura 2:148).

There may be those who object that
some of these verses are abrogated by a
particular type of exegesis. 1 would reply to
them, if it were necessary, that there is a wider

exegesis that is .no less orthodox and that

according to this exegesis the abrogation theory
only applies to verses of a normative nature
considered in strict relationship to precise
factual events. ‘ '

“The sacred books them-
- selves exhort us to set out re-
solutely on the open roads of en-
counter. They speak to each of
us who consider the cornerstone
of our religious encounter to be
Abrahamic faith in the one God.”

When we come to Christianity we see
that in principle Christian doctrine, as seen
especially in the Gospels, is unequivocally open
to those having faith in the God of Abraham.
In fact, however, there have been, on the part
of Christians and the churches, deplorable
instances of intolerance and persecution that
were in direct contrast with the doctrine of
Christ.

As 1 said regarding Judaism and Islam,
even though I feel deep sorrow (indeed, I
would say deep shame) for what has happened

— and let us pray that it may never happen .

again — [ am convinced that the best way to

- make amends for the past is to renew our
minds and hearts in that spirit of love which is
at the very foundation of our faith and to strive
in this spirit with all our strength. Men like
Pope John XXIII, like Paul VI and John Paul
I, scholars like Jules Isaac, Massignon,
Cardinal Bea and thousands of others from
each of our monotheistic religions, have shown
us the road we should walk.

The Second Vatican Council expressed
clearly and authoritatively the attitude that we
Catholics should have in regard to our Jewish
and Muslim brothers and sisters. If I read these
texts, taken from the Second Vatican Council’s

_declaration Nostra Aetate, 1 do not think
further words will be necessary. Here is what is
f_aid on the relation of the church to the Jewish
aith: ' _

““As this council searches into the
mystery of the church, it recalls the spiritual

—

bond linking the people of the new covenant

" with Abraham’s stock.

“‘For the church of Christ acknowledges
that, according to the mystery of God’s saving
design, the beginnings of her faith and her
election are already found among the
patriarchs, Moses and the prophets. She
professes that all who believe in Christ,
Abraham’s sons according to faith (cf. Gal
3.7), are included in the same patriarch’s call,
and likewise that the salvation of the church
was mystically foreshadowed by the chosen
people’s exodus from the land of bondage.

- ““The church, therefore, cannot forget
that she received the revelation of the Old
Testament through the people with whom God
in his inexpressible mercy deigned to establish
the ancient covenant. Nor can she forget that
she draws sustenance from the root of that
good olive tree onto which have been grafted
the wild olive branches of the Gentiles (cf.
Rom. 11:17-24). Indeed, the church believes
that by his cross Christ, our peace, reconciled
Jew and Gentile, making them both one in
himself (cf. Eph. 2:14-16)

“*Also, the church ever keeps in mind
the words of the apostle Paul about his
kinsmen, ‘‘who have the adoption as sons, and
the glory and the covenant and the legislation
and the worship and the promises; who have
the fathers, and from whom is Christ according
to the flesh” (Rom. 9:4-5), the son of the
Virgin Mary. The church recalls too that from
the Jewish people sprang the apostles, her
foundation stones and pillars, as well as most of
the early disciples who proclaimed Christ to the
world...

**Since the spiritual patrimony common
to Christians and Jews is thus so-great, this
sacred council wishes to foster and recommend
that mutual understanding and respect which is
the fruit above all of biblical and theological
studies, and of brotherly dialogues” (n. 4).

And here is what is said in the same
document regarding the relationship of the
Catholic Church to the Muslims:

“Upon the Muslims, too, the church
looks with esteem. They adore one God, living
and enduring, merciful and all powerful, maker
of heaven and earth and speaker to men. They
strive to submit wholeheartedly even to his
inscrutable decrees, just as did Abraham, with
whom the Islamic faith is pleased to associate
itself. Though they do not acknowledge Jesus
as God, they revere him as a prophet. They
also honor Mary, his virgin mother. At times
they call on her, too, with devotion. In addition
they await the day of judgment when God will
give each man his due after raising him up.

‘Consequently, they prize the moral life and

give worship to God especially through prayer,
almsgiving and fasting.
: ““Although in the course of the
centuries many quarrels and hostilities have
arisen between Christians and Muslims, this

q L ]
of its capacity 1o
offer, especially 1o

the young, a direction
in life 1o fill the

void left by materi-
alism, to give a sure
JSoundation to social
and juridical organiza-
tion, I wonder whether
it is not urgent, pre-

‘cisely today when

Christians and Moslems
have entered a mew
spirit of history,

{o recognize and de-
velop the spiriual
bonds which unite us
in order 1o ‘safe-
guard and foster, on
behalf of all mankind'
— as the council in-
vites us to do — 'so-
cial justice, moral
values, peace and
Sreedom ...

“I would like ro
take advantage of this
meeting and of the op-
portunity which the
words written by St.
Peter 10 your pre-
decessors give me
to invite you (o
consider each day
the profound roots
of the faith in God
in whom your Moslem
Jfellow citizens also
believe, to draw from
it the principle of
a collaboration with
a view fo the progress
of man, to emulation
in doing good, to the
extension of peace
and brotherhood in

" the free expression of
" the faith proper to

each.”

The complete rext
of the pope'’s address
appeared in the cur-
rent volume of Origins,
on p. 419.
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For. some pasi texts
in Origins which treat
interveligious dialogue,
-see:
—Basic Theological Issues
of the Jewish-Christian
Dialogue, by the Cen-
tral Committee of Roman
Catholics in Germany,
vol. 9, p. 375;
~vercoming Difficulties
of the Past, remarks of
Pope John Paul II,
vol. 8, p. 690;
—LCooperation and Con-
flict, Issues in Jew-
ish-Catholic Relations,
by Archbishop Joseph
Bernardin, vol. 8,
p. 566;
_—Christian-Jewish Dia-
logue Continued, by
Rev. John Pawlikowski,
vol. 8, p. 406; :
—Developments in Chris-
tian-Jewish Relations,
an annotated bibliography
by Eugene Fisher, vol. 8,
p. -284;
| >
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most sacred council urges all to forget the past
and to strive sincerely for mutual
understanding. On behalf of all mankind, let
them make common cause of safeguarding and
fostering social justice, moral values, peace and
freedom’ (n. 3).

2. The Enormous Spiritual Force of the
Religions United in the Faith of Abraham
If we now come to consider from the
point of view of their relations with the world of
today the three great religions of Judaism,
Christianity and Islam, we can recognize the
enormous impact they could have on the
world. The modern world, even if it has been
enriched with many exterior values (which one
- would not wish to despise in any way) has
nevertheless become spiritually nrnpovenshed
to a disturbing degree.
The Orientals would say: It has become
a world “of having’’ at the expense of the
world “‘of being.”’ One can observe that while
the means for securing well-being and an
easier, more comfortable and pleasurable
existence increased, human happiness has not
automatically increased. Indeed, in many cases
it has diminished to a preoccupying extent. One
of the reasons for this human condition of

 dissatisfaction (to which we could add the wide

arc of problems stretching from misery to
injustice, to hatred, to denial of liberty),
indeed, we would say the fundamental reason
from which man’s profound unease and
dissatisfaction and those other problems follow,
is that the world of today has, to a great extent,
turned away from God and from his law and
considers that it is sufficient to itself.

In a world where “‘God is absent”” man
finds himself fearfully isolated and, as it were,
abandoned down a blind alley. Only in God,
the God of Abraham, is man able to find his
true measure and to live his existence in time
to its fullness, opening himself to the certainty
of eternal life. “When I turn away from you,”
says Juda Halevy in his poem Kuzari,
““although I live, I am dead; but when I draw
near to you, even if dead I am alive.”” In his
book, The Primal Vision, John Taylor gives this
view of the African peoples: ‘‘The African
myth does not tell of men driven from

paradtse, but of God disappearing from the,
worl

While Judalsrn, Christianity and Islam
are at one in their affirmation that God is
“wholly other,’’ they are also agreed that he is
the ‘“‘wholly near.” As a powerful Muslim
expression puts it, God is closer to man than
his own jugular vein. Man is not a lost and
practically useless fragment of the cosmos, but

a creature of God, made in his image and

consequently worthy of respect and love. Man
is called to live a moral life, bound to his fellow
human beings by the ideal of peace and
brotherhood. If man gives way to the
temptation of “liberating’’ himself from God,

he ends by becoming .the slave of those petty

but terrible ‘‘gods” called power, weal

pleasure, etc. Only too often these ‘‘gods,”
these “‘idols,”” hide under noble names such as
progress, social concern, and even freedom.
Yet only as a creature of God does man receive
the right to subject the earth, to till it and keep

‘it, le’avdah welesharah, (Gn. 2:15). The Koran

says that creation is subject to man because he
is the representative of God (his Kaljfa).
All of us here feel the awesome but
marvelous responsibility of being “‘friends of
God’’ and we are sure that by being such we:
are thereby authenti¢ friends of our fellow
men. We have never separated, and even less
have we seen an opposition, between the world
as such and the religious world. We have never
seen them as two separate kingdoms: They
both come from God! ““The word methistemi,
in the sense of transference out of one realm
into another, is only once used in the New
Testament (Col. 1:13). The typical New
Testament word is meranocia, which means
turning about. The emphasis is entirely on a
change of direction, not on a change of -

- position’” (John Taylor).

I think it would be useful here to recall
the words of Martin Buber: ‘‘One does not find
God if one remains in the world. One does not
find God if one goes out of the world...Cer-
tainly, God is the ‘wholly other,’ but he is also
the ‘wholly same,’ the all present. He is indeed
the mysterium tremendum, at the sight of whom
we are terrified, but he is also the mystery of
presence who is closer to me than myself.””
William Temple once made this seemingly
paradoxical observation: ‘‘Christianity is the
most materialistic of all religions in the world. It
doés take the terrestrial realities seriously.”
The author is saying that it takes terrestrial
reality seriously because it takes God seriously.
I think the same could be said of the Jewish
and Muslim faiths.

At this point 1 should like lo make a
personal observation that comes to me
spontaneously from my work in the Vatican
Secretariat for Non-Christians. Side by side
with the Jews and Muslims, namely the
brothers and sisters who share my personal
adherence to the faith of Abraham, there exist
millions of men and women (I do not hesitate '
to say hundreds of millions) belonging to non-
Abrahamic religions — such as Hindus,
Buddhists, Shintoists, Confucianists, etc. —
whom I feel to be practically united to me by
their belief in divine and religious values. é

There are others who state that ‘“they
have no religion’” (as I have often heard young
friends of mine say to me, be they from Hong
Kong, Singapore or-Los Angeles). But if we
push a little further we often find that what
they mean is that they do not belong to a
Christian church, or that they are not part of
what God called “*his people,”” or that they are
not part of the Umma or, in other words, that



they do not belong to any religion organized as
an institution. Yet they are often really and
truly *‘friends of God,”” and thus in a way form

33" part of our community of religious believers.

Maritain said: ‘““Men only become one by their
spirit.”” I would say that around us and together
with us there are millions of such men of the
spirit. Sometimes they are of such spiritual
depth that they give the impression of being
“true mystics”: their eyes and hearts are
turned toward the eternal God.

This is a reality that gives us enormous
encouragement. Not that it is our intention to
form a stronger and more compact “‘front’’ to
set against the ‘‘front’” of the non-believers.

. No. This would be an offense against the God

who loves us, all of us, and whom we would
wish to see loved by all. We are happy because
we see that the family of believers in God is a
large one, and we pray to the Most High that all
of humanity may come to be part of this family.
Only he has the power to achieve it.

3. What Should We Do So That Others

May Come To Our Faith or Near It?

All of us here today are well aware that

while we share a commitment to the faith of
Abraham, there are nevertheless considerabie
differences in the way our three religions
envisage the relation of God with man.
Judaism recognizes a covenant between
God and his people. Unlike the Christians,
however, Judaism does not accept Jesus Christ
as the mediator between God and man. Islam,
while recognizing Jesus as a prophet, does not
accept him as a mediator. Indeed, a Muslim
holds that he needs no intermediary between

himself and God. Every Muslim believer

addresses God without an intermediary, as is
clearly expressed in the rites of the prayer ritual
(la Salat) and in those of the pilgrimage to
Mecca.

Islam is, however, a ‘‘missionary”
religion in which each of the faithful has the
duty of proclaiming the message of God
(dawa). The Christian religion is likewise
missionary, in which between God and man
there exist bonds of filial love. While not
excluding an openness to conversion, Judaism
would not, I think, normally consider itself

. missionary in the same sense. But whatever the .

difference in approach between our religions, I
would like to say just one thing on the matter
of the prociaiming of the religious message:

Accepting the right of each of our religions of .

Abrahamic faith (and naturally, the right also of
other religions) to proclaim their message
freely, we must do it in such a way that the
freedom of the other is always respected. God
a God of freedom and he does not ask for an
adherence extorted by violence.

““Let the man who wants to follow
me...”" was the formula used by Christ. He
refused to invoke fire from heaven as some of
his disciples one day asked him to do. He said

~

to them: “‘You do not know of what spirit you
are.”” When he has honestly given witness to
his faith and reached the frontier of the human
conscience, the apostle (be he Christian,
Muslim or whatever) must leave to that
conscience the full right of decision, excluding
any form of constriction, be it open or hidden.
There have been examples of the opposite in
the past; it is better to put these behind us and

not repeat them. The essential norm and |

condition for accepting a religion or not should
be based on the human person’s freedom of
conscience.

My dear friends, there is not time for
me to develop this point. I only mention in
passing that the Declaration on Religious
Freedom, published in 1965 after two years of
intense debate and reflection, remains one of
the major texts of the Second Vatican Council.
It expresses clearly in what way the church to

which I belong is able to respect the freedom of |

other churches and religions without thereby
diminishing in any way her commitment to the
faith of Abraham and the Gospel of Christ. I
hardly need add that in the United States this
principle of religious freedom is well
understood since your founding fathers, when
framing the First Amendment in 1791, clearly
affirmed the right of the person and of
communities to the free exercise of religion in
society.

But let me return to our main discourse.
We do, I believe, have two clear obligations to
men and women who do not share our
Abrahamic faith or who have no religious faith
at all. And it seems to me that these duties
could be accepted and practiced not only by
those of us who are Christians, but also by our
Jewish and Muslim brothers:

A. The first duty is to open the way to a
clear and loyal dialogue with all of our fellow
men. To open does not, of course, mean to
impose! The substance of the book of Martin
Buber, Life in Dialogue, from which I quoted
above, is summed up in the phrase: “‘In the
beginning there is relationship.”’ This reminds
me of two proverbs on a similar theme. One is
the Arab proverb: ‘‘Man is the enemy of what
he does not know,”” and the other is an African
proverb of the Wolof people which says:
“When you begin by dialogue, you reach a
solution.”

Between our religions there have been
too many periods of separation and silence. Our
Vatican secretariats, one for Christian unity,
another for non-Christians (with two
commissions, one for relations with Judaism,
the other for relations with Islam, both of them
established on the same day, Oct. 22, 1974),
another secretariat for non-believers, together
with the World Council of Churches and so

_many other international organizations (among

which I limit myself to mentioning the
Kennedy Institute, the Interreligious Peace
Colloqu_ium that is our host, the Srandige

d

—Survey of [ssues in
Catholic-Jewish Rela-
tions, by Rev. Jorge
Mejia, vol. 7, p. 744;
—Futre Agenda for
Catholic-Jewish Rela-
tions, vol. 7, p. 737;
—What Motivates Jewish-
Christian-Muslim Dia-
logue? by Rev. Arthur
Gouthro, SA4, vol. 7,

p. 48;

—An [slamic Perspective
on Dialogue with Chris-

- tians and Jews, by

Zafar Ansari, vol. 7,
p. 40;

—Toward Sumssfuf
Jewish-Christian Dia-
logue, by Miles Jaffe.
vol. 6, p. 747;
—The Religious Basis

. Jor Pluralism, by

Rabbi Jakob Petuchow-
ski, vol. 6, p. 741; _
—Statement of the 1976
Conference of Moslems
and Christians in Tri-
poli, Libya, vol. 5,

p. 616.
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The Dutch synod opened
in Rome Jan. 14. It was
scheduled to last two
weeks. According to a
Vatican announcement -
shortly before the
opening of the synod,
the closing date was
to be Jan. 26.

- Nineteen churchmen were
listed as participanis

in the synod:

—Pope John Paul H
—The Duich bishops who
head the seven dioceses
in the Netherlands;
—Archbishop Godfried
Danneels of Maline-Brus-
sels, Belgium, who along.
with Cardinal Jan Wille-
brands of Utrecht serves
as a president-delegate
of the synod;

—Two representatives

of Dutch religious or-
ders: Father Adrien

van Luyn, provincial

of the Salesian Con-
gregation and presi-

dent of the Dutch asso-
ciation of priests and
religious, and Father
Pierre van den Biesen,
-prior of the Benedic-

tine Abbey in Qoster-
hout, the Netherlands;
—~Father Joseph Les-
crauwaet, a Duich

priest who is a

liturgy professor at

the Catholic University
of Louvain,” in Belgium;
he serves as secre-.

tary of the synod:
~—Archbishop Jozef Tomko,
the Czechoslovakian
archbishop who is cur- -
rent head of the Vati-
can’s Synod Secretariat;
~—And six officials of
the Vatican curia. Rules
JSor special synods allow
the appointment of Vati-
can officials who can
vote in their respec-

tive areas of competency.
The six officials are:
Cardinal Franjo Seper,
prefect of the Doctrinal
Congregation; Cardinal
Sebastiano Baggio, pre-
Ject of the Congregation
Jor Bishops: Cardinal
James Knox, prefect of the
Congregation for Sacra-
ments and Divine Worship;
Cardinal Silvie Oddi,
prefect of the Congre-
gation for the Clergy;
Cardinal Eduardo Pir-
onio, prefect of the
Congregation for Reli-
gious and Secular Insti-
tutes; Cardinal Gabriel-
Marie Garrone, prefect
of the Congregation

Jor Catholic Education.
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Konferenz von Juden, Christen und Muslims in
Eurapa, elc.), are all bearing fruit in the
exchange of ideas and in friendship. As one of
the ' final statements of the Broumana
Colloquium, organized by the World Council of
Churches in 1972, put it: “The common
search for the will of God is growing.”

What will be the fruit of these increased
meetings and dialogues? It is difficult to say.
What is certain is that they are not without
value. As Father Michel Lelong has observed
in his recent book, Deux fidelites, une
esperance, ‘‘however serious political conflicts
may be, it is unacceptable that faith in God
should aggravate them.”” Even if the religions
themselves provide no solution, they must
nevertheless always be elements helping toward
true and just peace.

B. The second duty is to do what can be
done so that those who are believers in the one
God may attract and inspire others, and
especially non-believers, to find faith in him. It
can never be repeated sufficiently that it is not a
question of making ‘“‘a solid front of believers
against unbelievers.” That would, basically,
damage the very spirit of religion itself. The
dialogue and the encounter of our three
religions of Abrahamic faith, and of these with
other religions, must be 2 joining of hearts
before becoming a meeting of minds.

The Koran reminds Muslims that ‘““‘the

closest in friendship are those who are not.

puffed up with pride” (Sura 5:82), and ‘“‘Be
courteous when you argue with the people of
the book’’ (Sura 29:46). A famous hadith says:
““No one among you will be a true believer as
long as he does not desire for his brother what
he desires for himself.”* As far as Christians are
concerned, St. Paul warns us: ‘“‘Let us cease
judging ' one another’”” (Rom. 14:13), and
again: “‘Leave no claim outstanding against

"you, except of mutual love” (Rom. 13:8).

I should like to close with a final wish, a
final hope. But rather than doing this with my
own pedestrian words, let me quote to you
from three different sources, each of them
touching different aspects of our theme.

infinite.”

First, a rabbinical teaching: ‘*‘What in all
of human speech is the most fundamental
phrase? 1 did not hesitate for a moment before
crying- out with all my wvoice: ‘Listen, Israel:
The eternal is our God, the eternal is one!’ Is
not this the highest phrase of all, the phrase
without equal in heaven and on earth? Then I
asked myself: But what in this sublime phrase is
the most fundamental word? I replied to myself
that without any doubt it is the word ekhad,
meaning one. Finally, I asked myseif: And of
all the words in human speech, which would be
the most eminent-among those whose letters, -
when added together, have the same numerical
value as the holy word ekhad, whose value is
13?7 1 did not have to search for long: At my
fingertips, deep in my heart, at the center of
my soul, there was the word ahavah: love.”

Second, a poem by the Senegalese poet
and journalist Niaky Barry. It expresses the
desire to draw together, at least in the heart,
our religions of Abrahamic faith together with
the other religions of mankind. I shall quote it
in French and then hazard a translation in
English: = = - .
“Ah frere de I'universel — c'est dans le
noyau central de ton ame — que j'erigerai le
Sanctuaire du Dieu Ultime — d'ou Synagogue,
Temple, Eglise et Mosquee — seront en
harmonie — dans les flots mouvants de ton elan
vers l'Infini.”" (Ah, brother of all things — it is
in the central reaches of your soul — that I will
build the sanctuary of the everlasting God — -
where synagogue, temple, church and mosque
— will dwell in harmony — amidst the surging
waves of your longing and search for the

Third and last, a poem by Edwin
Markham. In his desire to wunite all in
understanding and brotherhood, he has written
these words, with which I close:

““He drew a circle that shut me out,
“‘Heretic, rebel, a thing to flout.

“But love and I had the wit to win;

““He drew a circle that took him in.””> [

Pope’s Homily

In a-Jan. 14 homily during a Mass .

opening the special synod in Rome of the Dutch
bishaps, Pope John Paul II urged participants in
the synod to turn their thoughts toward Christ
the pastor. The pope asked: “Is there anything

more wonderful than this image of the pastor, of -

the good pastor who has manifested himself as

"The Dutch Synod Begms.

the model to imitate?"” Those who are pastors
and bishops of souls must watch over the word,
must watch over truth, the pope told the synod
participants. He said: “In our difficult times, in
our 20th century, this church has given, in the
teaching of Vatican Council Il, a particularly
Jull expression of the truth about itself. This



' The right to religious liberty
- its essential elements

.= the active and the negative part of public
' authority.

Mgr. Francis Biffi
Regensburg. 25.X1.79

"The Vatican Council ﬁeclares that the human person has the right
to religious liberty" (Dig. Hum. 2,2)

“.This is the most splemn assértion'of the document which is one
of the most important of Vatican II; that which expresses perhaps
'the indisputable noveity of which the real name is development'
(Congar); that whlch ‘marks both prorress Ulthln the Catholic Church *

and a sten foruaro in human c1v1llzat10n.

A. The essential elements of the right.
Prelimina:ieé:.
e must distinguish-caréfully between religious liberty and

religious indifferentism which regards all rellglons as equal-

whether they be true or falseu

doctrlnal relat1v1sm, a philosophical idea which which denies there

is any objective crlterlon of trutho

tggﬂgutonomy of consc1ence, a mistaken 1ggg#gggt_theﬁhuman_consclence

is under no obllgatlon to seek the true rellglon, and hence is
S NN Y2
subject to no .divine lawv but may confine itself to the moral rules

which man has created for himself.
- Religious liberty is not a synonym for'religioﬁs/moral-detachment:

on the contrary as Dig. Hum. says (l,b.cf)..
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"all men are bound to seel the truth, éspecially in what concerns
God and His Church, and to embrace the truth they come to'know,

and to hold fast to it. This sacred Synod likewise profesées
its belief that it is upon the human conscience that these

obligations fall and exert their binding force. The truth cannot

—

impose itself except by virtue of its owm trvth as it makes

—

its entrance into the mlnd at once quietly and wlth power"

——

The'meaning,is "a duty and a responsibility in religious

liberty conformable to the dignity of the humén person”.

1. A Natural Right D.H.2 = is not concerned with some positive

righf conferred on the citizen by the state, but with a natural right

J//which the state must acknowledgg ( in such a way that it constitutes

a civil right) in t1e 01tlzens because it is already theirs as

persons: it belongs to all, today and always, everyuhefe.

P Its Basis: the dighity and responsibility of the nerson
"Thé'Synbd‘furthér declares that the fight to religious
freedﬁm has its fdundation in the very dignity of the human
Fersor as this dignity is Imovm through the revealed Word
of God and by reason itself".
This dlgnlty is consmcered from three points of view
a) Tirst in its historical manlfestgtlon (D.H.1) QEE_§EEEE§

——

of civilisation is groundec in the recognition by gll humgn‘

T ——

beings of their dignity: an avareness which leads them to

demand to be recarded ancd treated not as instruments but

as free and responsible subjects.




b)

c)

- 3 -

Secondly, the dignity of the person is considered from the

‘point of view of his inescapable personal responsibility to

k ‘.----__ ™ )
establish relations with God, and above all to find answers

e
to the great questions about existence. 1/hen he comes to

distinguish true from false, Fo0d from evil, he becomes the

arbiter of his own eternal destiny, to achleve which is a gift

of God but remains at the same time a personal conquest, sign

-of a great dignity.

This decision anﬂ this conquest should be exempt from external

'pressures, Uhlch could do nothing p051t1ve to establish personal

\....._N__________—__,.——-'—""'-——‘__“’"'—" "
relationship with God, - on the contrary they could hinder it.

The righf to religious freedom is then a ggarantee
of the duty the person has to look for the ﬁltimate ansver
to life: Pavan says that the"impossibility for any human
beins to withdraw from tﬁe responsibility and hence the duty to

establish personally his relations with God is the deepest

root of the right to religious ;:eedom'

In the third place the dignity of the person is considered
-.__----—__"‘*—-

as it results from man's relation to truth. [{an 1s maoe to

search for truth; to adhere to 1t, to translate it into actlono
to know, to love and to live the truth - it is through these
three_thaf man recognises, develops and fulfils himself as

a person.. |

But the truth cannot be known except ' in the light

—_— R T T

~of truth'. External force cannot furnish interior evidence.

. Adherence to truth involves an act of love and love cannot

~——

be imposed.



- B =

Coherence in life has no value if it is not the manifestation
of a free peisonal decision. ﬁithdut'that it would be no
more than hypocrisy and outvard formalism.

For many believers this free opening to truth
means an opening to subsistent, personal transgendent truth
vhich proposes a free adhe:eﬁce (D.H.3) Tor us Christians,

this truth is revealed in Christ.

-3, The Object of the Dight: imnunity from constraint
If is generally admitted that the 'subjects' or depositaries
éf richts are not, immediately,and formally; spiritual values,
as, for example, truth, moral zood, justice etc. Decause the
subjects of righté are persons, and only persons; physical or
moral ( i.e. various associations). |
Consequéﬂtly relationships-betﬁeen persons and spiritual
values are not juridical relationships but metaphysical, logical
or moral ones as the case-@ay be. |
Juridical relationshins are always and only béﬁween
'subjects' that is_peréop-to-person and-ﬁever peréon—to—value.
s i - Hence the basis of the right to religiOQS'liberty is not
v/ the .idea ( very'widespfead before the Council) that'only truth
has rights' since 'error can have no right’. ‘Trom this it
followed. that only those vho 'possess' the truth had to.right
to communicaté and spread it; thbse'who are-in errdr should not
have the right-tO-communicaté 1t Hence the appeal to the

civil power that it should put its force at the service of
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truth and.at most ‘'tolerate error. In the coﬁrse of history
this has made room for 'structural violation' of the rights of
persons and of.groﬁpso

More precisely,_in reiigious terms, the thinking
current in:Catholic-gircles was that onlylthe_Catﬁolic religion, .
being the 'true and -unique' religion should have rights in society:
thls was the meaning piven to the term rellrlous freedom. |

The greav change of outlool: -then consists in the

'rediscovery' that religious freedom is not concernec¢ with the

content of religion nor with the relations of hﬁman beings to

truth or to error, nor, above éll; with their 'existential' relations
(metaphysical and ﬁoral) wvith God = but solely'with-the sociﬁll
xercise of religions by the human person, i.e. religious libérty

is concerned with relations between citizens from the point of

view of freedom - in interior acherence to feligion

~ in its externél practice

- in its-presentation to others

- in its influerce on temporal structures.
Thé riﬁht to relimious freedom is an imﬁupify from constraint

(in religious matters in social life). This has a double sense:

- No one in religious matters can be forced to act aqalnst
his consc1ence

- Mo one can be Dreventéd from acting according to his conscience

Conscience means in the first place resnon51b111ty so that the

.assertion should run as follows: "no one, in rellolous matters
can be forced to act in a way different from that which he has

himself decided." In fhe second place it means'moral rectitude .
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so that the assertion takes on another sense, i.e. "no one in

relipgious matters can be forced to act in a way different from
what he considers his duty ." But it should be clear that the
right to religious freedon doe§ not -concern probléms of trﬁe or
false, right oﬁ wroné conscience. Theée'are problems abouf man's
relation.to-truth = religious freedom is concerned with person-to-
person relations. . |
| The object'of religious freedom then is exemption
from constraint in religious matters for individuals, cormorate
enfities and public povers.

Tor this reason religious freedom ‘can be understood
as a safety belt-guafanteéing thé.ihviplaﬁiiity of a certain zone-
vithin which a persoﬁ can fulfil his duty of ordering'his
relations with God and with ﬁruth,'beyond-all external pressure.
It is the ﬁudrantee-fhat sociétylwill sfop at the sacred threshold
vhere man males the most imnmortant decisipns of his l1life. -

It is fhe guarantee that he will be neither forced
nor hindered from without.

The 'subjects' (cdepositaries) of the right to religious freedoa

a) first of all, human beings as persons or individuals.

It dis a right which concerns everybody, believers and
‘unbelievers. The atheist gives a negative answer to the
religious question, but all the same, he cbmes under the-
heading of Treligioué-matters'.

It is a right ﬁhich interests each in private form or

in public, individual or collective (cf. D.H.3)
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b) Secondly, religious collectivities are.subject to this

right: " The_f?eedom or immunity from coercion in matters

. religious which is the endovment of persons as
incdividuals 'is also to be recognized as their right
when they act in community. Religious bodies are
a requirement of the social nature both of man
and of religion itself." (D.H.4)

c) Thirdly, families, in &'Ihichl‘the_r'eligious life normally
derives from the narents: +o thenm accordinzly belongs the

g right of deciding the religious education of their children,
and so of choosing schools and other means of education.
Public authority is bound to recognise and respect this
right and also not make its exercise too burdensome. (D.H.5)
The council text is very firm when it says that:

"the rights of parents are violated if their .
children are forced to attend lessons or instruction
which are not in agreement with their religious
beliefs. The same is true if a single system of
education, from which all religious formation is
exluded, is imposed upon all" (D.H.5)

The right to religious 1ibertylobviously-poétulates that

within the family parents cannot immose religious faith

on their children. They ought to take care that the

children have the possibility of assimilating religion

with a growing awareness.

5. ‘Extent of the dight to religious frﬁedom

a) General prindivles: All possible liberti_SBOuid be given to

incividuals and groups, and it should not be restricted



b)

&3

a)
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except in case of necessity. On this cf. explanations given .

‘under B.

Since what is in'question is a natural right of the person,

it is from within the right itself and from the dignity of

- the person that we should derive its extent. e Have spoken

of this right as a safety-belt: not in the sense of tying

down the person, but in the sense of giving an inviolable

breathing-space to the person or Sroup. The inviolability
of a space within which each'becomes conscious that he
cénnot escape the néed'of actiﬁg on his own responsibility,
and hence requires that no obstacles be put in the_way of
his decisions by external agencies.
The extent of this space should be ceduced fronm what we
have said about the relations of nerson to truth and person
to God. (cf. 3 c) |

Thé_ground of religious freédom is that no obstacle
must be puf to each human being acting res?onéibly in
establishing.relafions with Go< -and carrying out the duties

which derive from those relations.

‘Tor each individual the required extent of the right will

"follow from this prineinle:

"The rirht to relimious freedom should guarantee
the inviolability of sufficient space so that he
is not compelled to act azainst his conscience
or hindered from acting in accordance with it =
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1) in acts$ of worship, prlvate or publlc, 1nd1v16ual
or community:

2) in manifesting or diffusing religious truth

%) iﬁ;relatiﬁg all his activities ( including those
-~ which have temporal or earthly purposes) to

religious pr1n01ules. (Pavan)
(ch also Doc. o; the 1971 Synod "Justice in the
- Yorld™)

e) Tor Qommunities the extent of liberty should reléte

1) to the religious life proper

2) to the internal orgaﬁisation of the group
3) to the diffusion of beliefs

4) to giving a rellgloﬁs vitality to temporal

activities and institutions. This is clear in
D.H.4 )

Taliing account of the social reality

a) In totalitarian states

T) ﬁe see the prétegsion to dictate vhat the citizen
'15, what he ou"ht to EE&ELs what he ought to do:

- .this flows from the totalitarian conception that
man'isran instrument, i.e. the contrary of a
pe onu.(cf D.Ha 4)

2) as a consequence e see the pretension to confiné
religious freedom %o acts of privéte.worship, or
at most to public individual acts, and this on
tke assumption that reiigion vill in the end die.

~out anmong individuals and society.
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But it is written in the nature of things that
failing to recognise the right to religious
freedon mneans ovening up a gulf between veople
and power, whence follov reacticns ( dissent etc)
and violence.

To prevent man from manifesting his religious
convictions and from'giving.meaning to his life
through them is to violate man's dignity. Tor-
all are agreed that personal identity results from
a close connection between the three stages I
have indicated: nan is made to lknow the truth;
truth once known demands to be lovec; once loved,
it demands to be embodied in patterns of living.
This is the deisgn for harmonious personal
development. Ve need this coherence. If this
continuity is broken there is a v1olat1ng of the
dignity of the Uhole person.

b) In democratic social states in general

1)

2)

3}

It is agreed that relipious freedom is admitted

- in its full breacdth and

- according to its nature.
It is evident that the free exercise of religious
liberty is the root of all rights. Religious

liberty 'in fact signifies tThe maxinum exercise of

responsibility - that towards ultimate ends;

when a nerson is free in these decisions, he
insists on and practices all other freedoms and
respects the liberties of others. This is the
foundatlon of democracy

But it must also be aanovledgen that in some
democratic states religious 11berty lacks its

true élan; respect for its place is not genuine.
Such are laicist or neutralist states which confine

nenselves to the ne”atlve side of their duties
; (cf. infra).
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¢) Our realistic survey fordes us to consider also sonme very

N

closed or even 11t01e;art rellrlous r"roupsc

It lS enough to say

1) that theirxconﬂuct is analagous to that of totalitarian

regimes: they take over from the nerson the settlement
of his relations with God and with truth. "
2) they forzget that force or violence is never .a convincing
argument
3) they do harm to "their ovm" religious truth by 1mn1y1ng

-that it is 1ncanab1e of imposing itself.

' B RELIGION, FREEDOI: AND vU:BLIc AUTHCRITY

General Principles

a)

b)

Civil powers should never forget that religious activity

'transcends.of-its nature the domain of earthly and temporal

purposes, so that the competence of public powers in the

religious sphere is restricted. The state takes account of

all sides of citizenship, but the spiritual side is that

in wahich the citizenlwishes to have full autonomy.

A1l the sane,'?eligibus freedom is exercised in a social
context,‘that'of the conmon good, for wvhich public authority
is above all responsible. The ceneral ruling principle
vhich it should follqw'in the matter is indicated‘in

the encyclidal-“PaceL in Terris" no.60

It as agreed that in our time the common good is -
chiefly guaranteed when personal rights and duties are
naintained. The chief concern of civil authorities must
therefore be to ensure that these rights are acknowledged
respected, coordinated with other rights, defended and
promoted, so that in this way each one may more easily
carry out his duties. Tor to safeguard the inviolable
rights of the human nerson, and facilitate the fulfilment
of his duties, should be the essential office of every
public authority."



2."Acknowledse ancd. respect” Nelimious freedom:

The states should'bqw before the fight fo religious i‘feec’.om°
This right does not come from the state. The citizeﬁ bears
C———its imprint in his inviolable'pefsonal dignity. It is thié
that, in part, eﬁen vithdraws the citizen from’civil pover.
The state should .'aclmovledge and respect‘ this natural right,
i.e. abstain fron intervening to direct or ﬁinder religious

acts (D.H.3) so as not to o beyond its competence. (cf. D.H.6)

D Protéctiqn of ReiiﬁiOus-freedom by the state.‘

D.H.6: " The protedtioﬁ and'prométion‘of inviolable fights of
man ranks émong the'essentigl duties of govermment'. Public
authority is then bdund,_the decree poes on " to assume the
safeguard of the reiigious freeddm of all its qitizens.“lThe
juridical structure of states cannot therefore be deemed
conformable to justice if it does not offer to citizens
effective legal instruments for vindicating their rights.

It is rightly stressed that, given the nature of man and
the facts of life, it is almost impossibielfor personal

. rights to find effective lezal protection if the fundamental

povers of the state are concentrated in the hands of one person-
or one group of nersons. A clear delinitation and even a
suitable division of powers is therefore desirable, as Pacen

in Terris insists_(-67-8)
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4. Promotion of relimious freedon

LS|

Public authorlty is ooupd to promote religious freedom
and. facilitate its exercise. (D.H.66) It is bound also to take
care that the. means to iulfil theéir réligioué duties ére not wanting
to its citizens. in fact the only justification for public power
'ié the reaiisation of the common good, l.e. the creation of a
social eavironment in which men find the means and the stimulus-to

‘achieve their whole cdevelopment. Now the réligibus side is a

fundamental component of this flowering and its fulfilment has a

beneficial influence on social life,
The civil powers wduldugo beyond-théif cbmpetence if they
 tried to determine the content of belief or the ways of worship:
but this ddes not mean that they can rénounqe interest in.thé'ggggg
(e.g. land for building a church. should be provided fof in any

planning scheme).

5. No Discrimination
In generél we live in a period of religious pluralism and

separation of Church and State. This does not prevent'this or that
(,,/political community giving a special civi} standing to a particular
religion (cf. D.H. 6¢) Hisory is full of examples of this kind and
they are not lac“in? e#en in our day; nor can we be gure that the
Catholic Church would never again env1sa5e such a s:.tuatmn°
In such a case " _t is 1mperat1ve that the rlrht of all cltlzens

and religious bodies to religious freedom should be_recognlseu and

made effective in practice" (D.H. 6c)
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In a situation bf this kind it is natural that there should be
ratﬁer more social pressure ténding to pfejudice the equality of
all citizens before_the lav: this is why the Council declaration
calls for greater attention to the problém_bj public authority (D.H.6d)

6. . The nroblem of  limitations to the right of religious libert§='

tle know that men can abuse théiright to religidus freedom as
they can abuse any right. It is thé business of public authbrity
both to prevent and.to remédy'thése abuses. (D.H.7¢) Bﬁt interventions
" for thié purpose should not be arbifrary in manner. It is a tricky
natter to determine the criteria for deciding.if and when theré is
a duty ard right %Yo intervene. |
a) Two opoosLte dangers must be avoided:

- that indivicuals should uncer the pretext of religious freedom
dao things infringing the rights of others or harmful to the
welfare of society as a vhole. |

_ -- that government, pfetending that Jjustice demands it, should

- arbi%rarily restrict the right to réligiousffreedom,

b) the Coun011 declaaatlon anopted the criterion of Dubllc order
and laid dowm ore01sely the necessary elements in it: |
'(i) The fundamentals of common good, suchlas the effective
 protection of'righfs, the defence of public morality, the
saferuarding of the public peace. |
- (ii) +this public peace requires that life be lived in common on a
basis of true Justice. .
(iii) above all a coexistence'should be aimed at which 1is inépirgd

by the demands of objective moral orcer.
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It should not bé forgotten that by preventing abuses of religious
freedom the attention of citizens is directed to the true nature of
religion which should be professéd for the elevation of tHe human
spirit, not in ﬁiolation'of the rights of others or at the expense
of society. |

9. The basic eriterion

a) Wisely, having enumerated the constituent factors'of.puﬁlic order

D.H.7 adds "These norms. arise out of the need for effective safepguard
of the rights of all citizens and for peaceful settlement
of conflicts of rights. They flow from the need for an
adequate care of genuine public peace, which comes about
vhen men live together in good order and in true justice.
They come, finally out of the need.for a proper guardian-
ship of public morality. These matters constitute the basic
component of the common welfare: they are what is meant
by public order.

T'or the rest, the usages of society are to be the
usages of freedon in their full range. These require .
that the freedom of man be respected as far as possible,
and curtailed only when and in so far as necessary."

b) It is desirable then that relizious freedom should develop not
‘within an absolutist or totalitarian state but rather in a legal
democratic and social state. Better still if it be neither a

laique-neutralist state nor a confessional one. What is really

desirable is a democratic model which restricts itself to the duty

___-‘-_h-"‘-__'__—_-_'-’-'_‘-_——r‘“‘\- - - " - - -
and ripht of develoning positive action towards religious belief,

—

an action corresponding to the nature of religion. This is what

e

we have tried to bring out here.
F.Biffi
7th. October 1979
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Education for Dislogue in a Pluralistic World

Intfqdudticn

I begin with a situation. Alfred Hirsch, a2 Mannheim Jew,
stoond at the tfam-stup Lange RBtterstraBe in Mannheim on a
Sunday in January 1838. He was forced to emigrate and was
facing four years as a fugitive in Belgium and France. Then
he was brought from Gurs, a camp in the south of France to
Auschwitz. . |
Only some hundred yards from that tram-stop is St.Beniface,
a Catholic church, where during those weeks the instruction
for first Holy Communion had begun. The children were taught
the mystery of the communication of God with man in Jesus
Christ. fhe instruction, however, was without any reference
to the prevailing situation preparing: it did not help to

- appreciate that there were other Christian children for the

Lord’'s Supper in their own churches and it did not make the
children realize that there were Jdewish chidren whose families
in their Pascha still celebrate the feast of unleavened bread
Jjust as Jesus did with hiS disciples (cf. Edith Stain].1

I myself belung'to that age-group of first communion children
in Mannheim. It was only ‘now after 40 years later that I came
to -know of Alfred Hirsch's still unpublished correspondence
that made me aware of this terrible coincidence. That genera-
tion of Christians did not succeed in coming to a dialogue

with Alfred Hirsch, whe was murdered in Auschwitz. 2

Disposition

The subject "Education for Dialogué in a Pluralistic Worid”
has to try to illustrate ways and means of enabling children,
young people (and adults} to commit themselves in a Jewish-
Christian dialogus.

For a lecturer in religious education this is not a problem
to be solved by applying pedagogical methecds in a techniczal way

Dialogue cannot be achieved by the ways and means of cyberne-

“tics and behavicurism. A child’s and a young person's ability

for dialdgic behaviour is rooted in the process of developing
identity. I shall begin with this aspect (1), then deal with



the problem which arises when teaching absolute religious
values in a pluralistic society ( 2 and 3) , and finally the
consequences for a practical side of both communities of faith

have to be considered (4 and 5).

Th ability for religious Dialogue in a Pluralistic World
can only be acquired in a context of interaction where princip-

les supporting identity are in force.

The muitiple'prablem of how a human being acquires the faculty
of speech or dialogue in the ?isld of réligicus language in
Jewish or Christian faith will be illustrated by the theory of

symbolic interaction as it has been adopted in recent theory of

;EI;EEEEE_instructiﬁn. Religious socialisation can be under-
stood as a process. In this process the child in his interac-
tion with the adult contact person does not only come to know
the meaning of the world on the background of the religious
traditions of his own denomination. The child also finds out
who he is and who he is meant to be. This interaction conveys
not only the religious symhois of the parents and the knowledge
agf certain roles, e.g. that of praying in a divine service etc.
+++, but also zn identity of a religious dimension is built up.
The child feels what Israel felt with Isaiah and still feels
today:"...I have called thee by thy name; thou art mine when
thou passest through the waters, I will be with thee ... Fear
not: for I am with thee:" (43, 1bjy2a;5a).

A well-known central example of Jewish religious education is

. the Pascha which I quote according to Isaak Breuer: "Every

year in a Jew’'s lifetime the night returns,when Jewish father
explains to hiskchildren what it means to be a Jew ... the
questioning eyes of the child go over the brightly lit table
and meet the fzther's: what does all this mean? Then he begins
to tell themwhat happened as is written in the Haggada, this
ancient bill of freedom of the nation: we were the Pharao's
slves in Mizrajim ... Then God, our Lord, led us from there

with his streong hand an outstretched arm.” (Ex 15) 3

By identifying themselves with the Israelites of the Exodus

the children participate in their faith.and hope. They.learn
fwhat it means to be a Jew” as Isaak Breuer puts it. Such &

development of indentity in its religious dimension is a fun-



damental preconditiun for a dialogic behaviour. Thus signi-
ficant terms or-symbals are given to the children. It is im-
pﬁrtant that these do not come out of a religious tradition
Dniy. The father's realisation shows that they'are.alsa per-
sonally experienced and defined. Exodus, Pascha, the father,

as a Jew, and above all God become in this "learning process
~as living interaction” a personal and existential acquisition.
And this is of great importance in .the acquisition of religious
rites and symboles. |

More open than a ritual situation of cnmmunication.is the
following example of a conversation. Here also support of
identity, acquisition of religious symbols and religious
ability for dialogue can be found. A young religious education
teacher teslls us about his son: '4—yeaf—ald David asks me why
I cannot help the dead bird which he has seen lying on the
side of the road on his way to play-school for some days.

When I answer that nobody but the good Lord can help, David
asks me how great and.strang the good Lord is and why I am naot
the good Lord. I try to expiain-te him that I am just a man
and will have to die myself some time and that is why only the
good Lord can help the dead bird. By interpretingmy admission
not to be able to help and my self-explanation the child finds
out a new meaning for himself. _ :

The father cannot help the dead: if God can help, then he must
be st:dngar than the father. This is born out some weeks later..
The teacher goes on: "David can just prevent his two-years-old
brother Manuel from being run down by a car. In the evening
when he tells about the incident he addresses Manuel: "If I
had not pulled you back you wbuld be dead now. Then Daddy
cannot help you, only the good Lord because he.is mﬁch stronger
than Daddy.” 5

For the child religious learning takes place in open communi-
. cation. With his cognitive structure he can take an active
part in the acquisition oF.réligiuus symbols and thus of re-
ligious language. This is why heLCan applQ the symbols 'God’,
father',’death’, etc., of his own accord in the right way. If
we try to sum up how the ability is conveyed in both ritual
and free conueréatipn we find the following two constitutive

aspects: ©



a) The father, the child’'s partner, who is personally
involved and hears-witnéss to his own faith and hope,
gives a warrant for action: The framework for orientation
is that the father’'s talking and deing fit together.

bl Trusting in coﬁmunication for the explanation of the
situation. It is only a trust in advance that raises
_ the child's questien and makes him accept the symbols.
And the exposition of the father's identity, his admission
" that he cannot help the dead, depends in return on the
same trust. ' _

Only where these two principlaé of respnnsihility and the
two reciprocal Rihds of trust make up a safe setting for |
interaction, acquisition of language and aﬁility Por
dialogue can be achieved. It is only through acting and

through processes of interaction that children find a

- fundamental orieptation. Theoretical instructions are

inédeQuate fur_practica1 abilities.

In a pluralistic society religious educatien teaching
God's absolute demand is often questioned and challenged.

From Lessing (whe postulated that the revelation should

be transformed intc reason in order to give it a wider
plausibility) onwards BiBlical faith with its demand for
absolute truth has been confronted with many challenges.

The most important of these are: Ludwig Feuerbach's theory

of prnjéctiun which then was formulated for the socio-.
political sphere by Karl Marx; the relativism of _

Barthold Georg NieBuhr and David Friedrich Strauss, according
to which the truth of historical statements is cenditioned;
the gquestioning cf psychical processes By Sigmund Freud’'s
psychoanalysis, the negation of the validity of religious
thinking by different rationalistic systems of modern
scientific logic etc. The challenge to BiBlical faith with
its absolute claims has reached its culmination in the
sociological hypothesis that reality is a social construction

that truth can only Be found in what can be tested.'7



It is in many different ways that theologians have reacted
to the challenge of modern 'énlightened' thinking. They
trisd to point out how the claim for the absolute truth

of Biblical faith need not be formulated in a philosophical-
metapbysical way only, but can also be made evident in
actual history and in the context of everyday life.

I shall restrict myself to Karl Lehmann’'s sdggestion to
present the absolute values of the Biblical—Christian in
‘the category of the effectiveness in history (Geschichts-
machtigkeit). B The situation of religious education at
schools in different countries of the western world seems.
to be symptomatic for the problem of religious education
faced with the claim for relativism of the pluralistic

. society. For instance, religious education in CGreat
Britain, the USA, the Federal Republic of Germany, etc. It
is in the state school that the plurality of society is
reflected and where religious educatiun.as a suBbject

has to find a new legitimation.‘g Religious education

was critically'challepged By the pupils themselves who
asked about its usefulness and its context and partly

by the hriticism of the mass media and By party policies.
‘Teachers of religious education reacted in many different
ways. At any rate they tried to point out the importance

- of religion for the individual, for the meaning of life,
for the understanding of the religious traditions of other
cultures, and for respnnsiﬁility in society.

The results of this discussion are as follows: Theory and .
practice of religious education at schools are becoming
aware of a wider responsibility in society. For example,
better curricula on the religions of the world, including
Judaism, have Been drawn up. Another result: In the
catechesis outside the schools one triés to find a new
lahguage for the teaching of ?aith_ahprdpniate to the
challenge in a pluralistic society. ABove-all this
situation makes all those who Believe in the one God of
Abraham aware of their common needs and tasks. ’



Are they not . all challenged by what the speaker of Psalm 42
' 10 + :
It does not

seem presumptuous to me to hope that in this difficult time

experienced:"Where is thy God?” (42,3).

for our faiths and for religious education Christians can

find the way towards a dialogue with Jews after a long history
of hcstility,,ﬂs far as this question is concerned I am

above all aware of what Metz has said to Catholics about
"oecumenism after Auschwitz”: "It is a Christians’' moral
obligation to listen to what Jews have to say about their

11 There is an

experience of their faith in our time.”
incnmﬁarable test of heope and faith in those who belisved

in the one God in Auschwitz. It is one of the roots of

the Judaeo-Christian dialogue for all future to attend

to their légacy and to establish it together in this

‘society and not just to Be doﬁcernad; Religious edﬁcaticn.
needs Israel's faith as a standard. A faith which does not
separate "da ath® Adonai” from the Emunah - in J. H. Mewman's

words: In faith "talking is notRing compared with duing’“.'12

If we take these considerations and comBine them with the
ability for dialogue the following revisions concerning
symbolfc interaction will Be neccessary from a theological

point of view:

a) The 'effectiveness in hisfnry' - to use Lehmann’s phrase -
of the central symbols of the BiBlical-Christian and
the BiBlical-Jdewish faiths, - 1. e. the history of
their evolution and effectiveness makes it evident
that these symbols enjoy a transcendent status and
are somehow -independent of their acceptance both
By fndividuals and By whole peoples or cultures.

b) It is evident that the coritent of our faiths is not
samething we can determine. On the one Bhand this may
. be seen in the conditioned way.tﬁat individuals, peoples,

and cultureslaccspt-his content. But on.the other

fiand only those come to a rigﬁtrundersfandig who are
prepared to réspond‘tn the call without reservation.
Samuel’s fesponse is a model case: ;Speak'terd. for

thy servant ﬁéaretﬁ,“ (1 Sam 3,10)



c) The formation of symbols in interaction has to coincide
with the formation of symbols within the individual.
Abraham's faith, the Exodus (with Moses), and
prophetic speaking and acting in general, can only be
understood in this way. -

3. Although there.ia.ho substitute for what a family -can do
in-a pluralistic scciety;'Families need the help of the
congregation or communion of faithful in the socialisation
to faith. | -

Sociological studies during the last 30 years proved
that both the funmctinn of the family and esteem 'and
respect for it are still remarkably strong among young
people. L The studies and analyses, hﬁwever, show that
religious intéractinn or discussions seem to be of

-relatively low importance. 21 % of Germann young people

discuss "religious problems at home a couple of times

a month"” 14.

Another observation which describes the situation of religious
education in the family is essential at least as far as
Catholics are concerned. When transmitting systems of
religious values and norms the modern small family clearly
tends to ﬁg_private and individualistic; religious values

of the Church are passed on -‘in a subjective selection. 15

According to publications in pastoral theology families
taking an interest in the religious educatidn of their
children, and aBove all children from indifferent
Catholic homes, need the Felp of the congregation of the
faithful. A clear example iIs the Eucharistic instruction
as it has Become custnméry witﬁ tﬁe Confraternity of
Christian Doctrine and in the Federal Republic of Germany
during the last few years. In many parishes the instruction
is neither held as an individual preparation nor as
‘teaching whole age-groups. It is held by motﬁers.in small
groups under the parish priest's supervision. In such a
situation not only the parents's views and attitudes are
important for the child,. But also the comitment of the



lay catechists, the priest, the religious educatiocn teachers
and of the witness for faith of the whole_lncal parish.

Inspite of the different relationship of the Church

towards the Jews (in Vatican Council II and in the

Vatican guidelines) the practice of religious educatian

has not yet found the desiraBle and possible new

orientation (cf. Peter Fiedler's analysis of religious
: e

education Books, 1878). In his analysis, which will béﬁ
oublishad early in 198080 Paker Fiedler (whagds lecturer
for New Testameﬁt exegesis and religicus education at
L8rrach's College of Education) studied all officially
licensed religious education Books and instruction
models including the School BiBle and curricula for
Catholic religious education-from the time of the decree
"Nostra Aetate IV” of the Vatican Council II up to the
present. I shall oniy quote some of Fiedler's findings
summed up and:listed.accofding to the five central
categories of the Jewish faith which we worked out in our .

preparation for the two symposia of Catholics énd Jews.

The categories afe: Covenant ,
ConiEiike

"As far as the Israelite idea of God is concerned (in
religious education:Books), it is still not thr rule to
give God the features of fatherly/motherly mercy, of love
and of redemption. It is insinuated and claimed repeatedly
above all with regard to Jesus®' teachings that these
features were added By him to the idea of God as it is
found in the 0ld Testament and iIn Equy Judaism. God's

covenant with Israel is  mostly represented with a

' great deal of understanding, But as soon as the New

Covenant is approached, the former is viewed increasingly

negatively. This even goes so far as to say that it

' ceases to exist. Israel is generally acknowledged as the

e
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'land of the Bihle'. There is, however, a certain shynsess

in mentioning the religious. dimension which the land has

. for Judaism by combihing the present with the ancient Israel.

An essential feature of the God's of Israel loyalty to

his promise of the land is thus concealed”. The religious
education books show "that the acknowledgement cof Israel

as God's chosen people is not questioned for the pre-Christian
era. In most cases, however, there is no room fer

Judaism aft;?rtha_New Testament because nmow—the—Church
an_pgmnla".... One also gets the

impression that the presentation of the ministry of Jesus
is too generally aimed at his failing in Israel. As far
as Israel's messianic bopes are concerned, religious
educatfah Books give the iﬁpressicn "that everything was
lined up straight towards Jesus as the hoped for Messiah.
On such & Background the rejection of Jesus which went

as for as the crucifixion can dnly mean serious guilt,

even though this is not stated expressedly.” 18_

As far as Books on history of the Church are concérned.
it can Be said that the presentation of Judaism and its
relationship to Christianity ends with the time of the

New Testament.

These results concern the average of tﬁe religion education
Books and are not true for some of tﬁe most recent '

17 The discrepancy

publications in religious education.
between the Vatican guidelines of 1975 and the everwhelming
majority of Catholic.religious education Books, however,
shows that the introductory steps towards an aBility

for dialogue of children, young people and adults have’
hardly Been taken. - The guideliﬁas state: " The 01d
Testament and the Jewish tradition Based on it must not

be seen in such a contrast to the New Testament that

it only seems to be-a religion of justice, fear, and
lawfulness without any a2ppeal to love for God and the

| neighBour.” (cf. Deut 6,5; Lev 19,18; Matt 22,34-40)

and “The_ﬂistary of Judaism does not end with the

destruction of Jerusalem.” L
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Teaching an ahility for Jewish-Christian dialogue

demands comprehensive structures for all the different

ages in the fields of education and learning of the family,

of the catechesis in the parish, u? réligious education

at schools and of adult education of the church. The following
orientation for the practice primarily refers to the situation

of religious education In the Federal Republic of Germany. 19

.0Ff decisive impdrtance for the educatien for attitudes to

values in early childhood up to the age of six are above

~all the attitudes of the child's adult partners in the

family and the Kindergarten. W. G. Allport found that

prejudices (as soecial attitudes towards other groups)

‘are developed by children from their fourth year, when
L .

they discove ir own ego—idaﬁEEE;-and their Belonging

to aﬁgznup. e The stories about Jeshé. for inétgnce.

are very important for Building up or preventing
anti-Jewish prejudices. These buElicatians in religious
education for the different age-groups are important
because parents who take an interest in religious education
are often looking for appropriate help.

Therefore it is not irrelevant when a BiBle for children

——presents Pontius Pilate as a sensitive man with sympathies

with Jesus, who did not know "tHat the people were so angry
with Jesus. They all shouted: 'Away with Jesus! Set

21 Another example: The impréssiun is

Barabbas free!’'”
given that Jesus was no Jew, that the Pharisees were
"offended- and irritated” By His compassionate thinking,

and that Caiphas sentenced HAim to death. 22

We can -call it a fundamental didactic rule for the
education to faith during early cﬁildhccﬂ that élready
the central theological content determining the
relationshiﬁ between Jews and Christians is valid.

We summed up this content with the term "Jesus as a Jéw”:
Jesus' Jewish origin, Jesus' authority and the problem

of the responsibility for his death. 43 -
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This'task of education and information in its most simple
form concerns first and foremost parents, pedagogues'

in Kindergartens and authors of Books for children. They

~are the people where the change for a new curriculum, in

line with the new determination of the relationship of
Cahtolics towards Jews, has to bBegin, as it has been expressed
by the Vatican Council IT and later publications of the
Teaching Office of the Church. Parents and pedagogues in
Kindergartens are doing bBasic work here because they

either hand down the prejudices they were taught themselves

or change to new attitudes or information.

Although I agree with Janucz Karczak, who holds that
everything depends decisively on the teacher's positive
attitude towards the child and that Blunders in educaticon

L there can he no

will eventually correct themselves .
doubt, however, that in.teaching the ability for dialogue
between Christians and Jews the general attitude of the
child's parents is of decisive Importance. This task is
also relevant for theological details which have to be |
formulated and taught specially (in the form of adult

éducatiun in the Eﬁurcﬂi.

In late childhood (R. Oerter) Both religicus education
in schools and catechesis in the parish are in most
countries decisively'relevant for the children’'s religious

education.

I shall stress three main points as examples of the
encounter with Jewish faith in past and the present.
Teaching the eucharist: it is one of the most important
aspects of theology and religious education concerning
eucharist classes that the instftution of the Lord's
Supper By Jesus has to Be explained In accordance with

the Paschal meal and its context in tﬁe history of salvation. 28



A certain aloofness and strangeness is found in this

text which does not make clear, either to the children

or the instructor of the eucharist classes, what

Edith Stein wished for in her diary: "The first communion
children” should learn "that the feast of 'the unleavened
bread', the remembrance of the exadus of the children of
Israel out of Egypt is still celebrated today just as
Jesus dic with his disciples ... since the destruction

of the temple in Jerusalem the Paschal lamb is no longer
slaughtered. But the master of the house while spsakiﬁg
the prescribed préyers still distriBbutes the unleavened
bread and the bitter Berbs which are meant to recall

the misery of the exile. He still RAlesses the wine and
reads the account of the people’s liberation out of

Egvpt.” 21

We should therefore pay special attention to
Eugen Fisher's suggestion that descriptions of the
Paschal Feast of the'Jawisﬁ congregations of today be

made available to children and adults in eucharist instruqtion.a

The instruction for the sacrament of penance and reconciliation:
Godfs Spirit who calls man to repentance on the way to

the divine instruction and salvation is active with the
-prophets of ancient Israel and with the believing Jews

of today in their faithfulness to the Tora, God’'s instruction

and grace. (cf. Z. J. WerBlowski)

In the context of pointing out the activity of God's
Spirit (as it is usual in preparing the children for

the sacrament of penance and reconciliation and together
with the impressive presentation of the prophets’ call
to repentance) the Spirit'SJWDPRing, his call to do
"Teschuva”, in the Israel of today has also to Be shown.

With eight-yaar;old children this Is of course limited

for psycﬁslugical reasons. But it can Be continued in

- the instruction for comfirmation. 28 For religiocus
education in the primary schools in the Federal Republic

of Germany we find in the fZiélFeldarplan" a very important

and praiseworthy aim: the fourth-year children have to
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-know about "the connexion between the Jewish faith of

today and that of the 0ld Testament” (Zielfeld 424).
If, however we take a look at the suggestions in the
"Grundlegung” we find that this aim is not mentiaoned

at all among compulsory intentions and among the
compulsory contents at the very end. We must therefore
suspect that it will Be neglected for reasons of time,
if the teacher is not particularly interested in it.

In "Exodus 4", a text-book for childfen, there is a
paragraph entitled "From the History of Israel”, but
strahgsly enough it ends with the title "The Destruction
of Israel by the Baﬁylonian Kings” 30. In the same

book, when the religious:traditions of different cultures
are treatsgimuslims and even Hindus are named, But not

the Jews.

In the age-group 10 to 16 years earlier training has to
he continued and attitudes have to Be revised. In the
time -of the puBerty, where according to Erik H. Erikson
the integration or transformation of the different forms
nf the ego-identity takes place, the "Zielfelderplan”
specially treats the reiigiqns. and leaves ample space
for ‘the presentatfon of Judaism and its relationship
tn_Ehristianity.-az Here I shall not try to revise the
suggestion fer the curriculum or criticize the scarcely
11lustrated chapter of this text-Book "Zielfelder RU 7/8" 2,
but I want_tu stress that Both the children and the
religious education teacher have to treat this subject
fundamentally, in a time where an important phase

in the development of the personal autonomy Begins for

young people. In the ‘instruction for confirmation - at

the age of 12 to 15 - the Impertance of God’'s Spirit

for Israel in tHe past and the present has to Be mentioned
again, just as I pointed ocut for the sacrament of penance

and recanciliation. In this context the escﬁatological



aspect is also very important, the common future of the
people of the Covenant and the Church, altﬁough'ekpected
in different ways. Both want to Be lead by God’s Spirit
through history as the histnfy of salvation or by the
Spirit of Jesus Christ in thReir own special way. In the
text-book for confirmation published by the Munich
Ordinary 4% it is suggested that dialogue with the
neighbouring Protestant parish Be arranged as a part of
the instruction for conFirmatinh. I suggest that a dialogue
with the local Jewish community - if it is possible -

or with a representative of present Believing Judaism-
also be arranged. With him the young people preparing
for confirmation could discuss their hnpe-inﬁﬁod in

this world. In this context what Hans-Jochen Gamm said

as early as 1966 is right. Antisemitism can only be
overcome By living information and Getter knowledge. This
knowledge can only Be stahilifzed in a dialogue and the
possiBility to identify oneself with individual
destinies. For young people this is a much Better way.

to come te an understanding of the "Holocaust”. All this,
says Gamm;-"can oﬁly-ﬁe achieved in class, group or
individual ‘talks, where mutual respect and partnership

in the social and historical situation can Be found.
Removing prejqdices depends on the teacher's style of

leadership. 33

For young people of the "Sekundarstufe II" in High Schools
and Colleges for Further Education a fundamental and
systematic treatment of ‘the problem of the relationship
between Jews and Christian has—to be undertaken. With
adolescence the development of the personality "begins,

so that attitudes and notions of this crucial periocd are
of special impertance”and can have an effect on the

entire life of the pupils. 36

(In this phase of the fundamental discussion of the
significance of the Jewish religion.I want to point out that
already the Jerusalem Targum tradition understood and

explained the Jewish Paschal Feast under four aspects:



not only as remembrance of the Exodus out of Egypt,,aé
I said before, but also as. the feast of commemoration
of the creation, as the mystery of Jishak's Agedah and

as the mystery of the eschatolngical-salvation.-37

Thus the connexion with the meaning of the Christian
'"Mystarium paschale” becomes evident. Very encouraging
is the curriculum for the 11th year of the "Gymnasium”
in Baden-Wirttemberg, where a special course of six
maonths on Judaism can Be chosen from the existing

39

learning units. And now well-founded teaching-aids

are available for it.

"An open field for the establisbhment of a new relationship
between Jews and Christians is provided on Catholic
Youth - Activities. Three aspects at least are favourable

for it: Young people are particularly open for the confrontation
with Auschwitz. This is not only Born out By the reaction

to the filmabout Helocaust, but aiso by the participation

and the concern of young people at the congresses of

the Catholics fn FreiBurg in 1978 and of the Protestants

in NuremBerg in 1g7g, 40 From the experience of ecumenical
- youth activities the same open-mindedness can be expected,
if the good example of popes Paul VI and John Paul II

can inspire the young generation.

The decree "Yﬁutﬁ-Activities” of the Commeon Synod states
that "the ecumenical character of our Church ... today is
taken for grantéd By young people.” 43'And especially

here one can rage with the other aims and tasks of the
youth activities of the Church to understand Jews as "our
elder Brothers and sisters in faith"”. The high interest
both in the world religions and in the destructive cults
of a part of our young generation indicates that it is
looking for acceptable ways of l1iving, -in our pluralistic
world where values are bBeing quésticned. Here they can
come to an essentially new perspective and also to a
Better understanding of.the roots of our own faith by
Béing confronted with the Jewish religion which was put

to the test in an extraordinary Ristaory of suffering.
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This may result in a new effort on the part of Christians

to try to avoid the faults and crimes of the past.

In- accordance with J.H.Newman's prihciple of "persanal
influence as the means of propagating (revealed) truth”
it has to be postulated that those responsible for educa-

tion are themselves experienced in dialogues

It is of decisive importance that those responsible

 for the ability for dialogue, mothers and fathers,

teachers and priests must be experienced in dialogue

themselves.

What J.H.Newman said in his fifth Oxford University
Sermon (of 1832) about personal influence as a means to
propagate truth, was primarily aimed at the necessary
reforms of the Anglican Church and ét the preparation
of Anglican Christians for this work in the service of
Revelation. His principles, however, can be transferred
to what Jewish-Christian dialogue is abnutJ-In both cases
it is important Service to God's will for men. In both
cases human reason and ideas for the overcoming of
existing difficulties are not sufficient. And in both
cases it is not only a-queétinn of intellectual truth,
but also of the attitude towards ethical truth.%?
Newman formulates the principle of teachihg existential
truth when he says about revelation:” ... it did not

preserve itself in the world as a system, not by

. books, arguments, and not by wordly power, but thfough

the. personal influence of those men who are teachers and
examples of truth at the same time."43 The propagation

f revelation depends not (only) on intellectual under-
standing, but also on a change in man's heart. Therefore
mere information is not sufficient. What men need is

example. This is also true for the education to dialogue

.between Jews and Christiéns. Here teachers cannot exclude



a personal involvement and restrict themselves to
teaching facts only. This aim can.only be achieved if
the teacher islwilling and sble to become personally
involved in this process.” Teachers havé to be witnesses

to the faith i.e. to verify God's witness.” L8

As far as Newman'S'réferenee to the moral implications
necessary for a change in the heart is concerned,

we see the prqblem_a? prejudices mentioned here which

can only bé shown adequately in a broader explanation.

I can only refer to A.Mitscherlich, who gquotes W.G. Allport:
" +.. preliminary prejudices will become |
prejudices if they cannet be abandoned after new information
has become available.”45 If it is right that

only those can give up prejudices who are ungrudging

4?), then believers

and well-balanced (Max Horkheimer
see themselﬁes faced with an ambivalent case. On aene

hand the membérshib in groups, and alsd in religious
groups, is disadvantegous whenever the relaticn to

the group in unbalan'c:ed_.47 On the other hand, it is

quite impressively true what Hans-Bernhard Kaufmann has
discovered. One speciFiC'aspectlof the spiritual work

of a believer is to abandon his own prejudices: " the last
prejudice which hardens man against God ié that man clings
to the world as it is and opposes its creative regeneration
and trans?ormatian“.ga The overcoming of hidden
anti-Semitism is a basic step of the "transformation?®"

of the Christian and the Churqh. 48

The correct Christian attitude towards Jews can only

be taught by the personal influence of teachers

and. these have to do spiritual and of course intellectual
work. These persuppositions make itnecessary to give
important and clear impﬁlses to courses in the field of
Adult Education of the Church in the near future. I think
it is best to include fhe.relaticnship between Jews and
Christians and especially the Jews’' experiences of faith

in theirlhistnry and present in the much asked for

subject of religious education for children. It is important
for the Adult Education of the Church that both a pagnifive
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and an emotichal widening of the horizon is achieved. -
Cognitive - By showing how antijudaistic and polemical
texts in Holy Scripture can Be handled when they

are related or heard in services. I know from my own
experience that St. John'sPassion as it is presented
everywhere on Good Friday raises quéstions of prejudices
among young people. The change has alsoc to Be emotional
in so far as those taking part in adult education
courses acquire a new attitude towards the Jews as the
elder brothers and sisters of the faith in the one
Gud‘and Father. They alsc have to Be made conscious

of the fact that the instructions for love and mercy
are common to Both. They have also to know about

common notions of hope, even though Christians and

Jews partly give different reasons for it. -

I shall end with a situation. In March 1979 twenty-one
lecturers and students of the theology department of
FreiBurg University went to Jerusalem to spend a week

of personal contact and study at the Hebrew-University.
They sought diaipgue about the determination of relationship.
between Christians and Jews. With tke help of Interfaith-
Committee a series of lectures was arranged. It was

hard intellectual and physical-wcrk, But all those _
taking part were prepared to undertake it. Most of them

were confronted for the first time with the Jewish

view on antijudaistic statements in tAe New Testament

and the iImportance of the HeBrew BiBle for the present
faith of the Jews. Moreover a visit to the Sinai Desert

and the sunny Sea of Tiberias were an important existential
impression of the Promised Land of Israel’s Eretz. The

time in the KiEBuz Sde Nehemia meant meeting Jewish

people of deeﬁ sensiBility and energy. Al

When the groups met two mentfAs after returning from Israel
it was evident that thefr ideas about Israel and their
attitude towards Israelis had changed, and that their
Christian view of the determination of the relationship
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to Judaism was more precise and detailed. As feligious
education teachars_thsy will be able to see antijudaistic
polemics in historical texts critically from their own
experience. They will show their solidarity with ;sraél’s
faith and hope in the salvation. The experiment of:
university didactics, which was difficult to organize,

had accomplished one of its purposes: In a different way
than pést generations these teachers of religious
education will present a positive view of, K Jews and the
Jewish faith and initiate an aBility for dialogue in their

“teaching.
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It is a privilege to participate in so significant a Consultation as our
F;?i wb L J’Lw” ,Jc

gathering this week}/dt?illng ag=itxdoee with fundamental issues of concern to two
é‘\.ﬁ‘é M s ¥

'grea.t faith-communities, the.opigins—ofhich-ga-baek™Po the ancient world ,)na.ve sur-

vived the centuries of medievalism and now in the modern era still pcmsesé the power

‘to guide, instruct and inspire mankind  cowmebs VI R——an— s A
These Consultations possess an additional dimension of importance deriving from
et ahKvece avd Jove
the spirit of candor aed caritag ) inding us all together. The great Ha.s:.dic rabbi,

Levi Y:Ltzhak of Berditchev was wont to say that he had learned the meaning of love

from & drunken peasant. The rabbi had occasion to visit the owner of a tavern in the
Pnlish countryside. As he wélked in, two peasants were sea.teci at a table far gone in
their cups, putting 'l:;heir arms arouﬁd one -another aqd protesting how much they loved
each other. Suddenly, Ivan said to Peter, "Peter, tell me what hurts me?" “How do I
know what hurts you?" Peter asked. Ivan's answer was sxfii‘t; "If you don't know what

hurts me, how can you say you love ﬁe?" That, said Rabbi Levi_Yitzhak, is the true

! “& g
~definition of love. It is in this spirit of candor and caritas that we are met here

WQ 2+ e i

;z:[d;_f/ ﬁbmaw Q#Mcfe:-q ? 32:

/1y Cusld b ]
i&y /Eﬁxe to discuss religious liberty from the Jewish perspective. .
é’bg '777da’c=c.-*-r = < H,a,ﬁ vﬂ('ff __iu r..[ »/} f’a-’/‘ ’Ac l‘:o'u,r-rzl-d GW!

Sacred Scriptures of the Judeo-Chrxst:.an tradition contain the most
th 'ﬁ*J’ H/ &<
exulted ethical teaching known to humanity. Yet nowhere ls ref:.g:.ous liberty, hcweve

Y S
i.nterpreted, set forth either as a right of the individual or as an obligation of

e, The-—= T
society toward its members. &Qreat classical works in )&'edieval Jewish philosophy froo
N

SM and Crescas and, I believe, the imposing theological treatises
of the Cl';;::-ch Fathers and the Christian scholastic theologians, do not offer any dis-
cussion or ‘analysis of the concept. The repositories of religious law, the Talmud
and E?Lgfé::ges in Judaism, and the great repositories of Catholic canon law do not
deal with this concept except indirectly in referring to heretics. I know no tradi-

e
tional ethical treatise, in which Judaism is particularly rich, which includes e
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religious liberty as a virtue, and I would imagine that the same situation prevails

in Catholic ethical literature.

To be sure, there were individual great-souled believers who had recognized

the ideal of freedom of conscience before the modern era. History also knows of a
few religiously motivated cginmunit.ies which had established :_religious ﬁ'éedom be-

fore the eighteenth century. - ‘
Perhaps the earliest instance of such societies is the Chazar kingdom in

Central Russia, between the Volga and the Don rivers, which lasted from the sixth

=L AN _
rt

to the tenth century. The Tartar rulers and upper classes of Chazaria had adopted

Judaism as their faith in the eighth century, and they accorded full religious libert
et

to Christians and Moslems as well. The Dutch kingdom established by the Protesta’ﬁt

———e - B = o -

William the Silent in the sixteenth century adopted the principle of tolei'ation,

- -3 » \
though there were limitations on the doctrire in practice. The Puritan dissenter

Roger Williams established the colony of Providence Plantations, or Rhode Island,

'in the New _Wt_);'id, making full freedom of conscience the basis of the commonwealth.
The Catholic Lord Baltimore extended the right of worship to Protestants. But these
were isolated and exceptional cases. |

By and large, the principlé of freedom of conscience became widely held and

increasingly operative only with the Age of Reason. This revolutionary epoch shook

both Jews and Judaism to their foundations thrdugh the impact of two related yet

distinct forces, the Emancipation and the Enlightemment. In the wake of the liber-
__-__.___,_.--——-—'_-——-__

tarian ideals of the new age, the Emancipation broke down the walls of the ghetto

throughout Western and Central Europe and admitted the Jews of Europe to full-

fledged citizenship in the lands of their sojourning. In the process, the structure

of the Jewish con':_munity and its authority over its members




were all but completely dissolved, the only bonds remaining being purely voluﬂ;
tary on the part of individual Jews:

Even before the Emancipation was complete, the Enlightenment had begun to -
undermine many of the presuppositions of traditional religion. Christianity had
met major challenges before and was therefore able to fend off these attacks with
a fair measure of success. Judaism, which for centuries had been isolated from
the mainstream of Western culture, found itself almost helpless before the imbact
of the Enlightemment, particularly at the outset. The various schools of thought
in contemporary Judaism represent different efforts at meeting the challenge of

the modern world. 4 - = . % -

Yet, however unsettling the ideas of the Enlightemnment proved to traditional

" - I am tempted o say, compelling -
religion, they had the positive influence of creatlng/é spirit of mutual telerance
it oL mnu

among the great faiths. Lessing's famous drama, Nathan der Weise, highlighted the

new spirit, The drama, which had a Mohammedan Sultan and a JeW1sh sage as its pro-
fagonists, contained the famous parable of "the Three Rings." These rings, which
were identical in appearance, had been fash;;;;E‘E;hg_Eggﬂer for his three sons,
because he could not bear to give his priceless.. ancestral heirloom to any one of 1.
them. The overt message of the parable was clear. The three rings symbolize the
three monotheistic religions, ' Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, all of which re-
presaﬁtlr . .o of God's 10?3 for His creatures and of the reverence they
owe Him in return. Scarcely beneath the surface was another implication - none of
the three faiths can reasonably insist that it aloﬁe represents the true revgla—
tion of God and should therefore be granted a privileged_position in a free society
| While there were individual saints and sages who had found it possible %o

unite* tolerance of diversity with a fervent attachment to their own vision of God,

for most men freedom of religion was the fruit of the rise of secularism. With

—

———— i e S

the weakening of rellalous attachment among large segments of the population came

the conviction that "one religion is as good as another.” This pronouncement is,




in many cases, a euphemistic restatement of the unspoken sentiment that one
religion is as bad as another. But whatever its motivations, secularism is -
to be credited with making freedom of religion not only a working principle

but also an ideal goal for modern men. In this sense, if we may adopt a

S
phrase of Horace M. Kallen, secularism may be described as the will of God.
s s
IT
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Whlle we may be truly grateful for this gift of the spirit, it is eumdunt

vl L.O
he ideal of religious liberty on secular foundations suffers from several

grave limitations. Tts first obvious weakness is that, given its secular ori-

gin, the principle of religious liberty wﬁuld work best where religious loyalty

is weakest or nonexistent. If the soil from which freedom of conscience grows

ds religious indifference, that'regaéds‘ali'religions as equally lack- '

ing in' value, it is obvious thﬁt e Ceel . o of the pr;g;iﬁle will lose most
gh .

ofits 6ff30t1VEHEHSfor those who regard religion as possessing/significance in
be unable to command the allegiance of

human life.::Above-ally1 it will/those who ‘look upon their own religious tradition
- lacking in all others.
as possessxng 2 unigue measure of truth/ Yet the history of mankind has shown

that the doctrine of freedom of conscience is most essential in instances where
religious loyalty ié fervent and_the danger of hostility to those outside the
group is gorrespondingly greater. Thus a secularly motivated doctrine of reli-
gious liberty can serve least where it is needed most.

Moreover, liberty of conscience i "ﬁgwular framework can create, at best
only a truce and not a state of peace among the religious groups. This trucg is
dependent upon the presence of a secular policeman, be it the State or a society
in vhich religious loyalties are weak. On the other hand, if the members of a
given social order hold their religious commitments.fErvently, neither law-
enforcement agencies, nor official opinion, nor ezgg a constitution is likely to
sustain religious liberty in practice for long (_I%/éupreme Court Justice William

about Amerlca,

0. Douglas is right in his now famous d1ctum/ 'le are a religious people whose

jnstitutions pre-suppose a Supreme Being," freedom of religion will be in grave
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Jeopardy when Americans take their pretensions to religiosity seriously, if the

r

doctrine remains rooted only in a secular world view. ’

This threat to religious liberty is not merely theoretical. The past few
years have witnessed the rapid growth of religious cmmnitmentlon many levels among
the American people. There has been a massive increase in the number of "born agai
Christians” primarily in Evangelicﬁl Protestantism, but not limited to thesé denom-

<
inations. In Judaism, a marked increase of Ba‘alei teshuvah, "repentpnt Jews re-

turning to the tradition," has been noted primarily in Orthodoxy but also in the
other interpretations of Judaism. In addition to these Estabiishment éhurches,
there has been a prolifbration of cults, Oriental and pseudo-dfiental, and newly
invented "spiritual” movements all promising relief from the modern ills of aliena-
tion, loneliness, f&ustration and anomie, generally by demanding uﬁquestioning
obedience to some charismatic leader and the severing of all links to.parents,
general society and secular CUlﬁu;e. For them, a secular theory of religious

liberty is suspect, if not meaningless, ab initio. The only hope that they will

arrive at a modus vivendi in a pluralistic society lies in the articulation of a

religious basis for religious liberty.
\’_'_____,____..._._________________,__._-—-—-—-.

Finally, even if religious believers accept the practice of rellgious libert;
but do not relate it to their religious world view, it will have no binding power
upon their consciences. They may extend freedom of religion to those who differ

with them, but it will be, at worst, a grudging surrender to force majeure, and, at

best, a counsel of prudence, limited in scope and temporary ,in application.
Unless a nexus is established under the religious tradition to which the be-
liever gives his allegiance and the doctrine of religious liberty, he will still bt

in danger, even if he takes no overt act in that direction, of violating the divine

commandment, "You shall not hate your brother in your heart" (Leviticus 19, 17).
‘\'-_I.._..‘-——'—'_"'_'_-—“_ - :
Thus the integrity of the ethical code by which he lives will be gravely compromis¢
In sum, a secular doctrine of religious liberty suffers from all the liabilii

to which secular morality as a whole is subject?' It can deal only with gross mal=-

feassance and not with the subtler offenses of attitude and spirit - what the Talm
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"matters entrusted to the hﬁrj;iJror can it supply the dynamic for an enduring
\_‘_‘“__-_———'—_...___ =
allegiance to the ideal, even when it is within the power of a given group to im-

por;e its will on others.

For all these reasons, it ié necessary for each religious tradition which
takes seriously its obliga.tion to live and function in a pluralistic society to go
back to its own resources in order to discover what it can contribute to a reli-
giously oriented theory of religious liberty. This article seeks to explore t'h-e ba:
in Judai;m for a doctrine of freedom of conscience.

Thege theoretic weaknesses inherent in a doctrine of religious liberty defivi|
from secularism a.‘;e :gt: ;{1!3 retic. Many of the acute danger-points on the earth's
surface today are deep-seated cc.mﬂir_:ts among groups who are passionate in their
a,&herence to their religious beliefs. It is from their faith that they draw the

seemi'pgly endless energy for ;nternecine conﬂict%the name of the)_r rellg:i.on
that they justify their unwillingness to lay down their weapons “and seek a peaceful
solution to their problemsl. Ve ha:.ve only to call to mind the Catholic-Protestant j
civil war now going on for decades in Ireland, the tragic bloodletting between Chri
tian and Moslem Arabs in Lebanon and the unending series of judicia.l murders being "
perpetrated in Iran by adherents of the Ayatoullah Khumeini in the name of the Prop
of Islamcﬂ The slightly older agony of Bangladesh and the continuing strife between
Hindus and Moslems in India supply additional proof that where religious convictioq
are fervently maintained the concept of religious liberty is tragically difficult t
inc\j te. Here secularism is totally irrelevant, indeed meaningless.qlf religiou
liberty is to be established as an ideal to which men will give their allegiance,
each religious tradition must take seriously its obligation to live and function i.q
a pluralistic society and go back to its ;‘:t; sources in order to discover what it
can contribute to a religiously-oriented theory of religious liberty. This pa.per

vebiqiius

seeks to explore the bases in Judaism for a doctrine ofA reedom of=consciense.

IIT

At the outset, it should be noted that the concept of religious liberty

possesses three distinct yet related aspects. Like so many ethical values, its

roots lie in the instinct of self-preservation. In other words, the first and




oldest aspect of religious liberty is the right which a group cleims for itself

to practice its faith without interference from others. The extension of this

right to other individuals and groups is a great leap forward both in time and
insight, which requires centuries to achieve and has all too often rema.ineci un-
attained to the present day. Indeed, even in our age, instances are not lacking
of groups in virtually every denomination who define the right to religious |
liberty as the right to deny religious liberty to those who differ with themf—

In this respect, religious liberty is no different from any basic right,
such as freedom of speech or assembly, which is first fought for and achieved

by a2 group in its own bzhalf. Only later - and often half-heartedly ~ is freedom

of conscience extended to other groups who differ in belief and practice. Fin-
ally, the third and most difficult stage in religious liberty emerges - and it is

far from universal -~ when a religious group, dedicated to its belief and tra&ition

is willing to grant freedom of thought and action to dissidents within its own ran

The Jewish people ‘ﬂgage playe_:d a significant role in the emergence gf ;eli..
‘gious liberty in its first aspect, With regard to the two other aspects, u;: be-
lieve that Judaism and the Jewish historical experience have some significant
insigﬁts to offgr a.ll_ men. Finally, no other large religious group has as great
a stake in the present and future vitality of the doctrine as has the Jewish
community. -

It is true that virtually every religious group finds ;tself a minority in
one or another corner of the globe and, unfortunately, can point to infractions
.of its right to worship and propagate its faith. Protestants were long exercised
? ‘;erfe sitvation in Spain and parts of Latin America. Cathol_i.cs are troubléd by the
status of the Church in communist lands. Christians generally find themselves in
difficult positions in parts of Africa and in Moslen autocracies in the Middle

East,
Jews have had the sorry distinetion of being a mmority almost efvermrhere

- and always. In the thlrty-s:.x hundred years that separate Abraha.m from David

L
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ben Gurion, the Jewish people have been master of their own destiny as an in-

N
dependent nation in Palestine for a small fraction of their history. This status

{oon - g4t B0
prevailed less than five hundred years during the days of the First Temple, for
\_\‘—-—‘-"._-'-_""\-‘____ R

eighty years during the Second Temple, and now during the thirty-one years -

-«-_________.""'.-_-____--_""‘-——
1< of the State of Israel in our day. These six hundred years constitute no

—— e,
more than one-sixth of the recorded history of the Jews. Moreover, even during

e e

—
these periods of independence and autonomy, there were large Jewish communities

_——outside Palestine, more populous by far than the Jewish population in the home-
land. The survival of the‘se_-Dia.spora communities was directly dependent on the
degree of religious liberty they enjoyed. Hence, the curtailment of religious:
liberty may pose a major problem for all denominations; it is an issue of life
and death for the Jewish groﬁp,‘.f;'

There is, théfefore, hi;ébric Justice in.the fact that the people for whom
relligious liberty is so fu-ndamentail were the first to take up arms in defense of
this right. The eafliest recorded war for religious liberty is the struggle of
the Maccabees against the Syriqn Greek King Antiochus Epiphanes, which broke out
in 169 B.C.E, The Maccabean struggle was “launched * not for the_sake of politi~

—— _
cal liberty, territorial aggrandizement, national honor, or booty. It represented
{ the armed resistance of a group in Palestinian Jewry who were resolved to protect

their religious faith and way of life in a world where a determined effort was

being made to impose the uniform pattern of Hellenistic culture and pagan reli-

\ gion on the entire Middle East.

Had the Maccabees : not fought, or had they fought and lost, the Hebrew
annihilated
Scriptures would have been destroyed, Judaism would have been /- . Christianity

would not have been born, and the ideals of the Judeo-Christian heritage, basic

to Western civilization, would have perished. There was, therefore, ample justi-
Christian
fication for the practice of the early/Church, both in the East and West, which

celebrated a festival on August 1 called "the Birthday of the Maccabees,” testify-

—

ing to the debt which Christianity, as well as Judaism, owes to these early,

b

intrepid defenders of freedom of conscience. ' -




Thus the loea stfuggle was launched for the first and oldest aspect of-
: came into being.

the concept of religious 11berty/ From that day to this, there bave been com-
munltles which have conceived of religious liberty almost exclusively in terms
of their right to observe their own beliefs and practices. For such a gronp,
the degree of rellgious liberty ih a given 'society is measured by the éxtent
.to which it, and it alone, is free to propagate its faith Religious liberty
is defined as “freedom for re11g1on and "religion" is equated with the convic-
tions of the particular group.:lg

This limited conception of rellgious 11berty has a long and respectable
history behlnd it. EbAs ngteworthy that the only instances of forcible con-
veesion to Judaism were carried_out by descendahfs of the very same Maccabees
‘wholhad fought for religious libexty. The Maccabean Prince, John Hyrcanus

f.-_

(135-10h B.C.E.), forced the Iﬂumeans, hereditary enemies of the Jews, to ac-

____________--‘-T
cept Judaism. His son, Aristobulus, Judaized part of Galilee in the northern
_____-__-——________--———-—*——-_______________-—-——
‘-——-‘__ 7
district of Palestine. These steps vere dictated less by religious zeal than

/_—‘N_-"‘"—-—-——————-——-"'"_'—-
. by practical considerations, a universal characteristic of mass conversions to

our own day. It was not the only time that polltlcs was wrapped in the garb of
religion, nearly always to the detriment of religion. :

For centuries, the doctrine that "error has no rights,' unmltlgated either
by intellectual subtlety or by practical considerations, continued to hold sway..
Heresy, thet“is to say, dissident views within ﬂominant religious organisms,’
‘could be suppressed either individually or collectively, by peaceful pefsuasion
or physical force. For heresy was viewed as illegitimate and sinful and hence
worthy of the hesviest penalties. With the rise of Probestastism, which eupba-

sized "private judgment" and the reading of the Bible es the unmediated Word of

God,'a.multiplicity of sects emerged. What was equally significant, their legi-
timacy was, at least in theory, not open to question by the State. Religious ‘
_ liberty now became a practical necessity for the body politic as well as a burn-

ing issue for minority sects. Basically, it is to these minority groups that the

ﬁorld owes a debt for broadening-the concept of religious liberty.
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3 " ' [ There is one 'é.ddi'bional element essential to full religious freedom: religious

liberty is not being truly safeguarded if it is Lurcha;sed at the cost of religious
vitality. -Hequéntiy the position 6_f the ‘..Tewish community on questions of Church

‘ and State is misunderstdod, beca.ﬁse it‘l_i's a.ftributed solely to the desiré to avoid
religious disabilities for itself and other minority groups, including secula.ril.sté‘. '
It is true that the position of minorities in regarél to fréedom of religion may par-
‘allel that of nonbelievers wljo alff oppose utilizing the power and resources of the

sV 2

State to blrttress the c‘.l.ams gf religion. But there is another and at least ‘equa.ll,v
- deep mot:.vat:.on for the Jewish posztxon‘ a sincere concern for the reservation of, re

Yple i whew veligte) c;__Jg_u;_-,fLu;,_; < Fvee o fv,br cre
gf‘c;)Ts’_ir'If" "IHE.‘I Here majoriZy grbups have as divect an intérest as the minori‘by. -

Well-meaning efforts are made in some quarters to create a2 "non-denominational

| religion” that will be acceptable to all. Some years ago, 2 school board in -‘Nejw
Hyde Park, Long Island in New Y_ﬁrk, created a new text _for the Tem Commandments whick
‘was neither Jewish, nor Ca.tholic, nor Protestant , but one undoubi;.edl;r superior to
them all. In their version the First Commandment read, "I am the Lord thy God who

3.
brought thee forth out of the house of bondange." With one fell swoop, the entire

historic experience of Israel, which lies at the basis of the Judeo-Christian tradi-

/ tion, was elim.ina.ted.\

We have dealt thus far with the first aspect of the ideal of religious liberty:

\'s

the right which every religious group claims for itself to practice its faith freely,

A " without restrict:;.o;a or interference from others. ' With regard to the two other as-’
pects of the ideal of religious liberty - more theoretic in character - we believe -
the specific Jewish historic experience has significance for other religious groups
and!for the preservation of a free society itself.

. L_ hs we have noted, there is, theoretically at least, no problem with regar& to
the _doétrine of freedom of conscience for those who maintain that all religions are
equally good - or bad. Years ago, when communism was making substantial inroads
among American coilege youth, thé::ﬁﬁ-iter participated in a symposium on "Communism

KT
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Yet, by and large, the ideal to which the various sects gave their loyalty
continued to d
/be religious liberty for themselves. When the Puritans left England and later

emigrated from Holland to Massachusetts, they were actuated by a passionate de-- ..
sire for freedom of conscience, but in this limited sense only. Protestant dis: ‘
senters, Catholics, Jews, and nonbelievers could expect scant hospitality in tﬁe -
Bay Colony, and when any appeared within its borders, they were given short shrift
Various disabilities for non;Pratestants survived in some New Englﬁnd states as
late as the nineteenth century; Religibu.%s" liberty began'as a practical policy . .
designed to establish articles’of peace bétwéen'bppring‘sééts.“ Only slowly and
painfully did it emerge as an ideal to which men have given thgir loyalty quité
distinct from ulterior considerations.

Freedom of religion in an open society must necessarily presuppose two ele=-

ments which were less obvious in the stratified societies of earlier days. It

nust include religioué equality, for there can be no true religious liberty if

the formal freedom of worship is coupled with legal, psychological,csocial or.:
economic liabilities That is the situation that prevails in Soviet

Russia today. To be sure, the minority group cannot reasonably expect the same
level of importance in society as the majority, but it has the right to demand
that there be no restrictions or liabilities placed upon it by the State. In

other words, full religious liberty means that the State will recognize the equal-

ity of all believers and nonbelievers, even though in society the relative strengt

of various groups will necessarily impose disadvantages upon the poorer and less
_npmerous_sects.

To Eite a hypothetical case, a Protestant worshipping in a modest dissen-

i\ter'é chapel or a Jew offering his devotions in a simple prayer room could not

:easonably object to the presence of a magnificent Catholic church in the commun;
jty. But they would have legitimate grounds for objecting to a legal ordinance
forbidding the building of a large Methodist church or an elaborate Jewish syna-
gogue in the area. So would a Catholic finding himself restrained from erecting

hl

a church, a monastery, or a parochial school.in a given community.
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"
and Religion."” Among the panelists were a Methodist bishop, a Presbyterian Minis-

ter, two rabbis, and Earl Brm-rder, then a leading spokesman for communish in the
United States. As the various speakers for religion sought to develop their posi-
tions v:.s-a—v:.s connnun:.sm, Mr Brcn-rder turned to us and declared to the mam.fest
delight of the youthful audience, "The communists are the only ones who can estab-
lish peace and equality among all the religions - because we do rlxot believe in any

of them!" The history of twentieth-century
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totalitarianism has demonstrated that religious intolerance can flourish «: - .
under . - "communism and fascism. Religious bigots can learn many a lesson
—

in practicing their craft from the anti-religious bigots of our age. The
crude and brutal persecution of religion by atheistic regimes today makes the
classic instances bf religious intolerance of the past seem almost idyllic by
comparison,

Nonetﬁkless, it is true that the problem of evolving a theory of religious
tolerance and practicing it is genuine and complex, partlcularly for-those be-

o,
lievers who are convinced that they are the.repositories of religious truth and
that their fellow men who differ from them are not so blessed. In this connec-

the
tion the attitude of/Jeuxsh tradltlon is particularly interesting. It arose
possesses :
within a community that believes. profoundly ‘that it / the authent:.c revels.tmn
of God and that al} other faiths contain, by that token, a greaterlor a lesser
admﬁ?ture of error. Since such a standpoint is widespread among communicants of

most creeds, it should be useful to examine the theory and practice of religious

liberty within Judaism - the approach of the Jewish tradition toward dissidents

within its own community, Even more significant for the world at large is the

theory and practice in Judaism of{?gligious liberty toward non-Jews - the atti;

.tude of the Jewish traditlon-towar;;the rights of non-Jews seeking to malnt&in

their own creeds, anithe legitimacy of such faiths from the purv:.ew of Judaism,
In order to comprehend the Jé;§§£#;;;3;552f£oward_religious differences

within the community, it must be kept in mind that Judaism was always marked by -
a vast variéty of reiigious experience, which is given articulate expression in
the pages of the Hebrew Scriptures. The Hebrew Bible contains within its broad
and hospitable limits the products of the varied and often contradictory activi-

ties of priest and lawgiver, prophet and sage, psalmist and poet. It reflects

e —_———

the temperaments of the mystic and the ratiomalist, the simple believer and the

S

: —— N ——
profound seeker after ultimate truth. The reason inheres in the fact that the
Hebrew Bible is not a collection of like-minded tracts, but is, in the words of
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a great modern exegete, "a national literature upon a religious fourdation.
s -
This characteristic of the Bible set its stamp upon all succeeding

epochs in the history of Judaism. It is not accidental that the most creative .
Commonbeal4b Talee]
era in its history after the biblical era, the period of the Second Temple, was
- ' N
the most "sect-ridden." Even our fragmentary sources disclose the existence of

the Pharisees, the Sadducees, the Essenes, and the Zealots, to use Josephus'

classic tabulation of the "Four Philosophies.” We know from the Talmud, which

is a massive monument to controversy, that the Pharisees themselves, the domi-
polcosl i gl

nant group in number and influence, were divided into various groups which held
to:strongly opposing positions, with hundreds of individual scholars differing
from the majority on scores of issues. Although, unfortunately,lﬁziy little is
known about the Sgggpcees, the éame variety of outlook may‘be assumed among them.

With regard to the Essenes, the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls has indicate
3 by

that the term, Essenes, is best uged of an entire conspectus of sects who dif-

fered anmong themselves passionately. The Samaritans were also a significant

group of dissidents, highly articulate.in their divergence from a Jerusalem-

-

centered Judaism, It was in this atmosphere that the early Jewish-Chris- = .
tians first appeared, adding to the charged atmosphere of vitality and variety in
—_—

Palestinian Judaism. There were also countless additional patterns of religious
. : e ——

nonconformity in the various Diaspora communities.
J S

To be sure, all these groups of Judaism shared many fundamentals in their
outlook, but there were important divergences, both within each sect and among them:
The Talmud records that among the Pharisees, the differences between the schools
of Hillel and.Shammai were deep;seated and broke into physical wvioclence at one

point. Nonetheless, the Talmud declares, the Shammaites and the Hillelites did

\h-‘-"""'—-—-
not hesitate to intermarry and "He who observes according to the decision of

-__'_‘-_-‘-‘-‘-\—-.
Beth Hillel, like him who follows the school of Shammai, is regarded as fulfill-
M \(
ing the Law,” because "both these and the others are the words of the Living God."
e— T &

No such encomiums were pronounced on the Sadducees, who contradicted the funda-
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mentals of normative Judaism. Those holding Sadducean views were stigmatized

e 1

as "having no share in the world to come. J In this world, however, it is note-
worthy that neither the Sadducees nor any others of these sects were ever offi-
cially excommunicated.

In the lMiddle Ages a variety of factors combined to contract this letitude
of religious outlook in the Jewish community. First of all, the constantly wor- |
sening conditions of exile and’ alien status required, it was felt, a greater
degree of graup—homo'gmdpoint of the super-_na.tiona.list
Zealots was not totally meaningless, while that of the Sadducees, who centered |
thMle at Jerusalem, was completely irrelevant to
the life of an exiled people.. aﬁgfﬁ?{ the widespread empl?a.si.s on religious
confornity imposed by the x_nedieval world on its aberrant sects also proved a
model and exampie. Father Joseph Lecler points out in his massive, two-‘volume

work, Toleration and the Reformation, that St. Thomas Aquinas was "relatively

tolerant toward pagans and completely intolerant toward heretics.” As Father
/\\‘-__-__—._-____ LY
John B. Sheerin notes, St, Thomis explicitly stated that "to accept the faith

is & matter of free will, but to hold it, once it has been accepted, is a matter
of necessity."
No such precise and logical theory was ever elaborated in Judaism. The

Jewish community lacked the power to compel uniformity of thought, even in the

reletively rare instances when the leadership was temp‘beq to embark upon such an

enterprise. Nonetheless, some efforts were made to restriet religious liberty
gl frhetoe : —

in the Middle Ages. The history of these undertakings is significant for the
intrinsic nature of the Jewish tradition.

Somewhat paradoxically, the attempt to impose a measure of uniformity on

~religious belief was due to the emergence of medievel Jewish philosophy, which
was nurtured in Aristotelianism, and to a lesser degree in Platonism. Maimonides,

the greatest Jewish thinker of the Middle Ages, confidently proposed a set of

Thirteen Principles, which he hoped would serve as a creed for Judaism. Though
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his statement attained wide popularity, and was printed in the traditional
prayerbook as an appendix, lesser men did not hesitate to quarrel with both
the content and the number of articles of belief in his Creed, and it never

became an of'ficial confession of faith.
An even more striking illustration of the enduring vitality of the right
to religious diversity in Judaism may be cited. Uncompromisingly rationalistic

as he was, Maimonides' declared that to ascribe any physical form to God was

. ¥ - ' ;
tantamount to heresy and deprived one of a share in the world to come. Nowhere
———

is the genius of Judaism better revealed than here. On the same printed page of

the Maimonides' Code where this statement is encountered, it is challenged by

the remark of his eritic and commentator, Rabbi Abraham ben David of Posquieres

—
/ who writes: "Better and greater men / than Maimonides_/ have ascribed & physical
form to God, basing themselves on their understanding of Scriptural passages and

- ’ ; )
} even more so on some legends and utterances, which give wrong ideas.” "The critic's

standpoint is clear. Rabbi Abraham ben David agrees with Maimonides in denying a

physical form to God, but he affirms the right of the individval to maintain back-

ward ideas in Judaism without being read out of the fold on that account. The

\ right to be wrong is the essence of liberty.
lNonetheless, it is clear that the spirit of medieval Judaism was far less
hospitable to religious diversity than had been Rabbinic Judaism in the centuries

immediately before and after the destruction of the Temple. Thus, while the Sadduce
Oral Law were »evey

who denied the validith of the/ excommunicated, the medieval Karaites, who re-

/] . _ —_—

jected the authority of the Talmud in favor of the letter of Scripture, were ex-
: e

comaunicated by various individual scholars. At the same time, other scholars

refused to invoke the ban against them and ultimately a more lenient a.tt:.tude

The 2Ycernrn vn:rrf'(pw e £ ff/:c; za
: preva.:l.led ik& the earlisr ban in Uriel Acosta by the Sephardic community of
Amsterdam, ghough :E‘reque_qé;l&_cinad vere actually highly exceptlonal and the result
of specific conditions. {ries CI3A |wnd)

= Licrmpted
“'Excommunication was 1.:::1&:9& again agalnsi%]iﬂ.w:.versmy in the eigh-

'bebnth cen‘c.ury, this time against Hasidism,>e folk movement, pietistic in character,
which arose in Eastern Europe. y, the sect abated its hostility todard
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Primarily, it was the reflex action of a community threatened simultaneously on two

fronts. On the one hand, the Jewish community in the Netherlands was living on -
; o0 A =
T Zire LYo diFry%s [
sufferance, so that harboring a heretic who attacked fundamentals of religion might
— T e —

——

well jeopardize its status in the country. Second, the historic tradition of
--—--.__________-_—_________‘_‘_‘__—

Judaism, long isolated from the winds of modern doctrine, was felt to be too-wea;k
__.-l—'—""-‘—-—__‘__‘_-_—-___._'_'_._,_,_.———-—n—-_.____ =

—

to sustain the reasoned onslaught of secular rationalism.

W{_
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Rabbinical Judaism. Today the Hasidim and their rabbinical "opponents," tc:
gether with a mediating group, are all within the household of Orthodox Judaism.

In the nineteenth century, when the Reform movement first began to appear
in Central Europe, some Orthodox rabbis in'Céntral and Eastern Europe sought to
_stem the tide by invoking the ban against the innovators. It had proved largely
ineffécfive_in the field of ideas even in the Middle Ages; now it was comﬁletely.
‘useless. It served only to drive deeper the wedge between the traditionalists
and the nontraditionalists, and was tacitly abandgned.

In surmary, religious liberty within the Jewish community exists de ggggg.
It is recognized de Jure by all groups in Reform and Conservative Judaism and by
substantial elements in Orthodoxy as well. _

It need hardly be added that divergences among the groups ;_and within them ;
are often sharp, and the antagonisms among some pf the advocates of different pos;
itions are, all too frequently, even sharper. The upsurge in some quarters of
"religiosity," which followed in the wake of the irruption of Nazi savagery and
the mass bestiality of World War II, had a powerful impact upon Jews as well as
ﬁpon_ChristiansE1 It has strengthened the tendency to withdrawal and insulation
against the world among many survivors of the Hitler Holocaust and exacerbéted
their hostility to all those outside their particular group. This spirit is very
much in evidence today, but it is a mood of the day, if not of the moment, and it
ﬁiil pass. If history is any guide,_these-httitudes of isolation and hostility

. TN R
will be softened with time and the impact of gentler experiences. The harrowing

evént; of the last three decades cannot abrogate the tradition of three millennia.

t

i An observation is here in order with regard to the status of religion and
£he Sfate of Israel. The Israeli Cabinet includes a Minister of Religions (ip the
plural), who is charged with the supervision and the maintenance of the “holﬁ
plhces" of all the three great religions and with the support of their iﬁstitur

tional and educational requirements. It is paradoxical, but true, that at pre-

sent there is full freedom of religion in Israel for everyone - except for Jews!




15

Catholic and Protestant Christianity, Islam and Behai, all enjoy the fullest -
freedqm of expression, including the opportunity for nissionary activity amcn%
Jews, a situation which has aroused not a little antagonism., In addition to
the Minister of Religions, Israel has three Chief Rabbis who are of unimpeach-:
able Orthodmry, except for those Orthodox g.roups who deny their authority. 1In
accordance with the legacy of Tu_r-ki&-:_h and British law, the Chief Rabbi (1ike his |
Christian and Islamic counterparts), has authofity in the field of personal status,
- notably x;larriage, divorce, and inheritance, and, to a lesser degree, in the main-
tenance of religious obs.ervance in the army and public institutions, and in the
supervision of religious education. | {- :
Hardl

e el 7‘1 v -L:-J"}"-."u/’/f-l:éﬂft

Wil

At present, Aot ves skon=andxstate

7= Isreel. To be sure, the effort is made to inves'tjthe contemporary situvation with
the halo of tradition. The historical truth is, however, that the very existence
of the office of a Chief Rabbi in Israel represents not a return to Jewish tradi-
tion, but an innovation, the value of which is highly-debal.table.

* With the Chief Rabbinate as its symbol, Orthodoxy is the only officially .
rec-ognized religious group in Israel today. Yet here, too, the innate tradition
of dissent finds uninhibited expression. Thus, when the new and magniﬁcent head;-
quarters of the Chief Rabbinate was erected in Jerusalem, many of the leading
Orthodox scholars announced that it was religiously prohibited to cross the thresh-
old of the building! Side by side with t}lﬁese tfnii?ns within Israel Orthodoxy are
various other groups, Reform, Cons?z"\fa't‘!ivi' in‘d* R;cqn-structionist, representing a ]
wide specfrum of mnodernism. In spite of harassment and opposition, they have al-

: v v Bt 45 @K AR E

ready established :several dozen ‘synagogues and schools in the ctountry a ‘ULtima.te]

le Lepfeenbesr 7925 The tus
will demand and receive full recagnition.L r-J.L.Zi’—’/ S

Ehre € Rﬁé’)f}l v F Jeveqf e Popivd e, dec /ﬂ.wufa/- 4’}!49’ it ates "r‘»(/;f:.o v _[:,./:7..(.{32
J No long-term conclwsions may therefore be drawn from the presen¥ union of

religion and State of Israel. It is partial and subject to increasing strain and
stress. Whether the ultimate pattern of religion-state relationships will approxi-

mate the American structure is problematic, though the American experience is ' }
- - -‘
TR e ClutriaFuec fyuay e it o 1L, //é;cmf,!
I) .;:,/)- 771..{ d' CCYer ez s 11‘?(@ Mf/},.g '?*”‘-‘?’A'”a‘}’a th‘{ﬂ—ﬂm‘l é?’ 6‘{ ‘r




16

frequently invoked as an ideal. The disestablishment of religion in any
sectarian form is, however, inevitable. |

The conclusion is ungssailable that the nature of Judaism, buttressed by
its historic experience, makes the freedom of religious dissent a recognized
reality for virtually all members of the community de facto, even by those who

would not recognize it de jure.

VI

The attitude of Judaism toward religious 1ibert& for those.prafessing ofhe¥.

creeds derives, ig_l large measure, from another unique characteristic of the .'.Irew-.
ish tradition, .dne which is fi-eq_uently misuqderstom? not only by those outside

jl_'.he-Jewish community, but by many who are within it. This trait , deeply rooted
%

in normative Judaism, is the balance between particularism and universalism.

The Jewish conception_of freedom of religion is the resultant of two forces: .
the retention of the specific, national, Jewish content in tile tradition on tlhe
one hand, and, on_the other, an equally genuine concefn for the estabiishr‘nerit
e.mohg all men of the faith in one God and obedience to His rélig'ious and ethical
imperatives. ' : . | .
" 2 Y70 1“1191{33‘___ '

It is frequently a.rgued that with the ap;:a%’mm intolerance be-
cane a coefficient of religion. Tt is undoubtedly true that in.a polythéis‘cic '
wérld view, tolerance of other gods is implicit, since there is alwa.ys" room for
one more figure in the pantheon, and the history of religious syﬁcretism bears;
o_gt this truth. On the other hand, the emergence of beliei_? in one God necessar-:
ily demands the denial of the reality of all other deities. The "jealous &;Od“

/¥fgq(¢p VX {lﬂk "
of the OReisweames® who forbids "any other god before Me therefore frequently

became the source of religious intolerance. So runs the theory.ﬂ
| It sometimes happens, however, that a beautiful pattern of invinciblel logic

is contradicted by the refractory behavior of life itself. An apposite illustra-~

tion may be cited. The French Semitic scholar, Ernest ?»enan, declared that the

monotony of the desert produced a propensity for monotheism among the ancient
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Hebrews, whereas the variety in the_physical landscape of Greece, for example,
with its mountains and hills, its valleys, rivers and streams, necessarily sug-
gested a multitude of divinities indwelling in them. This plausible theory en-
joyed considerable vogue until it was learned that the pre-Islamic nomadic Arabs,
M2 vets ng v

who inhabit the vasE stretches of the Arabian Desert, possessed a very luxuriant
polytheism, and that all the Semitic peoples, whose original habitat was the same
desert, also had very elaborate pantheons. Thus the list of gods in the library

of King Ashurbanipal contains more than 2,500 gods, and modern scholars have
.

——

added substantially to the number.

6-’F#}fg T .
Now it is true that Judaism was strongly epSimsedembetminnidEsRiniie

paganism. It insisted upon the uncompromising unity of God and refuéed to admit
eveﬁ a semblance of reaiity to other gods. anetheless,.Biblical Judaism reckoned
witﬁ the existence of paganism from two points of view. Though logicians might
have recoiled in horror fron the ﬁrospec‘b ; the fact is that. Hebré‘w monatileism, the

authentic and conscious faith in the existence of one God, did accord a kind of

1eg%§§§fﬁijilffgytheism - for non-Jews. In part, this may have derived from a
—_—
recognition of the actual existencg of floﬁrishing heathen cults. In far larger
degree, we believe, it was a consequence of tﬁe particularist empﬁasis in Judaism.
Dedicated to preserving the specific group character of the Hebrew faith, the Jew-
ish tradition was led to grant a similar charter of justification to the specific
ethos of other natiﬁns, which always included their religion.

Whatever the explanation, the fact is clear. No book in the Bible, not even

Isaiah or Job, is more explicitly monotheistic than Deuteronomy: "You shall know

— :

this day, and consider it in your heart, that the Lord is God in heaven above, and

— et

upon the earth beneath; there is no one else"” (4:39). Yet the same book, which
'_-—'/,’m;’%m

warns Israel against polytheism, speaks of) the sun, the moon and the stars...

which the Lord your God has assigned to all the nations under the sky" (4, 19,

-
compare 29, 25). Thus the paradox emerges that the particularist element in

Judaism proved the embryo of & thory of religious tolerance.
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The second faétor that helped to grant a measure.of value to non-Jewish reii-
gion is one more congenial to sophisticated religious thinkers. A broadminded ex-
ponent of monotheism would be- capable of recognizing, even in the pagan cults again:

which Judaism fought, an imperfect, unconscious aspiration toward the one living Goc

——————

S e
Perhaps the most striking expression of this insight is to be found in the post-

Exilic Prophet Malachi: "For from the rising of the sun to its setting, M_y‘ name is

—

great among the nations; and everywhere incense is burnt and pure oblations are of-

fered to My name, for My name is great a.moné the nations, says the Lord of Hosts"
(1:11). |
Centuries later, Paul, standing in the middle of the Arecpagus, echoed the
same idea in his words: "Men of Athens, T observe at every turn that you are a most
religious people! Why, ‘as I passed along and scanned your objects of worship, I .

actually came upon an altar with the inscription, TO AN UNKNOWN GOD." (Acts 17:22-2!

This is not the only instance of universalism in our biblical sources./ The

author of the Book of Jonah pictures the pagan sailors and the king and inhabitants
G-y, .. 9 — . N
of Nineveh in a far more favorable light then he does the fugi,_EEre Hebrew prophet.

There is the warm compassion of the Book of Ruth for a friendless stranger. Toweriﬁ

above all is the breadth of view of the Book of Job, which pictures the Patriarch no

Sk ebsevves the lagy / ;
as a _Hebrew) odgamae¥ of the Torah, but as a non-Jew whose noble creed and practice i

—_— 3 _ P~ - —
described in his Confession of Innocence {chap. 31). )All these masterpieces of the

o —

human spirit testify to the fact that It was possible to maintain the unity and uni-

versality of God while reckoning with the values inherent in the imperfect approxi-
mations to be found in the pagan éults. |

Thus the tw;o apparently coﬁfradictory elements of 1;1;1e biblical world view -
the emphasis upon a particularist ethos and the faith in a universal God - served
as the seedbed for the flowering of a highly significant theory of religious toler-
ance in post-biblical Judaism. To this concept, known as the Noahide Laws, we shall

1_'etu:m "
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AT 8 b

s ;
all men deserve;!' the allegiance and loyalty of all His children. A steady and

unremitting effort was therefore made to counteract the blandishments of pagan-

ism and to win all men for Jewish monotheism through the use of persuasion. The

biblical Deutero-Isaiah, the Apocryphal Sybilline Oracles, the life-long activity
i . /

of Philo of Alexandria -~ indeed the entire apologetic literature of Hellenist:.c
...___-__.___‘-p—-"-_"'- -

Judaism were designed to win the allegiance of men for the one 11v1ng God of Israe

G |

Hold.:.ng fast to their -conuctmn that Judaism alone represents the true faith |
in the one God, the Prophets had looked forward to its ultimate acceptance by all

men: "For then will I turn to the people a pure language, that they may all call

m = —
on the name of the Lord, to serve him with one accord” (Zephanizh 3:9). "And the & |

Lord will be ki ver all the earth; on that day shall the Lord be one, and His 3]
-
nane be one" (Zechariah 1k:9). ' _ ij
. ‘ mis Taith for the fyture aid, ot cause Judaisn to overlook the realities .V |
he viheidf<opay b 92 wsFbe  Jedt €' Cod the < uiery Cat gty N
of the pré‘S‘é‘nt = d,iigf _’__?not deny the values %o be found in the religious profes-
vda iy

sions and even more in the ethical practices of many of their pagan fellow men.
e o : ;

From these facts there emerged one of the most distinctive concepts of monotheis-

tic religion, a unique cortribution of Judaism to the theory of religious liberty,

the doctrine of the Noaf‘\ hide Laws, which actually antedates the Ta'lmud.c%The .

Apocry'pha' Book of Jubilees,

written before the beginning of the Christian Era,

could not conceive 6T untold generations of men before Moses living without a

divine Revelation. It therefore attributes to Noah, who was not a Hebrew, a2 code

of conduct binding upon 21l men: 5,

In the twenty-eighth jubilee, Noah began to enjoin upon his son's
"sons the ordinances and commandments and all the judgments that
he knew and he exhorted his sons to observe righteousness and to
cover the same of their flesh and to bless their Creator and honor
father and mother and love their neighbor and guard their souls
Lfrom fornication and uncleanness and all iniquity. (7, 22)

This injunction is elaborated in the rabbinic tradition under the rubric of the
) : ;
Laws of the Sons of l\roah.& According to this rabbinic view, all human beings, by

virtue of their humanity, are commanded to observe at least seven fundamental
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reli.gious and moral principles. These commandments include the prohibition of

idola.try, sexual immorality, murder and theft; the avoidance of blasphemy a.nd

of cruelty to animals by ea.tlnc, the limb of a living crea'l:ure, and the estab-
vsficei.

Llishment of a government based on law andh When these principles, upon

which all civilized society depends, are observed, Judaism regards the non-Jew

as worthy of salvation, no less than the Jew who observed the entire rubric of

Jewish law. Hence, there is no imperative need for the non-Jew to accept the
<X,
Jewish faith in order to be "saved."

. These Laws of the Sons of Noaf:, it may be noted, seem to be referred to
in the New Testament as well: "But that we write unto them, that they abstain
- pollutions of idols and from fornication, and from things strangled, and
from blocd. ..That ye Ia‘bsta.in from meéts offered Yo idols, and from blood and
from things strangled and from fornicatiq‘n'_: from which if ye keep yourselves,

ye shall do well,  Fare ye well" (Acts 15, 20, 29).
r—-—--...______‘-.

~
This doctrine of the Noa hide Laws is extremely interesting from several
points of view., It represents in essence a theory of universal religion which
- :

is binding upon &ll men. Characteristically Jewish is its emphasis upon good

———ﬁ_‘__*/__—__\“—__‘__——_‘_—__’f’_*m—_——___b____—_‘—ﬁ-__«
actions rather than upon right belief as a the mark of the good life. Ethical

- - —— e —
living rather than creedal adherence is the decisive criterion for salvation.

._—'—-—-"'_"'__—_—-_'_'—"——-—....___‘__
Its spirit is epitomized in the great rabbinic utterance: "I call Heaven and

earth to vitness, that whether one be Gentile or Jew, man or woman, slave or
‘—_'____-—-;_—______———_,___ >
free man, the divine spirit rests on each in accordance with his deeds.” 1In

———

its all-encompassing sweep, this passage recalls the famous words of Paul:

"There is neither Jew nor Greek, neither bond nor free, there is neither male’
A
.nor female, for ye are all one in Christ Jesus." Significantly, tr}%ﬁ&‘f_ﬁ_

worth of all men in the rabbiniec formulation does not derive from common doc-
/_"\-\...“‘__ __._-_._.._-

trinal bzlief, nor does it depend upon it; it requires only loyalty to 2 code

of ethical conduct.
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Many contemporary religious thinkers are now seeking -a. theory which will com-
bine complete loyalty to a specific tradition while accepting wholeheartedly the
postulates of a democratic sociei:y which is committed to pluralism as a reality and
to religious liberty as a good. The issue is one which profoﬁndly agitates citizens
of.‘ the free world in our day because of its practical importance in government a.nd
politics. - |

There is more than academic interest, therefore, in this rabbinic adumbration
of a theory of religious tolerance resting upon a concept of "natural law." This
doctrine of the Noahide Laws, be it noted, was not the product of religious indiffer-
ence, it arose among devoltees of a traditional religion who not only loved their
faith, but believed that it alone was the product of authentic revelation. Yet they
found room for faiths other than their owm, a.§ of right and not merely on _s.uffemﬁce
Elsewhere, I have sought to set forth the .principles ‘for an ethical system rooted in

) 0%

"natural law" and therefore accessible to virtuslly all of hm-ﬁa.nity.

VII

The principle of the Noahide Laws had originated in a pagé.n world. It obvious
proved even more valuable when two monotheistic re‘,l_.igionsl, Christianity and Islﬁm,
replaced pagenism. Both "daughter mit.hs“ sought energetically to displace the |
mother and deny her au'i'.heﬁticity. The mcrl';her faith sought to repulse these t;n—
slaughts as effectively as possible by ca.lling-a.ttention to what she regarded as the
errors. But she did not, on that account, ignore the eleméfrbs of truth which her
more aggressive offspring possessed. | |

The attitude of Judaism in the Middle Ages toward these tifo religions neces-
sarily differed with :t.,he personality of each particular authority, his enviromment |
and his own personal experience. The proximity of the Christian and the Jewish com-
munities in Europe, and the consequent economic and social relationships upon which
Jewish survival depended, compelled the medieval ra.bb;nic authorities to reckoh with
reality. In the Talmud considerable limitations had been _pl&ce& upon Jewish contact
with pagans, particulerly at heathen festivals and with regard to objects of worship

In the Middle Ages the rabbis
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could not maintain the position that Christians were pagans and that all the
Talmudic restrictions upon intercuurse with idolaters applied to them. By
and large, these modifications of Talmudic law were originally ad hoc improvi:
sations and limited to specific practices upon which the livelihood of Jews
depended%ﬁ But what began as a practical necessity led to the rise of an ap-
propriate theory.

- Among the most painful features of medieval Jewish-Christian relations
weré the public religious disputations forced upon Jews, often at the instiga-
tion of Jewish converts to Christianity?ﬁkanetheless, these debates led to one
positive result. They gave the Jews the impetus to re-evaluate the general prin-
ciples governing their attitude toward non-Jews and to recognize that-there were
significant differences between the-pagans of antiquity, to whom the Talﬁu&'refers
as "idolaters," ;nd the Christians who were their contemporaries in the Middle Ages

Thus'theltragic disputation; convened in Paris in 1240, involving the con-

vert Nicholas Donin and four Jewish representatives, led to the public burning

i S

of twenty-four cartloads of Hebrew books. The chief Jewish spokesman was Jehiel

ben Joseph of Paris, and he was assisted by-Mbsgiﬂg£#§92334,,It is a tribute to
L e—

the greatness of Moses' spirit that, in spite of this grim exhibition of fanaticism

he developed a new insight into the character of the dominant faith, an insight
undoubtedly stimulated by his péfticipation in the debate. Time and again he
.called upon his-brethren to mainfain serupulous ethical standards in dealings
with Christians, basing himself on broad religious and moral cansiderations.
Not expediency, but regard for the honor of Israel and the avoidance of Hillul

2

Hashem, "the desecration of the Holy Name," became the fundamental motivations.®

The practical need of a modus vivendi betwean Jews and Christians could
not be denied, Since they lived in closest proximify with one another throughout
Eurbpe. Simultancously, the outlines of a theory of religious tolerance were be-

- ing laid by Jewish thinkers living in Mohammedan as well as in Christian countries.
LThe teaching of the second-century Talmud Sage, Rabbi Joshua, "There are righteous

/C_““uﬁﬁth
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. PAS
among the Gentiles who have a share in the world to come,”" was slightly but °

f—-—-.-——-‘-‘-‘_-—'_'-_—'-—_—--_ _—_._—_‘_'_-b_‘____-_‘_'——nt
significantly broadened by Maimonides into the generalization, "The righteous-

among the Gentiles have a share in the world to come.'} Thus 'the principle
that salvafi'on was open even to those outside the Jewish fold remained normative
and served as the basic principle gnderlying the I\Toa.:hide Laws, The medieval
poet and philosopher, Judah Halevi, wrote, "These peoples [ i.e,, Christianity

-

and Islamj represent & preparation and preface to the Messiah for whom we wait,

who is the fruit of the tree which they will ultimately recognize as the roots
which they now despise."so _ N

'-Réb'bi Menahem Meii-i, whﬁ lived in thirteenth-century France when several
eitpuisions of Jews from that country took place, wrote, "Those among the heathen
of the ancient days who observe the seven Noachide precepts, i.e., refrain from
idol worship, desecration of God's name, robbery, incest, cruelty to animals, and
have courts of justice, enjoy the Eame rights as Jews; how much the more so in -
our days, when the nations are distinguished. by 'their religion and respect for
law! We must, howei_.rer, treat eq_ua_.lly even thqse who have no systems of law, in
order to sanctify the Name of di.';&‘}ie distinctly declares that "in our days
idolatry has ceased in most places,” and describes both Muslims and Christians
as "ngtions disciplinéd by the ways of their religions.".;a'

- Moreover, even the trinitarian concept of Christianity, which Judaism em-'
phatically rejected ' as iMunity of God, was not generally rsgarded
as sufficient to deny to Christianity the character of a2 monotheistic faith. The
twelfth-‘century Talmudic commentator, Rabbi Isaac the Tosafist, set forth a iegal
basis.for the'view that belief in the Trinity ﬁas legitimate for Cﬁilistians in his

statement: "The children of Noah are not prohibited from shittuf, i.e., associat-
< S L

ing the belief in God with that in other !aei.mgs.'p This utterance achieved such

wide scope and authority that it was frequently attributed by later scholars to the

Talmud' itself.
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Maimonides, with his penchant for systematic canons of thought, was

strongly critical both of Christianity and of Islam. Living all his life
. —_— =

in Islamic countries, with few direct contacts with Christians, Maimonides
'\-.—\___—’__,__"’-___‘___

tended to react negatively to the trinitarianism of Christianity and to its
e e ; .

Messianic claims for Jesus as the Savior. On the other hand, the uncompro-

S
mising emphasis upon the unity of God in Moharmedanism, with which he was in

constant contact, gave him a greater degree of tolerance for Islam, although
- - e

he castigated the sensuality of the Prophet Mohammed. Even the adoration of
S

the Ka'abah, the black stone of Mecca, was regarded by Maimonides as a vestige

of polytheism which had been reinterpreted in Islam - a remarkable anticipa-

tion of modern research.

In a passage in his great code, Mishneh Torah (which appears mutilated
in the printed texts because of the censor), Maimonides rejects the claim that
Jesus was the Messiah, on the ground that Jesus failed to fulfill the Messianic
function as envisioned in Scripture and tradition. Maimonides then proceeds.

The though of the Creator of the world is beyond the power
of man to grasp, for their ways are not His ways and their
thoughts are not His thoughts. AlL the words of Jesus the
Nazarene and of lMohammed, who arose after him, came into being
only in order to meke straight the road for the King Messiah,
who would perfect the world to serve God together, as it is
said, "Then I shall turn all the peoples into a clear speech,
that they may all call upon the Lord and serve Him shoulder to
shoulder." , - :

How is that to be? The world has already been filled with
the words of the Méssiah, and the words of the Torah and the
‘commandments. And these words have spread to the furthermost
islands among many people uncircumcised of heart or of flesh,
who now discuss the Commandments of the Torah. Some declare
that these commandments were true, but are now no longer obli-
gatory and have fallen into decline, while others declare that -
there are secret meanings within them, not according to their
obvious intent, and that the Messiah had come and disclosed
their secret connotations.

But when the true King Messiah will arise, he will succeed
and be raised to glory and then they will all return and recog-
nize they had inherited falsehood, and that their Prophets and
ancestors had misled them. 34
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Maimonides elsewhere declares that Christians are idolaters because of
their trinitarian beliefs. In this regard, he goes further than the warrant
of his rabbinic sources. Nor was his attitude shared by most of his contenm-
poraries. Thus, his great predecéssor, Saadia (882;9h2), the first great

e

figure in medieval Jewish philosophy and who also lived under Islam, declared

that the Christians' belief in the Trinity is not an expression of idolatry,

but was in sharpest variance with most Jewish scholars, such as Rashi and'Meiri,
4 e
"who lived in Christian countries, knew Christians at first hand, and recognized -

their deeply-rooted belief in the One God.

| Later such rabbinic authorities as Moses Rivkes, Hayyim Yair Bacharach
(1638=1702), and Rabbi Jacob Emden (1697-'1776) ex_plici;;ly_ recognized a common
tradition linking Judaism and Christianity when they pointeé out that Chris;

tians believed in God, the Exodus, Revelation, the truth of the Bible, and
. W W S
creatio ex qihilo?w

In the eighteenth century, Moses Mendelssohn wrote a famous reply to the

Protestant minister, Johann Casper Lavater. Therein he expounded the traditional
. ) N M j .

Jewish doctrine, speaking in the accents ofheighteenthrceptury Enlightenment:

- Moses has commanded us the Law; it is an inheritance of the
congregation of Jacob. All other nations we believe to be en-
joined to keep the law of nature. Those conducting their lives
in accnrdance with this religion of nature and of reason are
called "virtuous men from among other nations,” and these are
entitled to eternal bliss (31nd Kinder der ewigen Sellgkeit)

There was an obv10us apologetic intent &nd a conseqnent exaggeration in
his next statement:

The religion of my fathers, therefore, does not desire to
be spread. We are not to send missions to Greenland or to the
Indies in order to preach our faith to these distant nations.
The latter nation, in particular, observing as it is the law of.
nature better than we do here, according to reports received, is
in the view of our religious doctrines an enviable nation.
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It is true that an active missionary campaign has not been carried on

in Judaism ever since the pre-Christian centuries when Hellenistic Judaisnf
won untold pagans for "reverence for God" and thus helped iay the foundation
for the rapid spread of Christianity. In the Middle Ages the external facts
of history united with the inner ngture of Judaism to preclude 1arge:scale
efforts to win non;Jéws to Judaism.

Today, sorme voices are being raised in the Jewish community in favor of

a more active effort to bring the message of Judaism to religiously uncommitted .
non-Jews, though without employing conventional missionary techniques. A warm

discussion on the question is now going on among Jewish religious leaders and
5 -
laity. But both those who favor and those who oppose such an active effort
o/ : '
are at one in recognizing the legitimacy of non-Jewish faiths, the availability
of salvation to all who observe the basic spiritual and ethical principles em-
I"‘-_.___--___—'___

i

bodied in the Noachide Laws, and the right of all men to the fullest liberty of

—

religious practice and belief.
et

VIII

The attitude of Judaism toward religious liberty may now be summarized as
follows:

1. Judaism insists on total freedom of religious belief and practice for
itéelf, which will include full equality before the law and no attenuation of
vital rgligious commitment freély given.

2., Judaism accepts the existence of differences within the Jewish commun-
ity and accords to dissidents the right to their own viewpoint and practice, at_'
least de facto. |

3. Judaism recognizes the existence of other religions among men and their
inherent right tp be observed de jure.

There in&g;es a measure of oversimplification’in Albgrt Einstein's utterance,

{"T thank God that I belong to a people which has been too weak. to do much harm in
‘the world." * But more thanm mere inmcapacity’ ~— tiv i orioor v Dierpneil

- —
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inheres in the Jewish attitude toward religious liberty. The balance betveer?
the'univers%l aspirations of Judaism and its strong attachment to the preser-
vation of its group-character have impelled it to create a theory that makes
room in God's plan : and in the world ; for men of other convictions and prac-
tices.

" Moreover, the deeply ingrained individualism of the Jewish character, its

penchant for questioning, and its insistence upon rational conviction have made
. 5 H_/__.__‘-‘-'_ = . )
dissent a universal feature of the Jewish spiritual physiognomy. As & T 4

all groups within the Jewish communi ve achieved freedom of expression and

practice. Efforts to limit or suppress this liberty of conscience have not been
toé;ily lacking and undoubtedly :will re-occur iﬁ the future.”. But such attempts
are invariabiy accompanied by a bad conscience on the part'of'épostles of intoler-
ance, who thus reveal their ﬁeak roots in the traditioﬁ_that they are ostensiﬁly
defending and betray their predestined failure to achieve their ends.

Finally, thé.millennial experience of Jewish disability and exile in the
ancient and the medieval workds has strengthened this attachment fo freedom of .
conscience among Jews. In addition, the modern world has demonstrated thgt the
material and intellectual position and progress of Jews, indifidually and collec;
tively, is most effectively advanced in an atmosphere of religious liberty.

Thus all three elements, tradition, temperament and history, have united to -
make religious freedom, both for the Jewish community and the larger family of
mankind, an enduring ideal and not merely a temporarily prudential arrangement.
Undoubtedly Jews have fallen short of the lofty standa;és of their tradition in
this as in other respects. Yétﬁit remains true that, by and large, they havél}

maintained their loyalty to the ideal of freedom of conscience for themselves

and for all men.




NOTES

1. On the Chazar kingdom, see A.B, Pollok, Kzhazaria (Hebrew), Tel Aviv, 1951
D.M. Dunlop, The History of the Jewish Khazars (Princeton, 196f.l). For a brief
account, see M.L. Margolis and A. Marx, A History of the Jewish People (Phila-
delphia, 1927), pp. 525 f.

2. On the medieval community, see Salo W. Baron, The Jewish Community, Tts
History and Structure to the American Revolution, ITT (Philadelphia, 1942),

The impact of the Enlightenment and the Emancipation is treated in all works
dealing with modern Judaism. The reader may be referred to R, Gordis, Judaism
for the Modern Age (New York, 1955), for a brief discussion of the refolutionary
changes that followed in their wake. -

3. Cf, his provocative book bearing the aamé title, Secularism as the Will of
God (New York, 1954).

4., We have developed the theme of the relationship of ethics to religious faith
in A Faith for Moderns (New York, 1960). .

5. Instances are to be found, even today, in every religious group. Thus, several
months ago, & furore was created in the State of Israel when members of the ultra-
Orthodox community of Me'ah She'arim in Jerusalem sought to prevent vehicular
traffic on the Sabbath by stopping and even burjing the cars coming through the
Mandelbaum Gate. When the police arrested the leaders of the group, their sympa-
thizers in New York demonstrated in front of the Israeli consulate carrying banners
in the name of the "Committee for Religious Freedom in Israel.”

The New York Times (Dec., 18, 1964) reported that the Most Rev. Louis Alonso
Munoyerro, titular Archbishop of Sion and Catholic Vicar-General for Spain's armed
forces, gave an interview to the newspaper ABC in Madrid, in which he denounced
full religious liberty for Protestants in Spain as part of an internationzl con-
spiracy that was seeking "to make Catholic unity disappear from our fatherland."

The Archbishop urged Spaniards to learn from history to be "eircumspect” and
not to "join the chorus of those champions of liberty who judge the success of the
Vatican Council by whether it produced the enslavement of the conscience of Catho-
lic peoples, and among them the Spanish people.”

Fortunately, these attitudes are not representative of Catholicism or Judaism
as a whole. Nor is religious intolerance rare among atheists. It is, of course,
well known that the Soviet Constitution guarantees "freedom of religion and the
right of anti-religious propaganda.” This right to "freedom of religion" is felt
to be entirely compatible with the heavy disabilities visited upon virtually all
religious institutions and leaders, the prohibition of religious education, and
all but complete suppression of Judaism.

6. -Cf. I‘l'.he judicious comments on the subject of the role of the Maccabees in
Christian thought in T.K. Cheyne, The Origin and Religious Content of the Psalter
(New York, 1895), p. 29.

Ta: GES Josephus, Antiquities XII, 9, 1; 11, 3.

8. In Exodus, chapter 20, Jews reckon verse 2 as the First Commandment, verses 3-6
as the Second, and verse 17 as the Tenth. Roman Catholics and Lutherans consider
verses 306 as the First Cormandment, and verse 17 as containing the Ninth and Tenth
Most Protestants count verse 3 as the First, verses L4-6 as the Second, and verse 17
as the Tenth.
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9. Cf. rour paper, "Educating For a Nation of Nations," in Religion and the
Public Schools (Santa Barbara, Cal.,, Center for the Study of Democratic Institai-
tions, 1961), and The Root and the Branch: Judaism and the Free Society {Chicago
1962), pp. 94 =~ 11k,

10. Cf. A.B. Ehrlich, Die Psalmen (Berlin, 1905), p. vi.

11l. The literature on the religious movements in the Judaism of the two centuries
B.C.E, is enormous. For a brief presentation of some of the differences among the
sects, see The Root and the Branch: Judaism and the Free Society, pp. 34 f.

12, Cf. B. Sanhedrin 88b, Shabbat 17a; F. S he2ea® 4,4, Be
5 '

13. Cf. Mishnah Eduyot 4, 8.

i, Cf. Mishnah Sanhedrin 10, 1.

15. Cf, Maimonidesy Mishneh Torah, Hilkhoth Teshubhah 3, 7.

16. On the uses of the ban in medieval Judaism, and the famous though atypical
excommunications of Uriel Acosta and Benedict Sp:.noza, ef. Judaism for the Modern

Age, pD. 292-306.

17. The tendency to extreme pietism reappears after major catastrophes with suffi-
cient regularity, we believe, to be called a "aw," The validity of the contention
deserves to be examined by a study and analysis of the historical evidence.

18. On this fundamental aspect of Judaism, cf. The Root and the Branch: Judaism
and the Free Society, pp. 23-27.

19. This contention has been a staple in the thinking of Arnold Toynbee, The
same view is set forth by Leo Pfeffer, who c:.tes the same commandment (cf. his
paper "Church and State: A Jewish Approach in Jacob Freid, ed. Jews in the Modern
World /New York, 1962/ I, p. 210). This is particularly astonishing, since, aside
Trom Pfeffer's general insight into Judaism, he himself cites Roger Williams who
utilized the Decalogue (which includes this conunandment), as the foundation ;Sfor
his theory of religious tolerance, Cf. Pfeffer, ibid., pp. 219 f.

20. Cf, B. Sanhedrin 56a-602; Tosefta, Abhodah Zarah 9, 4.8,

2l. Cf, Yakqut Shimeoni on Judges, sec. L2,

22, Cf. Galatians 3, 38. 223.. R. Gordis, "A Basis .For Morals: Ethics in a
" Technological Age" (JUDAISM, Vol. 25, No. 1, Winter 1976).

23. On the history of Gentile-Jemsh relationships in Christian Europe, see the

excellent study of S. Katz, Exclusiveness and Tolerance (Oxford, 1961). On reli-

gious tolerance in Judaism, see A, Al‘bmann, Tolerance and the Jewish Tradition

(London, 1957), and The Root and the Branch:. Judaism and the Free Society, cha.p. 3,

esp. pp. 47-52. .

24, The texts of meny of these disputations are assembled in J.D. Eisenstein, Otza
Vikkukhim (New York, 1928), albeit in uncritical form. Cf. also Katz, op. cit.,
Pp. 106 ff. and the bibliography there cited. The most recent study of the subject
is that of 0.S. Rankin, Jewish Religious Polemic of Early and Late Centuries
(Edinburgh, 1956).

25, The modifications of the Talmudic laws of great legal authorities in the
early Middle Ages are analyzed by S. Katz, op. cit. ,pp. 12-36.
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The debatk about the "ecivil religion " -~ Rousseau devised the
term and Robert Sellah reminted itnine years agol — is no
.ordin_ar'y acadexic ca?il.' It is the farm in which som very worried
scholars are expressing belief in the necnséity anc possibility of a
"reconstructicn of the Amerdcan reality," as Richard Heuhausgs puts it.2
The best wayef b Searis Mattes e 0L Ne, S0 B0 BiG bring toligh

and revital_izé this denocracy's civil religion.

The Matrix gf_ the Civil Religion Concep®

Tle notion of the civil religion ié corspicuous today because of a

berildering successim of social disthses-t?.at has eroded AMerican ity

. amd self-confidence. This destruct:'.re perio ¢ began vith tle Depressicn

and was folldved by ihe Second 7 ‘ord War. There was a period of artificial
stimulus and quick afflwence during the fifties; then came the creeping |

catastronhe in Vietnan and the social disturbamces and publi ¢ murders

of the sixties. Then, in the seventies, Tlatergate. At onecroint during '“

this tine it seemed tlr t unbroken economic ascent had susplanted
econcmic ebb and flow and we were well izunched into te affluent society.

John Kemmedy was the symbol of great mcpec_tations,-blt this only wrsened

-- frustration under Johnson and deersened disapoointmant in Nixon.

The Areric a1 peovle has been castirp abait rather confusedly for the
reans of grasping all this and recovering its poise. "One analyst
retwrns to majority imdiffererce axd ignorace as the rock upon which

a new Arerica can be ®nsimr ted," writes "auhaus, refle cting onsame
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‘recently published books," another returns to the etanic pzssions and
orejudices of contrived nostalgia, yet another retums to the revivalistt
fundapentalisa of 3illy Graham, and [Arthur] Schlesinger (Jr.]
returns to tRinkering with the machinery of Hew Dea;']. liberalismes.."
Neuhaus then states: " here is yet another alternative and T believe
it to be diswvered in the civil religion of the imerican symbols of
hovese..Te must vroject a new definition of naticnal purpose capable of
enlisting Anerican consciousress ami cg:r,s'cieme in the coatinuing trek
toward the new community for which this 'almost chosen'! peonles..vias
ordained; ordained, if not by God, at least by men vrepzared to gamble in
hope upon divire intenticns within history."3
If it is a bit breath-taking to hear a modermn scholar speak sotto voce
of a new A-ericen theocracy, it is perhars no more remarkarle
than the fact that this threatened Union cnce gave its vote to a
president who could formulate the kind of judgment on the neédenal-
agony of civil war that Iincoln articulated in his Second Tnaugural.
v:.rtual]y no article on the c:.v:.l religion can a:ford to omit the
quotation that :LoZL'Lcn- s; and we shall heve samething to say about the
reason for that,.
The Al=ighty has His omm purposes. ™"oe unto the world tecause of
- offenses, for it must needs be that offenses coze, but we to that
nan by whon the offense comethe's...Fondly do we hcpe, fervently do
we pray, that this nighty scourge of war nmay speedily pass away.
Tet, if Cod wills that it continue until all the wealth piled by
the bondsman's two hundred and fifty years of unrequited toil shall
be sunk, and wmtil every drocp of blood drawn with the lash shzll be
paid by enother drawm bith the sword, as was said thres thowsand
years ago, so still it must be said, !'The juwdecments of thelord
are true and righteous altogether.’' :

The heart of Jew or Christian who is deepl;.-' pained by this nation's

ncaem distresses resgonds to the = zoral splendor of that address and we



ardently wish to believe that-the soul 6f the netion did truly sesdk
in the voice 6f_ Lincoln. | o
_ A nudber of cuestims arise around. the very complex idea of the
"eivil religion," and we shall be able to deal only with certain of
then. For example, any concept designed to reconstitute the naﬁ.or'zal\
spirit rust be showm relevant to the precise nature of the precent social
crisis: tut we canmot un-dartaké a general social anal:rsis preliminary to
discussion of the civil religion. That soulé be usgles;s in any case because
the civil religion has 5till no determinate i‘_oz;;. The particular pnenomena
brought 'I_'ogathér wnder the rubric "civil reiigion"™ are real enough, |
but it is altogether possible that ﬁnése data would becore m::"e
intelligible if arranged according to quite ancther corcept than the
civil religion. That, too, is a question we canrot penetrate here.
That is crucial for any concevt of the civil religicn is whether it is
in rea]j.ty what it profe_sses'to 'be,- ard irdeed nust be, if it is to function
" e_ffeétivel_v_in the midst of present Americm distresses. |
. What the civil religion professes to e and must kg, we shall argue,
is a pui-ve*;;nr of the sanction of the t'rmscer'zden?... The question raise;d_
.i.n- this paper is whether th;a civil religim possesses the integriy
required to bring tie Senction of theitranscendent to bear on the
A_merican situé.tion. Iuplicit in that questién, intum, is the ques-t;ion

of whether it honors or damages the notion of religicn itsels,

The Civil Religion

Tae civil religion is a "social cormstruction of reality," concedes
Professor Sellah, commenting in 1973 on his earlier article. "It was an

intermetation, to sane extent a new interpretaticn, of various pieces of



evidence many of which were tlemselves fir st—o'rder_irﬂ:.erprétat'i'ms 5
first_-order social cors tmcbions of realitye...The very currency of the
notion of civil religicn is the earnest of its reality....Its reality
depernds less on the existence of certain tlﬁ.ng-s out there than on a

cors ensus that it is a useful way of talling about/thirgs that are
indubitably out ther-e.....Ii‘ another interpretaticn, another social

cors truction of reality in t.he same g eneral area, replaces the one I have
offereds..thn the civil religiéh wilicease to exist.

At £irat s, ek e e lological in his
definition of the civil religion. "Few have realized that there
actually exists alongside of and rather cleariy & fferentiated fram the
churches an elaborate and well-institutionalized civil reliigion in
America," he wrote in 1967, "Tiis religion — or perhaps better, this
_religious d imension — has its own seriousness and integrify and requires
the sare care in mﬁergtandirg that vy cther r.eligioﬁ does.">
In 1967 he said, in.ef-fect: "Iookl It has been there all the time and
we didn't see it." In 1973, with more reserve, he said: "look! Here is
a concept that helps us understand." To vhich Neuhaus and others add:
"ﬁha'hé'ver it is, the country can be reconstituted by it."

What are the constituent elements of the civil religion?

Preeminent among them is transcendence. If the civil religiom .
 possesses, captures, communicates this, the term "religion" is justified.
Sidney iead has written: "The essential dogma of what I cll tle Religion
of tte Rgpublic [is] that no man is Gode....A corcept of the infirite seens
to me to be necessary if we are to state the all important fact about man:
that he is infinite."®

In the teminological thicket that obscures this subject, no Amerian

value system wiich escludes the notion of the trenscendent ngy be



identified with the civil religion. For emzmpie, Profiessor ﬁer'herg's
notion of the Ansrican way of lifes! Hernerg cites a uniquely
Americen corgeries of conmitments —- to 'democracy,ﬂa taguely defined
Supreme being, mrogress, idealism and'mc:'aljsm, affluence -~ that go
to mke uo ths PAmrican way of 1ife" — and there isno em of
dispute about justwhat that :?.&..8 In any variaﬁ.on, does that notion
pnicorporate transcendence? T sort & trams cendence most provonen ts
of the civil religion lave in nind is not a hard-working fxmrican_s
i‘reedbm to trarscend hims elf by nakirg good in ;gmerally religious
 capitialism tut the sort Lircoln was talking abont in the Second
Inalﬁ.ural. A really transcerdan‘b tz‘anscendance, if you will.
Trere is no shortage of reli igicus rhetoric in Arerican letters glorlfrng
this coumtry's great expa'iyment_but it may be dembted vhether this confers
upon democracy anythirg more sacred than the emptions of a matriotic
hol:l.day. A mst seriows cquestion arises here, which we shall déscuss

in this paper' what are me to make of tte differerce between a romantic

LIPS 5 S 1

or nh:l.losoph:x.cal vision of human and national possibilities
which mey be regarded as tra'scendent by sone and that traascerdent
rightec esnsss of an autonomous God who judges natiomms, condems
sin, invites repentance, and promises redemptim? |
Notions of transceedence are articulated and corweyed thm ugﬁ
specific vehicles amd the formative pericd of Apmerican cultwre is
rich in Imy‘ths affiming the destiny of new settlements and a new-borm
nation. Sorme early literature turns on the "Adamic myth" —- the
notin that the American is a rew Adam, essentially innocent, called
to inplant a garden in a wilderness held empty t'rough tle ages for

- God's new purocs e.9 The theme of t ranscendence is embedded in tle



| ﬁo‘bion of a special divine deéti.nz--— in this case, comcentrated upon
the Anerican hinsaif; in other myths, upon the nztion. The new
Yegtining Ganteed tnen meiand 15, Y Inaean adEs 18 B0l
God _co:réa.:*a.ble to the act of creation itseli'.,. It is somethimg o be
- confirmed or lost accwdi_hg to ihse biblical laws that governed and
evertnally punished the first Adame |

Far ':nre comprerensive, not oniy in cpncent but in its grea'ter
influence on .-_&r-'iar ican thought, is. the m{th of "God's rew Israel.nt0
Cn tﬁe model of ancient Israel, the Americen people is perceived as
specially apnointed to found a2 cmpmonwealth essentially cnni‘oméble ,
to divine law. It 11 teach a corrupt and con fised Zurope the trus
w1l of Gode The kinetic there of ti4s :zyt.h is the @ovenant:
divine blessing contingent ujaon_ nunan cbedience. The teopnle nmust be
co:s_tanﬁly alert to the subtle intrusicn of sin. The dangers of the
Atlantic crossing, the s trangeness -c?? tae new lam, the threat of
starvation, the 'sé.i‘rage inhabitants —-agzinst these Cod actively
defends his people in this lat‘ber-day'_cove_ena.nt drana. Thus the
transcendent sanction of the divine will reaches every sspect of life,
not only law and goverrment. While the Enlightenment i rtroduced less
theological views of American destiny, the language of the 01d
Testarent remained cuispi_.cuous in for exaaple, Jeiferson's utterances;
ard no:bions of mtwal lav and self—ev:’dm‘crrﬁth were fuwx ticnally
analogous to the role of revelation in the biblical mythology.
Thus the trarscendent dimension was p reserved as ar:ﬁther faith b egain
to perzieate the Arericen .mind.

Whe nwth. of the: Naw Tevadl basBad m Srmerba Fuotian dn

Yorth Americar whenever depra¥ity has threatened to corrupt the people

-



of the covenant. This was the weight of the Puritm jeremiad of the
‘1ate 17th and early 18th centuries; Lincoln saw slavery as-an
American incubus; and one ray say that crass commercialism obscured the
obligations of the covenart once again whnen, after theCivil Var,
Lincoln's visim of.‘ the ways of God was lost in rampant economic advance.
The problem, however, was that the mytho#’could be camstrmed to
Justify vorldly success as well as to recall the m tion to obedience.
YWhat was the lesson of American pmsperif;r? Tlas it not that God
approved and rewarded its obedience? Then ought the will ‘of an
obvicusly blessed veople be resisted? Certainly mt by Spaniards
in Cuba armd the Philippinesl

In its American epiphany, the myth of the new Israel is not solely
pmphetic, as early notions of manifest destiny testify. Each
American gereration must decide vhat use it will make of the national
" mythology, and the notion of tle new Israel nay be worse than
dead for lack of a.. mrophet of divine transcendence — it has more
than once lacked nobility. Witi“r:uﬁ a Lincah, it seeks a Garnegte.u

There are other nyths that operate in the Amarican mind with
great force and sore have little ar no religious rootage or history.
Such is the corcept of progress. The conviction that chanm is bound,
on balance, to be for the better may be harmonized with barbeque
interpretations of the myth of tle new Israel but that is not its
origine The o cial gospel moverent had an unblinking view of tle
crimes of indus triai uwrbanism, yet it never doubted that these
disgraces would be renoved once the conscierce of the naticn was
aroused, since crogress itself wag divinely ordained.

Wnile a certain relicious zura can be borrowed from the myth.oi‘

the new Israel to enhance and .legitimate the métion of pregress;,
fo
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it represents a purely humanist cormmitment to mankind's
potential for self-transcenderce that contrasts markedly with Lincoln's
sénse of the all-rignteous God judging the natim's -deeds.

Civil religion depends very critically on its forms of expression.
Without W=2n, nezither notions and feelings of framcmdeme nor
mrth and velidf:can beconme the property of tre populace. The studies
of Lloyd Warner, Bellah and obhers have corcentrated on the ceremonial
and verbal expression of the civil religion. .Bellah concluded from
his observation of religious allusions in prblic cerenony that they °
contain erovgh consistency and functionality to justify their generali-
zation as a civil religion with a distinctive his tory. He called
it a "public reﬁ.é‘.cus dinensicn...expressed in a set of beliefs,
symbols, and ritualSee.." i2 : .

Public ceremony cannot be separated from belief and the myths that
anpear in presidential speeches are rich in specific belief cortent,
Ged is the Creator, man subject to his will, Christ is redeemer, this
land is a garden, the people are his c hosen, and the covenant is the
metaphysical structure of Apericen experience, Jeffersonians
affimed God 2s ultirate principle, na‘b;are as ground of law, truth as
self-evident to reason, etc. All of this is widely varied as v:e;l as
very srecific ad mekes it dLffiouit for He malyst of eivil religlon
to establish its ‘ceh’.éf s;s tens In tle folk system, theveliefs % hat
have traditionally bulwarked the Arerican social system are the doctrine
ofa personal God who knows what human beings are doing, belief that
consequences of trongdoing are ultimately inescapable, and belief
that oaths are oroken only at the risk of divire vengeance. These
are not the principal points of the Christian religion but they occcur

within its systen. There are other beliefs that Americans have




generally considered to rest Ion t rars cendent grounds: | government

may nét expect obedience to "lams" that violate nature; maj.orit.ies rmust
prevail but not at the experse of tire natﬁral rights of dissenters;

the right of revolution is inherent but only whenbasic rights are
violated. In their owm way, these beliefs articulate commitment to

the transcendent as cmceived by 18th century republicamism.

The civil relig‘ion'is as substantial]:y a world of belief as it

is of tradition or c-er,emony. Bellah spells out a detailed tleology

in snalyzing the Inaugural address of .Jo!m Kermedy and Hea_d dces

the same with Lincoln's .a\d:.’tressess.‘a Vhile Presidents usually.refer '
4o God without introducing blsbently sectarian motims, their invo-
cations of d'eitjr are futile if they do not motivate citizens to efforts.
cors tre tive of the nation and ceter them from actiors hostile to it.
For this there nust be belkef conient in the civil re ligion. Nothing
rore vividly illustrates the union of definite belief with public

motivation than the Battle Hym of the lepublic. A sort of -

scripture of the civil religion of the Horth, it invoked God as judge
and identified the nortlern armies as divime avengers. iithout
this kind of quality and content, civil religion cannot function as

public motivator, ccatroller, and guarantor.

Critiqus of the Civil Religion

- The question of the viability of the civil religion as a concept
'nay be reduced to a test of the adequacy of its grasp upon the
transcendent, Clearly there are dangers. A nation's understanding
of ‘tm transcendent nust never be developed éo thaﬁ the naticn sees itsglf
as t_ranspendent or sets natiuna;i:.-iralu.es in conflict with tle '

imterests of citizens (statism); nor im-ose American values and
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interests.on_‘\"on_ﬁmeﬁca: veovles (imperialisa)e
While there exists no stable taxcnomy of civil religions,
we perceive distinct types. The first of these clearly identifies

democracy as religion. J. Paul Williams in What Americans 3elieve

and How They "-':'ors"r'.i'om first cites the precspt of Robin Ii, T."iiliax:'s

that Mevery functioning society has to an izportant degree a common
religit;.:n" and that "a society's common-value system — its 'moral
solidarity! -- is always correlated r:ith and to a degree devendant
upon a shared reli_gi_ous orientaticn." Bg then calls uz-n the nositive
religions of the United States to recognize thatofthe spiritual
core [and] heart of [America's] hational existence" is a "democratic
faith" and states: "denocracy nust becane an object of religious
dedication." Further: "government ageﬁcie_s. ~usttteach the democratic
ideal as réli%"_on." There must be "an oven indoctrination of the
faith thé:b the denocractic ideﬁ accords with ultimate realitye...that
democracy is the very Law of Iife...." Recognizing the need for
supporting -ublic ceremonial, he cites the lazi mass meeting as an
effective nodel and equates communism, fasecisn, and' democracy as
ideclogies equally suited to religicus devo'l:_ion."

The principal instrument for teaching the religion of demceracy
is, of cowrse, the public school, thich in 7illians' system assumes
the role of an .-imericén "state-church." Its pri:ﬁ.::al doctrines

Williams cites from A. Powell Ysvies: M...belief that man..can raise

the level of iis life imdefinitely, meking the world increasingly ore
happy, .ore just, and aors goed; no fate hes zmade hin prisoner of nis
circunstances, no natural wezness h:s c:ndemned hir to be ruled by

tyrenny. e 15 meznt to be free, Thr-ough the porer of reason he can

formm inteiligent opinionsg, and -y discussion and deaie czn test then.
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Iﬁ-'wwiné tret trut h is precious abtore all things and the cnly safe guide
$0 pumoses and aims, the St 45 meek 4 sust s eid KowioTebes
%d‘.lhihe da:;'ccrafﬁ_c fai h decdares that human rights zFe by their
nature uh;i.versa.i: that libef-fy is such a'-right, ani that witheut 1i’ erty
thei-e cannot be justice; that, to ensure jusiice, i veople should
. ma.'tce the laws unfer vhich they live; that besides justice there should be
'ber;_évolence and sympathy; that tlcse cdoctrines of religicn which beseecﬁ
pankind to practice 'brotherhcold ere right; that loye nusi a:c?el hate, and
good rill take ihé clice of malice; that as :’:.ell as_ze_a.l there nust be
- patience and f orbezrance, and thzt §ersuasicn is bette;' than coercions
: f&at none sncwld hold the eodle in contempt, or pmwfzane the sacredness
of conscierce, . deny the vorth of human li’e; mdfnally, that Cod’
and history are on the side of freedon and justice, love and right-
eoudness; and nzn will therefore, be it scoﬁ or lzte, zchieve a world
society of peace amd happiness vhere 21l are free znd none shallbe
aﬁaid."b‘

Professor Villiads has dme %rat hiﬁ §biloa: thy calls fer: identi-
fied the rignt belié.fs —-- and he does mot recoil frox the need to suppress
beliefs and atitudes thus recognizabie as'mstileto e nabioml values.
This country hes had its bouts with such mroblens; they have always
’bée_n the test of 1iberty: the ilornon cases, refusals 'to-sal'ute the
#iag, Godebate of veligion as v busls For somciarbions ol ectio
Precisely this debate over the right religion forced Zngland tc opbt for
relig 6us tolerztion in the 17th century. And toleraticn was addpted
in the nare of cne of Professor Williams' cardinal values, freedom of
o nscien ce. |

Williacs seess not to lve mde_rst.dod Lincoln., During the Giv-il
War bo th Morth and Scuth held specific doctrines Thich they believed md

transcendent santion and o ldiers on both sides mroved willing to die



for them. To this conflict of religiously helé civil valwes Lincoln

spoke: "Both read the same Bible, and pray to the same God; @nd each

invokes his aid agairst the other." 3But bot: prarers couwld not be

ansverede Lincoln concluded that the "hlzight;r has his ovm purposes.”
Worshippers of an autonomous God do mot dictate to Fin., To take

God seriously is precisely .'to seek his i1l and obey it, not announce

its comr esponderce with national or sectimal cause. The povierful

civil religions of the 1860!'s did not grasp the reaﬁtjr of God. He

is not tie guarantor of one side or another; “:_‘s the judge of both and

the vindicator of the oppressed. Tie paradex of tiae .odern civil

religion debate is that the supreme inwvocation of God in American public

histary mrecisely denied the civil religions then prevailing. Lincoln

stood very much 2lcone when he divorced hinself froz the clasling cause-

religions and sooke of thé divine o cuite diflerent grounds.

Robert Bgllah, working from sociclog cdl assumptions, s eeks

to avoid the gross establishmentarimisn of Villiars. Bellah wrote

in 1973:+ "Herbert Richardson argues persuasively for the i::rportancg,
_*:'Lndeed tre indispensability, of 2 notion of irarscendénce in a2 demo-

.cratic polity. Such a notion provides the hichest symbolic expression
- and legitimation far the openmess of a genuirely participati onzl pdlitical
process. But it is essential tmt the transcendence which is a consti-
tutive part of the demccratic process remain symbelically empty, for
particularity of com t2nt would operste to prevent orecisely tkhe
opemness it is meant to guarmtee."lé 3ellah commends Martin “arty's
distinc ticn vetween civil religian and "public theolog " —— varying
‘beliefs exxessed by specificreligicus traditicns abcut national

affairs which, notwithstanding their d ifferences, are good for thke cowntry.



Bellah attemmts to deal with the intolerable implications of -
7illiams' government re'li;giﬁn by denp.ng it all specific content.
- Against his background of oriental studies, Zellah remarks that the
‘liahayana Buddhist conéept of sunya ,t_a (emptiness) nmight serve Arerica
better than the symbol of the Biblical Jehovah. President Eis enhower
L R T I
presuned view that religion is is_rporta.n'{:lt.o. the count;‘y but what people
choose for religious doctrine is not. Such talk simply does not correspond
with American 'hisfoz;ical reality. The American civil religion expounded
by those who discern it §s very much a matter of content. o civil
religion in democracy can exist without at a minimun affirming that
God belrg CoR BTN DS Rt ied D S UUB PSSy SORREE . in himan
affairs for curcing free discourse,

The oivil retTiion 48, but TUTHE the bt offhat religious beli efs
have .positive cash 'v_aiue for civil life. The Eisenhower principle
means simply that any belief is accepfable provided its cash value for
public affairs conforms to the national interest as judged, presumably,
by existir;g custoa, law, Opinion makers, judres, and vrosecuting attome,?ﬁ.
For exanple:  belief in God cashes out to "demccracy is sacred;®
human finitude cashes out to "free speech is sacred;" God's justice
éashes out to "minority rignts nust be vindiczted." |

AI.‘Brica-n social history demorstrates, lowever, thajb nunerous beli efs
cash out negatvively. 'fha doctrine of creaticn has been ore than orce
cashed out to a tan on the teaéhing of evolution. The Canesis story of
_the creation of Eve out of the body of Adﬁm has' been cashed out to the
precedence of man over woman., »delief that slavery isstaught in the

3ible was once cashed to jus tify southern secession, amd the northern



doctrine that slavery is sin converted Generdl Sheman's scorched
earth policy into GOdI s vengeance on the sin .of southern slaveholders.
One nust conclude that since not every belief held among Americans is

subject to politically favorable 'inte:'pretation, govemnent must define

correct civil doctrines and repress teachings, eventhose of churches
a‘nd'sects, that foster harmful effects. Tre fantasy of contentlgss
civil religion provides no refuge.

Anj' viable concept of the civil rellgmn involves esta‘bl:.shnent. Villiams

o et G L B
-

candid 1y advecates curbs on religious freedom for the szke of
the benefits of a civilly oriented religion, Viorse, fran the

point of view of religion itself, is the debaserent of transcsndence

- itself. "hat Lincoln rebuked in Horth a.n.d South,advocates of The

religion of démcracy do: having decided what is trwe religion, they

call down the firestof transcemderce upon ite But "the Almighty

has. his own purposes.!" God is autonomous or he is not transcendent.
Professor Sidney lgad makes a mare sénsitive case than either

Tilliams or Bellah, and his choice repres;ent.s a second majar o ption

for civil religion. These then are the fundamental beliefs onwhich

the democracy rest§= belief in God, belief in 'the people!, be.lief in

the wice of tle people as the surest clue to the voice of God, belief

tha t truth emerges out of the conflict of opinions....The only safeguard

against [trespass of tle majority on the rights of the minority] is

the convicticn that under God truth and right are m%zatters of majority

vote., it is i‘o}\bhis reason that derocracy without faith in God is

likely to sink into demagogic mobocrac'j."]‘?

‘Uead denies Villiams' prorosition that "governmental agencies
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must teach the democratic idea as religion.“' Denocracy is ot itself
the destiny of man; it is good because it enables free peodle to

"fulfil their destiny under God." Furthermore, dezocracy "rests

upon faith in the Cod who is the onl:,r ‘object of religious devotion -= the
Christian [sic] God of mercy and of of judgment — tre God of creat:.on,

of providence, and of history.'-'la

l'ead notes that the reverence accorded tre Zuropean state-church
was directed by many inmigrants toward the naticn itsaif, since
they could clearly not reveremax the congeries of reiigions that made
this nation different.” This reverence, and its referent, liead prefers
to call tke "Religion of the Republic:" the generally Caristian religiousness
which came t o be associ ated with noti cns of Acerican peonlehood and destinye.
This nust be cléarly distinguished fraa the "civil religion" insofar as
that term id equated with Williams and, to a lesser degree, lela.h.
Head repudiates the consecrating role of civil religlov:, g rehg..on
.of the Renubl:.c is p rovhetic and Lincoln is its a.rc"e'byue.

Trere is, however, a prcblem in ead's concesti, ®hicht touches the
central issue, transcendence. For I.incoln, the.Cod who is abore all
gods, ineluding the disputing secticns of the imerican people, is
. tle Transcendent, whereas for Mdead the transcerdent is a dynamic
national ideal operating in the nirds of the people. It isno less
prophetic on account of its immanence.

The 'worlds above the given world! are piciures in the great ayth-
ologies or dramas of therelirims, wiich zold tefare tie peorle the
ideals and asmrat:.cns *'m.ch define thelr zense of Zestiny amd
furrose....ihe religion of this, cur "Zemb_.c, is of this nature.
Trerefore to be committed to that relicicn is mct icbe cormitted to
this vorid adit is, but to a warld asyet 2bove and bers d it to
vhich this werld cught to be confomed. “he 'azerican religion,!
contrary to ¥ill “erberg's much -opularized s nisunderstanding,

is not the :werican *ay of life as we knew aniziverience ite...5eean
'thus the relizion of the Rewublic is essantizlly wroshstic, which is

~to sgy that its ideals and aspiraticrs stzdin emstant judzment over
the passing shenanigans oi the pemle....is



The risks of public religion are cleaf to lead: we oust
"assure owrselves that our attitude tomard the nztion does ot .
becore Holatrous; that the state does mo t becae CGod; that the Renublic

does not becar e hetercnomous VRauaITIE other uatiens.“zo

ilead spaaks explicitly of a theologsr of the nation: "the theology of
the symergistic and theonomous reiigion of t.he P-n::ub;._c stands' against
this idolatrous tendency equally with Caristianitye. ..
ZJevéftﬁeles's, Lead's omm version of the theolozy of toe sublic religion
is derived froa ';Tﬂ-itehead, Tillich, aﬁd eariier resublican views.
In .i"bs o'm way, this reveals a characteristic of wubiic religion in
any form: it is a ch:v.ld of the American soul; it is a social
- and evoluticnary, phéiommon; it is mt a child of re'v‘ela‘bioﬁ.

Lincoln himself blended Biblical insights with recublican connitments.
It 1s certainly 't.rtiel that idealism riay function to create oovierful
tensions :j.n_‘l-he L:_nd of a peoole distressed with contermoraneous
real:l.ty and this may be called "prophetic." The fact remains that
there is a very wiide difference teitween the Christian critique of

trahscendence e
1dola'bry of all sorts and 'bhat which pmceeus fron philosorhical "deellsm.

“L-ranscendence':.s not exempt from the general truth thet words can be given

any neéning their users choose; but a specific religion with

a stable "theelogy," even a religicn of a “_we-u'b"" ¢, canmot equate

tne God of the 01d Testame'qt wdan with the creaturey of the republican age.
One ce.nnot but return to Walter Lippmann with a ceriain sense of

relief. Iong custressed by the deferioration of Tublic morale and polity,

Lippmann analyzed and regrebted the infidelity of america to its owm "public

philosovhys™ his cencern was .with "the inner princizles of [Americen
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democraticl institutions." He never spoke of reﬁg‘ion; for hin, these
princivles had a pover base of their own. Indédd, their rower-
arose in part fron their fery jmmanence in the human mind. First among
these immanent principles is the natwral law and Anerica's belief,
derived from bota 1 the .:nl:.ghtenment and medieval traditions that passed

- largely unquesticned into the Puritan hentaga, that real:.'by- conta..ns

- imperatives and sanctions which human beings violate at the:._r perils

A sort of "relative transcenderce" characterises tiis view of reality.
Lippnann remarked that poli tical ideas obtain legitimacy as they bind
conscience. "Then they possess, as the Confucizn doctrine ms it,

'the mandate of heaven,'! Lippmann is here al sé;nax_.xtic breath avay

from ccn‘cemporary-expo.sitions of thelpubjic religion, minus ‘&xezr c]_.ai.m'
on the sort of transcendence of which L:‘.ncolr_x_lspoke.

Lippmann is surely right in believing tiet the dissoluticn of an
ennoblirg corwmon philosophy of man ard so ciety puts any natiocn in danger
of falling tol pieces.. But for all his :stea,d.y telling of this truth, he__'
aviakened no p;me:p in the national soul to cure its sick'ne'sé.

A new gereration of scholars proposes to tap a tmﬁﬁon&l power
source: the semse of transcendence that moved the New lodel Army,
Crom7ell himself, and their successors in North imerica, The power of
the trarscendence they Knew lies precisely in its "otherness" than |
a.vahmg knovn to human ‘philoscphy. For all tre cwrrency of ea.rly
republlcan ideas in the New ilodel Army, its behavior was profoundly
shaped by the not:l.on that God disposes among the ambitions and whicsies
of men,

This greé.t :n'yStary the proponents of the civil religion are

a.'b smot:.ng to recapture and apoly on beha].f of American national

restitutions Such is the nature of the co::m‘.'hnent, lowever, that it

cannot be done by elevating the public rhilosophy of*Lizomamn



or any Sitonen v er'sion of the c¢ivil religion to.that. v lane of holiness
which is required, If it were done, it would be a deception of ideas; .
and it.-'.m uld betray whatwe rave leared froz: Baglish amd American
history about _‘bhe essence of religicus.li‘oa;t'f. _

Public ceremonies may truly touch the mystic chords of American
idealisn but neither‘the'y nor .-th.e roblest nublic philosophy can be
equated with the tﬁnscendence that stands ferth in Linccln's Second
Inavgural: none other than thé autonomous Ged whe judges naticnsl,
causes, erd reli-._gions in accordance m‘.th‘a will vhich, though often
inscrutible, is always just and alrays vindicates the opmressed.

.'.'[".};e transcendence for which the pzﬁponc—nts oi the p;blic_ religion
are reaching cannot be a characteristic of anytiing,whether docirine or
ritual, It is futile tc promulgate ser:eti-:-i-n-g old or newr and declafe it
transcendent. Transcendence is rnot 'i_nade in America.m I'.‘(IJble themnesq and
evocative éeremohies' there are, but they zre i‘eiigion only as sociology
defihes_ it and posse'és’ a purely relative transcendence 2t best.

But God is not put to the uses of peonles and raticns. All civil
religions are intrinsically flawed because they would mzke use of Cod.
Stch an intention éxtinguisheg the Mrewfiet pives thenm 1ifé.

"~ The discip]jme of religion, if not sociclozy, antaropology, and

philosophy, is able to know that it is Cod who nzkes use of naticns

and that it is the part of the people to hurmble themselves.

©o= o 1 am fully aware that I spesk from Anerica's eazrliest Christian
myuh, 2s Lincoln dide On a sociologiczl basis it is certainly possible
tc discern, devise, and even promulgate something that may be called
-e. CJ_.'V'.Ll relizion,. The idea is postulated by that ciscizline.

Sidney “ead's thinking is finely iuned io the history of American
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Chrﬁ'.stianity and its traditions of civility and liberty. But even he
d.raw;s avay fron 'hﬁe religion that wnderzirded Lincoln's interpretation
of t!ié civil war and prefers, as civil religion inevitably nust,

the' national idealisn whose claim to transcendence is grounded in the
theory of an innanent natural law. Yet between the matural law and
the Zreator and judge of the natural law there is fixed a great gulf.
If Anerican mticna_.l restitution can be accomplished by a return of
respect for the theory and myth of the natﬁ.f'al law, well andgood; that
is not a matter of religion, 'inéofér as tréﬁs_éendence' is con:;tituﬂve
of religion. 3ubt if it is true that the power to move nations lies with
a God of ultimate and mbondiﬁonal trars cendence, it mﬁld be

more useful for scholars who seek the national restitution to

~ help this net yet chosen people uncerstand the judgment of God

on the United States for its countless offenses against rishteousness

rather than promulgating the ritual and dogme of a religion of American

d_é::zo cracye

Elmyn A. Smith
2500 Driftwood RdeS.E.
Ste Petersburg, 7L 33705
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THE PROSPECTS FOR RELIGIOUS LIBERTY
by Dr. Cynthia C. Wedel .
President, World Council of Churches
We have thought about many aspects of religious liberty during
this week =- what.if means, how it has been enshrined in the laws
and practices of this éountry, dangers to which we must be alért.
My aséignmént'is to help us look to the future == tb see if we.caﬁ
doscern what 1i£e and society will be like during the third century
of our history, and what place religious liberty may-play. ‘
-Beforellooking to the future, I would like to put J‘;'::)rw:arc{r
two propositions upon which ﬁy thesis depends.l The first of these
is a theological assumption -- that God made us free, As far as we
know, human beings are the only part of the creation with freedom
of cholce. ZEverything else llves and operates according to built-
in qualities or instiné#a. We alone can cﬁoosé to do or not to do
things., We can even declde to disobey, lgnore or deny God. Since
'God‘(in the Jewish-Christian tradition) is both purposeful and good,
“':_there miist be some feasdﬁ'for'this-ﬁniqﬁe1gift-bf'freedom; It is
.“my'assumptidﬁ fhaﬁ.God tooﬁ the fisk 6f cfeating a free beiﬁg, |
knowing that we would almost certalnly misuse our freedom, because
 the essence of God is love and he wanted to create love in the
univefse. Since lové is not é "thing" 5ut a relétionship, the only
way to create it was to create a being capable of love -- a being
with whom God could enter into a relationship of mutual love.

God knew somethinz z2bout love which we human beings hnave
'difficulty learning or accepting. Thls is that gggl love, in the
highest sense, can only exist in complete freedom == when there is
not thae slightest elemént of power, force, or coerclon. To make

2 love relationshap possidvle, God had to limit hls own powar by

o
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. givirng completé freedom to peovle.

With our limited understanding, humanlbeings have always been
desperately afraid of free@om. The God who made us and Xnows ﬁs
beﬁter than we xnow ourselves, trustea us with freedom, 3But we do
not trust one another, All of human history attests to this. From
the beglnning of time, human sqciety has been organized with the
| powerful few méking decisions and forcing the vast majoxity of
'humanity to acbqptfénd obey. - The assumption that most people could
not be trusted ﬁith_freedom is very deep in most individuals'and
institutions., I belleve that for this reason God has never been
very pleased with the way we have structured our é;mmon.life;*

Out of thils first proposition grows the second one. It 1is
that religlous freedom im the basis of all freedom. Human freedom
comes from the fact that God made'us free. Tragically, through 10st
of hisfory, the forces of religion have been as domineating and fearful
of freedom as have governments and other institutions., Silnce God
‘entrusted even the structure of man}s relationship with him to his
human. children, we responded in .a typically huran way -- by a few
_seizing the:pdwér of religion and coercing everyone élse tarough. -
laws, rules, and even through persecution and force, to worship
God in one o::ano;her specific wa}.“ Religion has often
Ibeen used a;so to reinfopce the power of the state.

The fact that religion itself has been péfverte& by human
Beings to limit religious freedom may be respOnéiﬁlé for the severe
lack of freedom which has marked most socleties in history, If
and when the forces of religlon come to understand and proclaim the
God~given freedom of évery human being, there may be hone for real

liberty. It is no coincidence, but rather the operztion of this

principle, taat the majority of the founders of thls country were
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“'f”ﬁbelieving" people. Many of them were devout Christians. Some --
: Aliké Jefferson e could not accept the strictures of the churches of
" that time, but were étrongly deist -- bélieving with certainty that
there was a powéf operating abo#e and geyond the 1life of this #orld,
A belief in a supreme being i1s clearly written into the Declara-
?%ion'of Independénce, and into the Constitution which grew out of it.
'.Looking back ofer 200 yeérs, we éan marvel at the fact that the often
© 1htolerant religious people of tue revolutionary era could take the
I bold step of forbldding the establishment of rellgion in the new
'ﬁation,.andnto provide for liberty of individual conscience. It is
.hard for us, at the present time, to realize whét amfolq action this
was,., Everywhere else in the worid they knéw, religion and govern—
ment were thé same.. The churches were supported by taxes, and clergy
and peobdle had to conform,

Through the past two centuries theré-have been many.efforts by -
"religious” pebple to undermine the drinciple of seParétion of church
and state. Many kinds of'iegislation have besn proposed which would
require Ameriqané tQICanorm_to-one‘religious point of view or another,

- l Prohibitidn, prayers in the vubllic schools, anti-abortion legislaﬁion
are-only a few of such efforts." - =

As we look té the future, i1t behooves the leaders of religion
to consider carefuwlly the requirements of true religious'liberty.. If
anyfoné of our feligious grouvs had any hode that it might be able
10 become the established religion of tne countiry, it.might'be
‘tempted to try to achlieve thils status. The idea of being supported
by tax money, and having special privilege and status, mizht look
'alluring, especially ig times of economic recession. This is ob-

viously impossible., But I belleve that any chureh wlith sense would

not choose that role even i1f 1t were possible,
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With our-ffeedom, and our almost frightening plurality of
religious bodies in the U.S., we have also a far more viable reli-
ghous sector of the population than‘any nation with an established
churdh. Even_oﬁr'diminishing church attendance 1is svectacularly

larger than_that of other countries. Thé only places where religion
.19 increasing fapidly today is in some of thé developing countries who,
11k§ us, havé freedom of réligion written into their laws,

I suggested earlier that :reedom of religion is basiec to other -
freedoms. If this is frue,.wé who are part of the religious es-
teblishment of this country have a major resﬁonsibility for pro-
tecting and extending religious liberty, in order to protect-all “
of our.precious'freeddms; We cannot expect anyone else to do this
for us. Nor - in our pluralistic soclety -- can any one religious
group do 1£ alone. We must we;k together far bettefnthan we have-
ever done in the past, |

What can we do to insure that the prospects for religious liberty:
will be good 1in ﬁhe future ? I will 1ist seven things whch I have
thought of. No doubt you cam think of others.

. 13 _Helneed to be very clear that the basls of liberty im
tne God-gliven freedom of every indiyidual-to act acgording to his
or her own consclence., Consclence =~ a-sense of right and wrong =--
has to be_cultivated, throggh experlence, through-the;example of
others,:thrpﬁgh"teaéhing. ‘fhe "content" of consclence dépends on
some sense of order and reason in the universe -- something beyond
the rule of might or "the law of the Jungle". How ar; our churches
and synagogues handling the religious education of adults, parents,
and children to ensure the development of "conscientious" qitizens ?

2) As religious bodies, we must vay more attention than we

nave in the vast to learning'to kirow and respect one another, We

must encourage our diverse religious groups to develod, preach and
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practice thelr own beliefs. We have seen some zood examples of this

in recent years when churches have come to the aild of other churches

in trouble, even when they held stronly contrary beliefs -- because

of concern for the principle of religious liberty. Maﬁy of our
chﬁrches for whom pacifism ;s not a matter of doctrine; strongly
support the "peace" churches in their witness.

| 3) Because religious iiﬁerty is based on the God-givgn
freedom of evefy huﬁan being, the religious neople of this country
must be the leaders in fighting for the rights of the poor and
oppressed in our own.and other_lands._ We.had 2 short-liﬁed moment
of glory in the civil rights strugzle 6f the early 1960's. -ﬁht. ]
where are-ﬁe_now as we sée educational, healﬁh and welfare pro-
grams -- which offer hove of freedom to the neediest citizens in
our land -- being dismantled and destroyed ? And Where are we
as our nation sﬁpports Oppressi#e reglmes around the world, and
reduces aid to other countries excépt for armaments ? If indiiif
dual religious peoplé aﬁd groups of Ghristiansrand Jews are not

speaking out and acting for freedom and Justice for others, we

- will have no right to claim help if our religious liberties are

' threatened.

4) We must be in the forefront of those who are working

‘for humane and rational systems to maintain reasonable law and

order. Individual liberty, in a mass soclety, cannot be unbridled

license for everyone to do exactly ﬁhat he or she pleases., There
have to be some controls, But these_must be fai:, impartial, and
compassionate.- What are we religlous people doing to improve our
systems of Jjustice ? How much do we care about children who get
into trouble (2s long as they are not our ¢hildren), or peoﬁle

who cannot afford to fight unjust arrest ? How vigorous 1is our
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.-qinistry to those in prison or -- almost more crucial -- to those
released from ﬁrisqn ? |

5) Arms and weapﬁns are the basic tools of repression, Recog-
nizing that a case can be madé'for the carefully controlled use of
them by 1aﬁ enforcement officers or the military, how active are-we
in working for reasdnable gun control laws ? And how much is our
voice being heard by the Congress as 1t votes far higher amounts
for armaments than were svent in time of war ? Surely, for every
gun or bomb which ﬁay protect freedom, a hundred are used to destroj

the freedom of others. -

-

6) " The founders of our country gave us a framework of }reedom,
and a remarkably flexible method of keeping our nation up to date.
They were people of their time. They could not see, then, the
need for freedom for slaves, or for the poor, or for women. e
have begun to expand the areas of freedom -~ and must continue to
press on until freedom for these grouss is rzal., And we must reallze
that we, too, are beople of our time. With aﬁr religious concern
for all of God's children, we néed to be ready td'stretch the
- Boundaries of our imaginations to encompass other grouvs now the
victims of diserimination or oppression;Q- the physically'handi—
capped, for example, or the mentally retarded, the aged, or those
| who deviate from traditional sexual roles,

7) ﬁe may also neéd - togetﬁer -- t0o look critically at
our own freedom as religious grouvs within the framework of our
government, .He enjoy our tax-exempt status, and like to think of
it as a friendly gesture from a benevolent governmeht. I do not
questlon the motives of those who provided this benefit. They
"knmew that churches and synagogues were vital for the moral and
religious standards of thé country, and wanted to help them, But

the law which zives us the exemption also prohibits us -- and other
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voluntary public iﬁterest organiéafions_from any efforts to lin-
.”'-fluence'legislafion, even though trade aséociatidns and other

special interest groups have no such restrictions. Some thought-
ful legislators are trying to do sé%ething_about this. Are we
aware of tﬁeir_work ? Have we decided what we need and want ?
Should we not be consulting togetner aboﬁt'this, seeing it as
a step forward in our.own religious liberty ?

- Finally -- and basically -- our task of helping to form the
consclence and sense of value of the American people must be taken

much more seriously than we have taken 1t 1n the recent past. For

Without such individual responsibility on the pary of informed
citizens no 11berties are safe, Edmund Burke sald it very well
two hundred years agos: '

"There must be a curb on human will and apvetlte somewhere,
The less there is within, the more there must be without, It is
contrary to the eternal constitution of things that men of intemper-

-ate minds can be free.
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Both the graatness and the limitations of the Prﬁtestant tradition
of religious liberty can bé encapsulated in the comment on an anonymaus
seventeenth century'wxitér: "I had rather see coming toward me a whole
regiment with drawn swords, than one lone Calviﬁist convinced that he is

doing the will of God."

' | - _ | _ .I.
The greatess of this tradition is that ;ﬁe one who believes that God's

will s being doné through nim or her is in&eed freed up, liberated;,tc take
risks, even to the point of death, for the sake of the convictions that
inspire the action. No power, whether of the state, tae cﬁurch,lqr the
conspiring_fqrces.ofihﬁe, need dauﬁt such a person, Sueccess or failure is
not the ultimate testﬁ;'thé ultim;te_teét is_f@del;ty to'dod?ﬁ will, whatesver
the consequences, "the Christian,” as Christopher Fr& has somewhere remarked,
"is one who can afford to fail,”™ The will of God will be done; :ﬂe;égéﬂﬁ?h

expression and of action is given to the "one lone Calvinist," who acts not

for the sake of self but ad ma joram gloriam Dei.

The limitations of this tradition ars perhaps more readily apvarent to
non-Calvinists than are the advantages. The freedmm the Calvinist has is
not something the Calvinist easily grants to nonCalwiniets, and the assur-

o .
ance of teing the purveyor of God's will leadg to an arrogance and intoler-
A @ :
ance that nistory has recorded with balefully compiets documentation, The
"one lone Calﬁinist,“-in fact, has somstimes called upon the "whole regiment

in drawn swords," as a way of persuading others that he is not only the
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instrument of the diviné ;i11, but that others had bebter acknowledge
that instrumentality or be prepared to pay the consequences, . Not all the
hereties were burned in Spain.

When the one lone Calvinist is,in fact,the doer of God's will, he can
still pervert that will by the unGodly way he exercises it. And there is
always the possibility (sﬁmatimes hidden from the Calvinist) that he only
thinks he I;jé:;:;;iaa will, of<Ged, and is actual}y exoressing nothing but
his cwn.will which he seeks to clothe with divine authority, If a Caivinist
in full posession of the truth could summon fear, the Calvinist in error
was positively terrifying. [

 The greatest danger in such a‘position is that'thése who believe them=
gslves in poéession of the truth will féel Justified in imposing that truth
by f;rce ﬁpon_thasa less fortunate, and will be unwilling to make the re-
lationship reciprocal. Calvinists and Lutherand were not hotable.éhampions
of religious liberty for others, Much of the recognition tha such liberty
belongsd'to ali, and not just to a few, came from the small sectarian graups,
the 1§ft.wing of the Refonnation, who had the added incentive-that.beinv in
-tha minority mdde it a matter of sal_-interpst for them to insistg on the-
rightg of relirlous libe'ty for those in tha minority. ‘A prineiple, whan
compounded with a survival impulse, is a powerful princinle indeed. So one

Mo aTly

must not try too %ee%ly to create a case for historic Protestantism as the
vehicle on which religlous liberty rode into the arena of modern civilizat-
" ton. Indeed, as Rabbi Gordis has argued elsewhere (cf. Scharper, ed., Torah
and Gosvel, Sheed and Ward, New York, 1966, »p. 99'-133_), religious libart;;;
is more a gift of the secular tradition than of the religzious one, and.this
is a salutary warning against claiming too much for one's own tradition,
particularly when the latter (vhether Protestant or Catholic) has been studded
with instances of intolerance.

Many today would arzue uha* our modern pluralistic situation is the
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situation most éonduiciva not only to religious liberty but to civil 1ib-
erty as well; since no singla tradition can make exclusive claims for it-
self, there must be a liveland-let-live attitude on the part of all trad-
itions, Such a foundation is preearious, howaver, to the degree that in-
differentism is hérdly a way of building enduring or significant loyalties,
Its atmosphers, moreover, paves the way for the intrusion of fresh idolat-
ries that are willing to capitalize -on indifferentism,and impose themselves
on unsuspecting peoples and nations before the latter ars really aware thatl
they have signed away by default the liberties they'sought to eséouse. The
'history of modern totalitarian systems is aﬁ aloQusﬁt illustration of this
N goptention, |
II
The above remarks have seemed necessar& to lntrodﬁeéé a certain healthy
circumspection, before proceeding to a discussion of the thsolqgical-case
for religious liberty that can be made from a Protéstant perspgcfive. I offer
a prelimiﬁary comment and a substantive reply. |
_ rhg praliminary coﬁmept 1s.a rémindqr of ?hat might be called'thé

_hegativa power of Protestantism at its best, i,e. its consistent warning
against idolatry. In this insistance, Protestantisn his drawn haavily. upen
the prophetic tradition of Judaism and upon a constant reiteration of ths
commandment., "You snall have no other gods before me." %Jhegavar an unerite
ical ailegiaﬁce is demanded for an instiiution, an ideology, a person; or
whétever; such allegiancé must'bé dia#iﬁwed. This is the point Paul Tillich
empnasized 1nﬁ$§; stress on "the Protestant princlﬁle" - the assertion

that only to God can ultimate allegiance be given, All else can and must

be challenged, criticized, attacked, examined, repudiated if need be, If an
institution claims that its structure or its doctrine is an unambiguous ex-
pression of God's being or will, the claim must be denied, for the iastitut-
ion is not Cod, (This is the source of much of the historical Prosestant

vehamence against papal infallibvility, though, curiously enough, soma of 4ir
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those same Protestants gave allegiance to what could be called paper
inf311ibility, i.e, that a given book, Holy Scripture, was beyond the
possibility of error.) This principle serves as a bulwark against ine
ordinate and idolatrous demands of the state, for, as the Westminster
divines put it, "God alone is lord of the conscience."™ The signers of
the Barmen Declaration of the Confession Church in Ggrmany mads clear in
1934 that to say "yes" to Jesus Christ meant saying ."no" to Hitler,

This means also that one's jown s&atements of the truth, one's own
institutional structures, must come under similar scrutiny and judgment,
and this is the part of the Protestant tradition on religious likterty that
has been most historically flawed. But this can be a self-correctingfre-
source to which appeal from within can always be made, even thouzh those
within apparently often need strong nudging from those without,

JIT

Let us turn now to the more substantive response to the problem., Here
I shall use a statement of the World Council of Churches, which, since it
kx ineludes such a déverisity of Protestant and Orthodox groups, haéftﬁ
deal constantly with the issue pf religious liberty. TIn addition to being
an important statement in its own right, the quotation I offer is a safe-
guard against the "one lone C;lvinist“ syndrome,

At its first assembly in 1948 in Amsterdam, the World Council sstab-

lished various guidelines for relifious liberty, on the basis of which

discussinn continued through the second assembly at Evanston in 1954, leading

at the third assembly at New Delhi in 1961 to a clear statement of the
theological rationale for religious'liberty:
Christians see religious liberty as a consequence of God's creztiie

Work, of his redemption of man in Christ, and his calling of men into
his service. Accordingly human attempts by lezal enastment or by

orassure of social custom to coerce or to eliminate faith are vioslations

of the fundamental ways of God with men, The freedom which Zod has

given in Christ implies a free responsa to Cod's love and the responsibs

ility to serve fellow-men at the point of deevest need,
in 't Hooft, ed., New Delxi Revori, ». 153)
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Several things in this compressed statement are worth comment: -

1. The case is made in positive rather than negative ternms, IT is nof
said, "We really have the right to act coercively if we wish, but.we will
refrain from doing so." Rather, it is said, mBEcause of certain positive
affirmations about howf# God deals with us, a poéitive affirmation emerges
abaut how we are to deal with one another." This position is a necess-

_ai-y consequence of the Ciu'ist.ian faith, rather than a grudging concess-
ion to be extracted from it, ' _ ‘

| 2. The case nas univars_al' rather than partial application. .It is not
said, "UbHder certain circumstances, we believe in religious liberty,f i.e.

when we are too few to be assured of it -for ourselves, or when we are so‘

many that we can afford to let the crazies sound o sl ther, it is said,
"Under all circumstances, the claim to religzious likerty is valid, "

3. The case is based on the gentral affirmation a.b,bu-t God, rather
' than on a peripheral theological affimmation. It is not said, "Because items
,a-, b, ¢y, and 4 ars 5o, ,-«ew- 5 an inafarential likelihood that item e,

' dealing_l.wi.th religious liberty, can bga _def'anded.ﬂ Rather it is s;\-id direct=
1y and -explici.t,y,' "Since ng deals non-coerc_:‘ively with us, we must deal
‘noneccercively with one.anothér. . Tb_beiileve _tha'qd gbd's pattern is one ..
of fzfesly gfTered love, .a.nd then seek to communicate that belief by a forced
option, would deny tha int.e‘gfit—.y of the entire enterprise. If God's will
-is not imposed by fiat., neither can curs be. |

4, The case makes demar.& on those who affirm 1t. Heligious liberty

is not only libderty to proclaim, but alse "responsibility to serve," and,
indeed, to serve those Mat the point of deevest need," Arrogance, surerior-
ity, condescension, are all ruled out,

This basic affirmation implies certain sneclflc consequences, among



=6-

which are at least the following:

1, Religious liberty is a fundamental human right that should be
universally recognized.

2. The state should not only recognize religious liberty but neln
te protecu it,

3. No group, and particularly no church, can rightfully ambloy
foree or viclence to propagate its point of wview.

4, The right not to believe is also a right that musi be acknow=-
ledged arnd safegua“ded _

5. Each person not only has the right to interior conviction ard
private worship, but also to public expression of that conviction.

6, Freedem to give corporate expres"zon to one's faith in voliun-
tary pubtlic assoccation, and in corporate acts of witnass, prociamaticn,
and teaching, must be protected.

7. One must be free to change one's religious convictions, if one
so chooses, without fear of social, economic, or political reprisals.

8. The freedom one claims for onesself and one's group is a freedom
that must]l likewise be extended to all other individuals and groups,

(this list is a compilation of themes from a variety of World
Council of Churches w@atements, ccrferences, resolutions,

etc. It appears in the above form in Brown, The Ecumenical
Revolution, Doubleday, New York, revised edition, 1939, p. 239)

Further clérifications uf thé'?rotestaat tradition of religious 1lib-
erty are still needed in a number of areas: |
o _ . —prrt-{lan '

-1, One of these is the vexing q&es%#c& of limitaticns to religiaus
literty. Are'tﬁere any such? How nmuch can one g;a.m as a rlgnt in tne
"nage-of.religicus'liberﬁy? If my exercise of that ¢ibarty 1nvolves uhe in-

fringement of'another's'liberty, we have a protlem, I may not invoke a
Markan passage in defense of snake handling, cla;ming that the right is
inherent in my understanding of revelation, when such an action jeopardizes
the life expgétaﬁcy-of ﬁhose in my_immediaia vicinity. More importantly,f
-must.a society grant religioué liberty to a group or individual whose point
RAL et 7 Laglisduacks
of view wauld involve denying religiuss liberty to others if ¥t had enough
power to do so? (This was an earlier Protestant fear concerning Roman Cath-
olicismd ﬁhat Vatican IT has safely out to rest, It may te a more real cone
sideratior in the future GQ:Zhe followers of the Rev, Sun Xoon continue their

present rate of conversion,) How much power should the state have in proe-

tecting religious literty for its constituents, when ize :tate mizht feel an
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understandakle reluctance to support those who claim that "God alone
[and not the state] is loxd of the conscience™?’
2. Another unfinished item of business hss to do wiih the relation-

-

skip of religious 1ibeg;x_to civil liberty. Is it enough to say that if

we opt strongly for religious liberty, this will provide an umtrella under
which concerns aktout civil liberty can be guaranteed? To claim the right

to speak frPely on behalf of Jesus Christ ideally ought tc entail the
alad-

| right for someoxie to speaP frealy on.behalf of a political candidaile, or

an unpopular viewpoint or a minority cause. De facto, of course, thit is

not ﬁlways the case, arnd many in civil society may feel very uncomfortable

with such a formulation.

3. This sugges£35 therefore, another item of unfinished business, A

basiec iSSLe of theological methpdology;With important practical canaequences,

may be at stake., Third world liberation tneologiabs for exanrle, have

cgusng
been argumenﬁlforcefully ig recent years that neological assertions grow

out oflengigement'in the here-and-now, as "critical reflett;on on ‘=X15,"
rather than being.ihitiatedﬁy tfuths somenoW rnanded down from on high.
They might be very critical of the World Council statemént as starting from

the wrong end, and prefer the approach of Vatican II, which in its affirme

ation of religious liberty appeéled firéﬁ to claims that could be accepﬁed

by all thinking peorle, befare stating a distlinctively Christiar position,
Perhaps there needs to be more two way trafflc on ks s»reet' s atements
aboutlguarantees of civil liberties might also buttress claims about re-

ligious liberty. 1In a shrinking world, as Waxxx® more and more cultures

ard traditions must live together, the widest possible concensus on these

issues must bte scught.
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" tion of re11g1ous 11berty are stlll.needed in a number of areas aocordlng to Dr.

zooert cAfee Brown. _

Dr. Browﬂ, orofessor of reixﬂlous StﬂleB at Stanford “University who is join=

ing Ynion Semlnary 1n.New York Glty as nre?essor of ecumenics ard dorld Chrlstzah-
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ity,” was one of four theologians who addressed.t&e onenlng session here toda; of

‘:the Blcentennzal Conference on‘Religxous L1berty. s A '_';.

S
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.As one 1tem of "unfinlshed.buezness,ﬂ'Dr.\Brown olted the "ve51ng problem" of
'_lzmltatlons to rellgious 11berty, end‘asked “must a soclety grant rellgeous.llberty-
£ l. '." -v
i -to-a group or‘1nd171dual whose p01nt of v:ew'would 1nvblve denying rellgzous llb-

'.erty to others 1f the grop or 1nd1v1dual had enough power to do so?"

.

Dr. Brown‘seld th;s was “an earlier Protestant fear concernlng Roman Cathol-

Acisn that Vatlcan II has eefely put to rest,? but he warned that b & - may be a

more real conslderatlon in the future 1f the followers of the Rev. Sun Hoon con-
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tlnue thelr'present rate of conver51on.“_ﬂ5 :

R = R .I..

. The relat1onsh1p of relzglous I:berty to ozvxl 11berty poses another unfin-

‘1shed 1tem of bu31nese, he sald; "aeklng "13 it_enough to say that if we opt strong-
w \
1y for relzg1ous lzberty, thlS wlll prov1de an umbrella under whlch concerns about -

Y
H

civil lzberty can be guaranteedo"
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+”"Tc élaiglfhe :léht tb”sﬁeaklfregly on bekalf of Jegﬁs‘dhristé“:helbbéerved;-
fideaiiy_ought to.entail tﬁeiright;fbr someoﬁe else to'speék f;eely\cn behélf-of
& political candi date, or an unpc pular: vlewp01nt or a mlncrwty cause.'”

bt;ll another. ltem of unflnlshed business whlch Mmay . Ye at stale't wag des-
eribed by Dr. Brown as 'a basic issue qf *healpg;ca; met@cdblogy. with important
: . ' o

practical conseguences,'

r“‘h:l.z.-d worlavlzberatlon theologlans, he polnted.out have been argulng in re-

Fiven £ e i -

- ' ‘s . Pl . 8T

-cent years that "theologlcal assert1ons gﬁbw out of engagement in- the here—and-nnw...

L oxie

rather than belng 1n1t1ated by truths samehow handed down from on hlvn.”

+

"Perhaps there _eeds to be more two-way tr&ff1c on- thls streenT statements

.aaout guararuecs of civil lzbertzes mlght alsc buttreas clalms about. religious

e T D e e
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“In a shrznklng world. as more ahd more cultures and tradltlonsAmust live to=- .
- S f _1 o - .

gether, the w1dest poaszble consensus on these 1ssues must be sought." L

T Dr. Brown told the conference partlnlpanbs that "the negat;ve power of Protes-'

) uous expresszon of God'l heing or wlll,-the cIalm must be denled. for the insti=-

._-:..?
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' ”"tantzsm—d% its best“ is found 13 “1ts comslstent warnxng aga1nst 1dolatry."ﬁ.
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s "Hhenever an uncrltlcal alleg1ance is demanded for an 1n5tltut10n, an ide-

A

' ology, a person, or whatever, snch alIegiance must be dlsavowed,“ he sald...

- b \.:"t- .

q.« “If an 1nst1tut10n clalms that its.sgructure or 1ts &octrlne is an unamhlg-

e _.

tutlon is- not God ' 2f”f-fj w}‘g_;3}' y --f; H ;)

Thxs ls the source, he noted of much of the h;storical Protestant opposition

£

;'fyo papal 1nI§11zb111t3, althougﬁ "curlously enough, he added, "some of these same-

-Protestants gave allegiance to Hhat could be called paper 1nfall1b111ty, namely,

\that a g1ven book, Hbly Scrlpture, was beyond the poss1b111ty of error."

Dr, Brown quoted a statement adopted by the World Counc1l of Churches at its

Third Assembly at New Delhi in 1961 as "a clear statement of tpe-theoloéical ra-
' Lk s -

frionale for religious liberty." It said:
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"Christians see religious liberty as a conseguence of CGod's creative work,
of his redemption of man in Christ, and his calling of men into his service, Ac-
cordingly human attempts by legsl engctment cr by vressure of social custom to co=-
erce or to eliminate faith are violations of the fundamerntal ways of God with men.
The freedom which God- has given in Christ implies a free response to CGod's love
and the resncn51b111ty to serve femJow—men at the pelnt of deepest need."

The case, he said,,“is made in pus;ﬁ;v rather than negative terms, has univ-

aersal vrather than partial application, is pased on the centrgi affirmatiqn dbout

God, mekes. dem ﬂda ca those who affira i;.

ey ) : "
"

Accordlng to Dr. Brown, Calvznlsts an& Lutherans were not. "notable champlons

of religious 1¢cer‘" for o.ners, and ”"uch of thﬂ *scogzltloﬂ that su cﬁ liberty be-

_longed to all. and not just tp 2 few,'came from the small sectarian grouns, the

left wing of the Reformation.' .-

”:They Had.‘héfsaid “the added 1ncentive that being in- the minority maue it

a mattar of self 1nterest fqr them to 1ns;st on the rights of rellglous llberty

e % e L e 3 -

for those in the mlnorzty i N ﬂ - “- » e i | 'f;

A

e MA prznclple. when comnounded.thh a surv;val 1mpulse, is a powerful pr1n—

g .o

'--‘c1ple 1ndeed " Dr. Brown st§ted.m “So one must not try too neatly to create a case

for hlstorlc Protesfantlsm as the vehxcle on thCh rnllgzous llberty rode into
the arena of modern czv111zatlop.? 5 : "\;_ .. 1N/ - .
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CONTEMPORARY AMERICAN EXPERIENCE OF CONSCIENCE AND DISSENT:

THE PEACE TESTIMONY

L

As we commemorate the BlEebanntal of the Averican Revoluticn, we
| should not forget that there were a goodly number of rxeligious ébjecto:s to
the War for _Ind_ependenca. A Itestimy against mwlveﬁeﬁr. in war and violence,
based upon the New Testaﬁent, was an important article of falth and belief
in Qeveral churches, and most of the members of these denominations supported
8 pacifist pﬁsitian. So far as 1 know, the descendants of these sturdy opponents
of nﬂitary nctian hm not created a social organization called the
Descendants of analutimary Pacifists, or DRIPS, comparable to the DAR or

the Sens of the Amexrican Reveolution.

_ Two centuries ago pacifists were almost entirely limited to
members ;i the German speaking pietistic. sects, such as the Menncnites,
Dunkers or Brethren; Schwenkfelders, and Moravians, and to the Religious
Society of Friends or Quakers. While the different sects expressed their
oppasition to the American Revolution in various ways, they all took a
stand against bearing a-m,. and many of their memberxs suffered from the
goyernment and from their meighbors. Saﬁe were cast into prison, many paid
heavy fines, and those who refused to pay fines had their property and

geods seized by the authorities.



Some of the new state governments -understood'th;: the issue of
religious liberty was at stake, and made efforts to .respond to the colnscienc#s s
of the pacifists, bur..o:hers were so caught up in the war fhat they ignored
the rights of religious nino_rities'. It was easy to confuse non—coop_eration
ui;h disloyalty, and the pacifists who attempted Ii:u keep from being involved

in the struggle were frequently labelled "Tories."

Members of the va-r:l.ous éects, called collecci:velly the Histori'c.

Peace Churches, made efforts to aid their fellow humans during these
years; they were not content Iwil:h__ merely‘ ﬁ_pposin'g war. Sume' were active im
nurgiﬁg the t-i-i.ck-and.w;:unded,- apd the Ql.;akem , aided by the German speaking
sects, sent money an.d supplies to rel:{e\_re the suffering of the people in
Boston djurir;g the British occupation. The Quakers were also involved in
| effoﬁs to find a solut:.lon to tﬁe. crisis befﬁee‘n Britain and ﬁhe colonies,
until negotiations vere abandoned in favor of violence and tail_'c of war.

.o Generally speaking, the practices followed by the states during
-the American Revolution !:eorrxzinued by the national govermment in s-ﬁcceeding.
Wars. Wheﬁ member‘.;. &f the Historic Peace Churches took a stan:_i agai;:st
participating in war, the government made efforts to recognize t_he'r:l.ghts
of religious”minorities by offering some concessions. There were alt}ays a
few pacifists who were unable to accommodate themselves to the -gnvefnment's
poﬂw, and such persons éuffered fines and imp:r‘:i.sonment_. |

/7 .
Between the wars various peace movements sprang up. Some of

these organizations grounded their pacifism in religious beliefs while

others were secular in spirit, basing their position on nécur_:al rights and

&>

humanitarian grounds. Although the latter movements were often more radical

than the former, they shared cne common characteristic: they tended to fade

away in wartime. It was not until World War I that we see some sign of continued

| support for the peace testimony, even in wartime, outside the Historic Peace
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Churches. St 0 CET e |
'.'thr'eIe drgmiz#ticn’s’- wﬁic.h came into Being dﬁr.'mg that period Ilzaveu.
made impor:aht- cm:ﬁbnm to the peace movement for more thm half a centtlxr.y.-.
The Fellmhip of Recmciliat:lon, created in England early in the war as an
organization for Christian pad.ﬁsts, was paralleled 'by the War Resister's -
- League which tended to draw toge:her-pac:lf_ists_ outside the conventimal religious
.mvements. _The Women's International League for Péaa_:e and Freedom, founded
: like ;hé -nt'hera on the Eurqpem.sid; of the )\:lmfic, __sought- to imil:e womﬁ
“from all backgromds,. inﬁﬁding the Historic Peace Churches. |
A vigorous peace movement devel.oped between the two world wars, rallying
| large numbers of persans in organ:l.zations‘ far greater than the three noted above
After the invasion of l_folmd_ in 1939 s and especially after Pearl Harbor, the mood
of the :comt:y changed, and pacifism became e:tremely unpopular once more. It
has been esl:i.mated that a'pf.roxim;tely a half-ﬁimon.persons,- or less than one-
half of one per cent of the American people vere committed to the pacifist
pos:ltian during the war years.
| The efforts of the pacifists in I:he Amarican Revolutionary period to
. prevent the outbreak of' that conflict, and to provide for the victims of war were
continued bft'-!lae Historic P‘eic’é Churches ,and later by other pacifist organizatione.
The Quaker‘-]:eader Ceqr-ge. Fox set an'_example for others when he said in 1651 that
he ". . <lived :l.n the virﬁue of.l that" 1life md.poue:i."that toock away the occasion
of all wars." The effbrt_s to'deal-w:lth the causes of wars, as well as the deva-
 station caused by them, were instituti.onalizeﬂ by the creation of the American
!‘ri;znds Service Committee in 1917. The Mennonite Central Committee and the
Bre'th-ren IServ'ice- Cm:l.::a;.e were formed 1n the following ye#gs, and anr
bocii_.es -have been created by members of other religious faiths. “
The relief and recmﬁruction work of the various service bodies is well
knowm, and wcn.uld not need to be .enlarged upaon here except for one issue. Pacifists

have refused to distinguish between':he tvo s.tdés_ of 2 conflict, they have

helped the suffering on both sides. During thn;.',war in



4,
Vietnam peace groups repeate@ly had-:f;ugle with the government of the
United Statés over providing medical-supplies and other relief goods to
sufféringlcivilians of both South Vietnam and North vietﬁam and her
National Libgratian Front allies. The unautharize§ sailing of the Phoenix
for Haiphong in 1967,-lohded.with.medical suppiies, drew worldwide attention
'to the conflict betuéeﬁ the conscientious. concern of ﬁacifists for all
._humanity, and.the-policy-of‘the.stagg. A-gimilar confrontation between the
 Amertcan Friends Service Committee and the U.S. government over Sending

relief goods to North Vietnam took place as recently as November; 1975.

Pacifists have also been ;ctive in attempting to ﬁtakelaway the
occasion of wars“ythrough a variety of efforts. Théf have organized
canferences to discuss particuler issues, espgciaily the Diplométs Conferences
for junior level diplomats from various countries. On many occasions they |
have formed missions to go to a frcubled Spotitd explore the issues.and
help 1# seeking solutions. Working pazties have speﬁc months studying

conflict situations and they have published their findings in books such as

Speak Truth to Power (1955), and A New China Policy (1965).

,Sucﬂ projects are part of a cansgipus effort to say something con-
.structife,'and to do something useful to help avert war and violence before
it occurs, instead of waiting to bind up-wnunds afterwards. Today pacifists
atfuggle uith-:he dilemma of how tﬁ change explqitive, despotic societies by
nan-violent means. For example, they are locking at conditions in Latin
America and elsewhere which cry out for revolutionary change, and seek to

find creative, non-violent solutions.

Nor do those who endeavor to put their peéce testimony into practice
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tumn their backs do woil fn dmericin ;.;.det,. The areas in which work 1s
heing mderr.alnen include education, environment. race relations, and :lnd:l- :

: v:ldual freedm. .Pacifists today, like those of other gmra::lans, are

caught wp in a vhole list of socigl.concem-. and seldom limit themselves to |
. the issues of militarism and war.'- T—he. American fﬂeﬁds Service Committee is
currently mder:aking a project called "Government Snm:lllance and Citizen's
Righta which is aimed at protecting the ﬂgbta and privacy of indiv:lduala

Even though Quakers are reluctant to go to court, they have joined in law-

suits against the I-'.B.I, :he-'l:.I.A.., and othe_:: govemmeut agenciea.

'!he Atoric Age, wh:lch is now 1n its fonrth decade has brought
ahout a decisive change in the peace movement in this country and around

_ the world. Ever si.nce the bombs were dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki

.:I.n 1945, countless htnan' heings have sought ways to end t}-x.e armaments race
and to create an enduring peace. The proﬁfentim of nuclear armaments

Ihas in#ensified the &esire to pafsuade governments to laj asﬁdé both nuclear
and cb:;venl:ional armaments and&felop a commmity- of nations;" Nan'-violen-t

. direct action at experimntal stations and at testing gsites 1n thesge yeara

drew cruwda of demonstrators and large groupa of supporters. The National

Cormittee for a Sa_ne. Hucle.ar Policy (SANE) , and the Committee for H&n-—

Violent Action (CNVA) were two of the orgamizatioms vh!:i:h sfrang into being

as people sought ﬁys to make their feelings known. Civil disobedience, as a

.pmrful way to express oppositiom to government policies, including nuclear

testing, became ﬁoze-comﬁon tﬁan before. When the Golden Rule sailed into

the South Padfic in 1958, invading the waters of the zome restricted for

nu.c].eé-r testing, tfu_a news media around the world carried the story of pacifists

defying tﬁe:l.r government for consciqu:e' sake. |

The war in Vietnam was a unique experience in the history of the



 United States; it created arseries of new issues, intensified some old ones,
"and cantihues to generate difficulties long after our involvement was

supposedly ended.

Because the war was umpopular with a.méjority of the American
people, the climate in which the peacermovement'operated was entirely
different from anything the na;inn had.ever experienced. All sorts of peﬁce‘
6rganizatinns sp;ang up, many more radical than the older, established
bodies. Hundreds. of thousands of persons gathered on a single-déy for
demonstrations in Washington, New York or San F;ancisco. Millions of
letters were written to Members of Congress, to thé_Defénse Department and
to the White House, Dozens of members of the Senate and House.openiy
denounced the government poiicy in Vietnam, a far cfy from ﬁorld War 11

when Jeanette Rankin was the sqle Member of Congress to veice opposition

to that conflict.

~ Traditionally, pacifists had only broken the law vhen they felt
compelled to take such action by a "higher law,” the law of God, and they
were pmparecli to accept the punishment |'neted out by the gov.'e:.'nment for their
action. Becausé this was the case, many found it difficult to wunderstand
young .mn"oppos ed -_to conscription, who resisted the military by disapi:earing
into the underground, or by migrating illegally to some other country.
They disagreed with those who argued that an immoral government, fighting
an illegal war, had no right to make claims upon them. Nor could fradi:ianal
pacifists condone the policy of cheating on taxes on the grounds that an
individual need not feel ocbligated to pay an‘immoral tax, levied to cover

-

the costs of an illegal war.




They we'-re. often eritieal of those who perpetrated acts of violence
wvhile expressing their oppeosition to the 'war._ The tactics used by some
war opponents, such as 'ph‘y_aical .a:.tecks upon persons ﬁndlfroeerty- drew
censure from others. \fhen a few resisters resorted to. bonbi.ngs, some - of
them fatal, members of the peaee movement felt called upon to disassaciate

themselves from aueh aetions

Where there had been -a few. thousand conscientious: objectors to
World War 1I, there were hundreds of thousands of men who resisted being

dria_mi into the Vietnam war. While a large ﬁropo:tion of the C0's in the

'1940's were willing to do alternate servi.ee_,'now the vast majority refused to

coope;'ete in any fashion. Draft cards were returned to tﬁe.govemnent or
they were burned, n_f:en-at publ:!.e oceasions. as men from many walks of life
refused to eewe.. 'rene of thousands deserted from the armed forces, once
thej hed-'be'en enrolled, and many others mdeztook to obtain recognition as
cmdentims objectors by legal means. There is no ng':.'eemeht to this day

on the number of young Americans who deserted from the armed forces, who
'fa.‘l.led to register for the draft, or who refused to appear for induction; nor
do we knew how many fled from the United States to avoid involvement in the

war.

While many in the peace n;uvemeﬁ: agreed that the government of the
United States needed to be change_d, needed to be made more responsive to
| the eiﬁzens _and less behold‘en. tlo powerful interests, t'hey were not ready
to tear dm the existing gmmﬁent and enter a condition of anarchy.
.N'e:l.ther.were‘ they prepared to su_ppore the North-w.e:nem_eee and their N.L.f;'

allies, the stance taken by some radical opponents of the war. Pacifists did

7.



recognize, however, that the séeds of anarchy, of near tréaqanabie support

of the other side, wefe to be found in a wicked war, waged by an evil

government, with the acquiescence of a sick society.

1f war res;ﬁte:s somatime;.;;;orted to illegal a;tiﬁﬁ;win.tﬁeir
effarts to oppose the war, the same can be said of government officials.
They oftén violated the rights of persons seéking to prbtest_tn a peacefhl
manner. They used various 111&3&1 means to accumulate information about
both individuals and organizations oppased to the war. The government
tended to confuae opposi:ian to the wa:'with disloyalty, and the fact that
a £ew war resisters appeared to favor-Nor:h Vietnam heightened this feeling.
Pagifiéta'éometimeé felt that their treatment at the hand; of the govérn—
ﬁen: ﬁas reminiscent of conditioﬁ; éﬁfi;é theIAmerican Revulﬁﬁiaﬁﬂtﬁau

centuries ago.

After the Vietnam agreement had béén gigned, most of the pérsons who
* had joined in the protes:s turned to other 1asues such as ecalogy and the
protection of natural resources, to political reform through Common Cause,

or to the struggle against poverty and racigl diserimination.

The ﬁeace movement shrank back to something like its mormal size,_
namely quite tiny. Today it finds that most Americans do not hear what

it is trying to say, and have no desire to listen.

- The public is tired of ﬁear;ng about.the-dangers of an atomic :
cataclysm, and nothing which anyone can say- about this danger seems to
make anfldifferencg. The proliferation of atomic weapons in. the hands of
moxe nat-ions'wo_uld seem to increase the probability of c%tastrophe, but

few heed the warnings.

Suspension of the draft in 1973 took most of the fire out of
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~ resistance to émscﬁption, &nd the announcement that a new registration
would not take place in March of this year was another step in the same
direction. Some effort against. the volunteer army coutinues', as does
oppos:l.t:lon to. l:he cres::l.on of junior ROTC units :I.n the high achcnls, but

thesa ptojects elicit litt:le public support.

' 'A spirit of intam.ﬁtionalisn has aiways peMted the ﬁeaee
movement, alnd me importan.t'm;nifesta:idn- of this ajm_m: is support of the
| Uni_r.ed'Nazs.ma. In'-a'pe,ﬂod vhen there is much criticism of the U.N.,
_ for-a variety uf reasmia, 'ma: pmﬁs{m- continue to support this inter-
national organizatim as a step in the right direct:tun, despite its weaknesses.
The Amer:tcan Fr:tmds Sexrvice Committee, which has ui.ntained a strong

.U.N. program for a quarter century, has jusl: issued a new publication,

The United Rations and Human Survival, in an effort to explain what it is
accomp,lishi.nﬁ. especially in nm—ﬁouncﬂ areas, ‘and to rally public

‘support.

A few p'acifisi:é continue to refuse to pay. that portidn of their
~ taxes which go for the militéry p'rogram.' and the government has continued
- its campaign to bring tax violator;a before the federal courts. But tax
refusai has never caught on with very many persons, even many who regarded
themselves as pacifists continued to paj, albeit reluctantly, and the

average citizen never really understood the position of tax resisters.

There has bégn an increase in the number of bersons who decided
to oppose the systeﬁ by withdrawing into 1ifé certers or commmes to live
the simple life as a testimony against the extravagance, the waste, and
the selfishness of the contemporary sceme.. While one can honor such persons

for their intentions, it seems clear that they _a:;e not succeeding in
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persuading many others to join ;hem..

Those who have,long held firmly to the peace testimony continue
to call for amesty for war resisters, and this is one area in which they

have some chance of success.

- Even though ﬁacifists- did not always agree with the actions of
many of the war resisters, they are \mited-today in demanding that they be
- glven amnesty. It is obvious that many have suffered a great deal for
their stand, and it is also clear that no positive good can be achieved

by refusing to grant them amesty at this time.

The grantipg of amesty is an American tradifion. ?he Tories of
the Amefican'nevolution-were granted amnesty. and many settléd back into
their old patterns of life; some returned from exile in Canada or Britain.
President Washington was quick with offers of amnesty ‘after the Whiskey
'Rebellion in 1793, and both Lincoln and Andrew Yehincon offared amesty
aftef:the Civil War.. More recently, amnesty was granted after World War I

and World War II.

-}Thellimited_progrém ;f-amnesty coffered by President Ford in
1974-IAoked“grudging-indeed;~€onpared;with.the.magnanimnus pardon extended
‘to Richard Nixon a few weeks eariier. ﬁothing more has been accomplished
in this.directiau; although there has been a great deal of discussion about
. the iﬁsuﬁ. There have-been nineteen bills introduced in the 94th Congress,
but debate has concentrated upon H.R. 9596 introduced by Congressman Robert
‘gnstenmé;er of'ﬂisconsin; While éhia bill does not go far enough to ﬁaﬁisfy
all amesty groups, it is fairly libéral,‘and has a chance of being passed.
Other bills, providing general and unconditional ammesty have been introduced
by Rgpregeu:ative Be;la Abzug, by Representative Ronald'nellums, and by

others.
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Most of the major religious groups bave issued statements on :'

this vexing issue, but, as one would expect, the positions taken by various

~ bedies differ in cﬁnﬁmf.. However, all of the statements recognize the

need to .aettle. the amnesty question as soon as possible, for as long as up
to one million men live under a cloud created by the Vietnam War, the nation

vill not be able to put that traumatic period behind it.

If this Conference feels ready and able to 1ssue sny statements at
the conclusion of this week, it n:lgh: well consider a resolution calling

for a general mestj'.

The men and women wfm proclaim their support of the peace testimony
are faced with nany challenges, and look forward to future years of effort
to persuade their £e116w citizens and their government that the 'way of
non-violence is the only and best way. They coutinue to oppose the great
milfeary budgets, and especially the new projects, such as the B-1 bomber.
They continue to defend the rights of individuals against a powerful state.
They continue to helieye that human beings are capable of living in harmony
vith cne another through the power of the Divine Presence. Like their spiritual
ancestors of 200 years ago, ihey are working to blring about the Kingdom of
God ca earth ag quickly as passible. Fnced-;r:l.th some of the dangers which
threaten humankind, they can do no less.
| Edwin B. Bromnerxr
" Haverford College

Professor of History
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Dr Ramee‘eald he cited the ﬁ.gurec “not tc beget pecun:.ary envy" but to
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E "sound a-warnmg abcut our th.reatened demccracye" o Be B -

' "Concentrated wealth translates eas:.ly 1nto concentrated scc:l.a.'l. power," he
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observed, 'power than can be, and has been, used to pay for elect:.ons, to buy

. friends in Washington, and to purchase income tax and estate tax la.ws that bene-
f:.t the few at the expense of the many."

- . (more)



-

¥

"'“._Zspeech and free a.ssembly.

- 'as a people o rR.

. immense soc1al mpact a.nd importance.

i _Church and synagoguge — the compamonsth o£ fellow 'bel:.evers e broke open soc- )

k& _wh:.ch a.]:one produc es.

. " e &
Ralnes - add 1 o T e R TR R

-

Chargmg i:hat “as a nat:.on we have purchasedf decency for the ma.ny by expand-

f:.ng our economy, but nthout attending to the’ just d:.strlbution of its fru:.ts L

£ A

. the speaker sa:Ld "the result 15 today we ‘have nearly 1os1: our democracy n

As or:.gmally concezved, accordmg to Dn. Ra:n.nes, reln.g:.ous lxberty "had to -

\..‘;. ; oy,

_ 'I'do wlth rel:l.gz.on' but 1t also had ta do w::th pol:.tz.cs,'f and, lz.ke the rlght to free

= o a',_;'.‘.’_

- - D L

aid sometln.ng ahaut how we. chose to govern ourselves

P
.

I rA" : )"" "".I‘ b P

'“I‘oday,'!* he added "1t 1s fast becom.mg smply a p:!.ous sent:.ment, a pr:wate

m-act:l.ce dwell:.ng upon the outak:.rts of soc:Lety, mth httle of what was once its

.. ‘.:‘.F'- -_ ne = - : _-- - -

';.-ﬁ
..J l

By e

\./-

”M: ane tme religioua 1:|.berty dJ.d have publ:.c power. In fact, :Lt was the

i

ve.z':_ir cradle of our puhlic £reedoh3. Church and synagogue were —where we - formed and

. -\.q ol T o -~

3 ‘protected that plural'ism of consc:.ence which guarantees lively publ:.o d:.scoursee

.-,.
1"-'-4'

o ; »J._ i e

o '_1ety, encou.rqgmg that mer_ d:LaJ.Ogue qf Iconsc:.ence,, that compIex:Lty of loyalty,

. o ,‘-_.A - (il
J -:‘1.".-“""-\-“" "'-".'c ;1.-..' .‘ % . =

v:Ltal peop;e and a n‘.tal democre.cy." B (f_,:'-f s

___ v- '?(-'.'Jj‘. i~ “a il ' ".‘

ﬁsserting that rehg:t.ous libertr and pol:.tzcal liberty are mextr:.cably in-

Rel Bl

e S o

_ tertwmed o Dr Ra:me& aa:.d“ tha.t u:.thout the former “there is no complexs.ty of

e : r

_loyalt;r, no- d:.alogue of consc:tence.“ And w:l.thout the latter, he added "rel:l.g:.-

\ "."" - “w e

: Qus liberty is reduced to a sldeshow...then becomes only a private consolat:.on, T

o —— = e _r 1

while all 'e.rou.ud t the pubhc disaster contlnueé “"' ol L

: g v ata :
. e R e e o sl i R e o Lo
ST B e . i

s "And uhat ’is that diséster?" he asked h:LB audlence , "Are we net told that

e

A o 5t
e v s et e A e L S T ey e e

.-, Lo -

‘ffatergate proves our Gon_stligution gt:l.ll works?" it 5
& __._-.L.‘} K;f‘-‘- e > ° 'f_;-*,’:",

"'datergate 15 in. fect al:.ve qnd well 1:; Washmgtazi "’*’he esserted.; “The blg—‘
SO R A TN

t:une fl:.m-fla.m of buylng polltical’influence contmues. And tt flcmr:l.shes as we]_l

T

& T
«.a.u,

o amongst Democrats ‘as w:l.th Repu‘bl:.cans. Let us ma.ke no msta.ke. Let us take no _

false comfort. Our Const:tutmnal cns:.s 11es- :not beh:.nd us, but ahead."

.' (more)
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Harn;ng that “we have ccme perllously close to the destructlon of our poli-
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tical democracy," Dr. Ralnes concluded.
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Contacts: - . FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
Chris Glaser
Press Representacive

Philadelphia Gay xeligious Conlitien
Phone: LV 6=1610

CAY RELIGIOUS LIBERTLY

The Philadelphia Gay Religious Cealition, including gay ceucuses from
within the Protestant, ioman Catholic, and Jewish treditioms, will participate
in The Bicentemnial Cunférenpe On Religiovus Liberty this week in Philadelphia.
A panel of repztsenuatlveg.fram The United Church Of Christ, Integrity (Gay
Episcopaliaﬁs). Dignity (Cay Roman Catholics), Beth Ahavah (Gey Synagogue),
and Metropolitan Comrumity Church (nondenominationai) will dialogue with peoplé
from the floor on the questiocn: "Why is there a necessity for gay.religiOus
organizations in 19767" These discussione will take place on ¥Wadnesday Apzil
28th from 2:00-3315 p.w. end 71309300 pem. in iloom 3A-B on the secend floor
of'the riend’'s Meeting leuse, Fourth and Arch Stse in Philadelphia. These
discussions will be preceded by the 30 minute £ilm "Position Of Faith", which
describes the recent struggle within the United Church Of Christ over the
ordination of William Jchnson. le is the firsc avcwedl} homosexuui person Lo
be crdained dy a8 major religioué bodj. All delegates and the public are invited
to these discussions. |

Literature on the majar gay religious caucuses in the Synagegues and Chﬁrchés
" will be available ac the main literature table at Faurth And Arch Sts. iepre=
sentatives from these orghﬁlzatiohs will be présent throughdut the Conference
to foster understéndtng of gay Chiis:iéns and Jews in the context of religious

libeftQ.



Bicentennial Conference on Religious Liberty
1520 Race Street
Philadeiphia, Pa. 19102

Telephone: 215/563-2036 EMBARGO: Not for release before delivery

9 a.m., Wednesday, April 28,197¢

--Religiows Liberty and Social Inequality--

by John C. Raines
Associate Professor of Religion
Temple University
In New York harbor on the base of the Statue of Liberty we find this

familiar inscription:

"Send me your tired, your poor, your huddled masses yearning to
breathe free, I lift my lamp beside the Golden Door."

~Notice, it was a golden door, not a wooden one.

The ''shot heard round the world" was not fired at British troops at
Concord, Massachusetts. It was, instead, the promise of the Land of Promise,
the promise of the American Dream. And it was heard round the world! Millions
came to our shores seeking freedom from religious and economic oppression. 1In

the hundred years between 1800 and 1900 our country grew more than ten times:

_from 3 million to over 35 million peoplé. In that hundred years we became a

nation of many nations, held together by a dream.

The American Dream beéan as an explosion of self-confidence, It was the
boistrous and proud proclamation of a New World. Unlike the old world, where
privilege came with birth; and everyone knew where they belonged, in America
people were to be unshackled from the bondage of previous generations. Qurs
was to be a land not Sf family fate, but of individual freedom. No one was to
have the unfair advantage of simply being ﬁho they were-<by birth, by name, by
the accident of parental status. In America everyone was to be only what they

could become,

‘This set loose an amazing expansion of self-esteem. It broke through the
sedentary and determined quality of old world societies, where heart and vision

were tamed early. It set loose the energy of a vast yearning--the promised chance
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~ of everyone to find a place in the sun. Yes, there was a freedom to our land
which in the eyes of much of the world made us, and still makes us, vastlf
appealing.

Yet, it was an ironic freedom. Permitted to be only what we‘c0uld become
We were never secure with who or where we were. We pursued our hopes.: But
in Qome curious way we were also pursued by our hopes of what someday we might
yet become. There was a nervousness in it all which swelled our need to
consume, billowing and bulging our economy.

Indeed, it was only this rapidly expanding economy that made the Dream
-work. The truth is that the Land of Promise sought to keep its;promise not
by a reiative equality of belonging. No, over the years the shares of wealth
remained highly conceﬁtrated and essentially unchanged. Rather, we made room
for our restless millions

N
enlarged the pie; we didn't change the way the pie was divided up. Which is to

panding the field of economic opportunity. We

say, we were never so much an open sdciety as a wide-open society, consolidated
not by distributive justice but by expanding the field bf'availahlé opportunities.
Inaway, this worked well enough, Over the years and generations people
improved their 1ife styles. But it also didn't work. As a nation it led us into
this fundamental contradiction. Our expanding economy provided relative decency
for the many. But this same economic growth amassed immense wealth at the top
of our society. The pie grew for everyone — not just those in the middley and
the top 2 percent had about the same size piece to divide up as the middle 70
percent of us. Meanwhile, we average citizens lived-up into our slowly rising
incomes. Over the generations we bought a house, moved to the suburbs, got
a second car, and started sending the children to collége.- But a very few got
wealth beyond tﬁeir need to consume, wealth that could be used massively to

beget more wealth.
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The result is that today the top 1 percent of our population holds fully

' 28 percent of all the personally owned wealth. The top 2 percent owns 44

percent and .the top 10 percent owns 56 percent of all the wealth., The Land of
Promise has become a land whére 1.6 percent of us leave estates averaging'
$185,00b; while the rest of ;s 98.6 percent leave an average estate of $7,900.
We have become; you.can see, an immensely unequal society.

I draw our attention to these figures not to beget pecuniary envy, not to
berate the wealthy., No, many of the wealthy got their wealth by hard work and,
often en&ugh,wby lucky timing. Rather, my purpose is to sound a warning, a
warning about our threatened democracy. Concentrated wealth translates easily
into concentrated social power, power that can be, and has been, used to pay
for elections, to buy "friends" in Washingﬁon, and to purchase income tax and
estate tax laws that benefit the few at the expense of the many.

This is the message of Watergate--not the personal moral failure of certain
individuals. No, Watergate displays the massive ''You-scratch-my-back-and-I'll-
scratch-yours' that goes on routinely between big money and big politics. Officers
of International Telephone and Telegraph Company offering $400,000 to help finance
the Republican Convention in 1972, hoping thereby to buy<off,a Justice Department
probe;-and they succeeded. The American Dairyman's Association promising millions
in campaign contributions if favored by legislation that would line their own
pockets while gouging the American houﬁewife--and they succeeded!

As a nation we have purchased decency for the many by expanding our economy,
but without attending to the just distribution of its fruits. The result is
that today we have nearly lost our democracy. In 1966, 45 percent of us
agreed with the statement '"the riﬁh get richer and the poor get pooref”. By

1973, 76 percent of us agreed with that statement. And still the politicians
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dO'nﬁthing, except, of-course,_to help themselves to the gravy..

Yet some might ask, "What does all this have to do with religious
liberty?" "So ldng as we can gather to praise the God of our choice, so
long és we can céme together to air our complaints, .aren't we still free?"

Yes, I answer, we are free to say. We are free to sing and pray. The only
 thing We The;Peopie are not free to do is to éovern.

As originally conceived, religious liberty had to do with religion; but
it also had to do with politics, Like the right to free speech and free assembly,
originally religious liberty said something about how we chose to govern ourselves
as a people, Today, it is fast becoming simply a pious sentiment, a private
practice dwelling upon the outskirts of society, with little of what was once
its immense social impact and importance.

At one time religious liberty did have public ﬁower. In fact, it was the
very cradle of.our public freedoms, Church and synagogue were wﬁere we formed
.and protected that plu;alism of conscience which guarantees lively public
discourse. Church and synagogue--the companionship of felldwfbelieQers--broke
open society, encouraging that inner dialogue of conscience, that complexity
of loyalty, which alone prpduc_es a vital peop-le and a vital democracy.

All this is now threatened. To talk about religious liberty and the rights
of a free conscience means, necessarily, to address the underlying social
fabric‘within which these rights must fake hold if they are to be real. Where
that underlying social fabric, because of concentrated wealth and power, is
effectively closed to the participation of the people, religious liberty becomes
; kind of shadow of its intended meaning. It loses its foothold in the world

of human affairs.
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That is our situation todgy. Concentrated wealth and power move effectively
behind the scemes to undermine and fictionalize the people's participation in
electoral politics. Influential intefests-advance their cause through the
insider's:gaﬁe, through the pressure'system; a.system of'organized interest
groups to which 90 percent of us have no access. The result is that religious
liberty suffers a profound deformity. It loses its social referent.

This was not how it was meant to be. Like freedom of speech, religious
1iberfy was viewed by our Constitution makers as essential to our other publié
freedoms, to our whole way of governing ourselves. As the cradle of the
dissenting éunscienﬁg, religious liberty, our founding fathers believed, required
a sufficient distribution of social power for that dissent, if persuasive,. to
take hold and become politically effective.

deay, the concentration of decision making power--both economic and
political=--undermines all this. It leave religious liberty a kind of abstraction,
a_fertile seed without receptive groumd to fall upon. It makeshreligious
liberty into something merely private and religious. Of such an eventuality,
the prophet Amos has warned us.
| "I take no delight 'in your solemn assemblies,

éé&e away from me the noise of your songs; _
to the melody of your harps I will not listen.
But let justice roll down like waters,
and righteousness like an ever-flowing stream." (Amos 5:21ff,)
| Religious liberty and political liberty are inextricably intertwined.
Without'religiuus.liberty,,there is no complexity of .loyalty, no dialogue of
conscience. Everything becomes a monologue. And as Albert Camus has seen, the
very essence of tyranny is to "reduce everying to a monologue,' to establish
the rule of the single voice.

On the other hand, without political liberty, religious liberty is

reduced tc a sideshow. It is tolerated, indeed even encouraged, only because



B -

it has ceased to be politically significant. Religious liberty then becomes
cnly a private consolation, while all around it the public disaster éontinues.

And what is that_disaster? Are we not told that Watergate proves
our Constitution still works? Well, I am here to say that Watergate is in fact
alive and well in Washington today. The big—timglflim-flam of buying political
influence cOntinﬁes. And it flourishes as well;amoﬁgst ﬁemocrats as with
Republicans» Let us make no mistake. Let us take no false comfort. OQur
Con;titutional crisis lies not behind us, but ahead. We arée far along the path
'to.becoming a nation of the few, by the few, and for the. few.

In the Land of Promise we were promised '"the chance to became-scmehody."
But we.purchaSed that chance at the price of our pubiic freedom. We expanded
our economy without attending to the just distribution of its fruits, with the
result that we have come perilously close to the destruction of our political
democracy.

Religiéus liberty h;s to do with religion. But it élso has to do with
the way we have chosen fo govern ourselves as a people. Those of us who prize
and would preserve our heritage of religious liberty have been drawn into a time
of fundamental testing. We are back where we were 200 years ago. We have yet

to secure our right to be free.
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WOMEN'S FRzzDOM SUBMERGED . - _ o . "
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" PHILADELPHIA --April 27--The Blcentennlal Conference on Rellglous leerty be-
I:gan here by cormemoratlng the six m11110n Jewlsh martyrs of the Holocaust,- but
'ﬁ%here is another holocaust which very few memorlalize," a femlnlst scholar told
partlclpants in the 1nterfa;th event, - _ | = |
“wgat happened to fhousandﬁ of womenliﬁ Eurbpe fnom th§ Stﬁ to:the 17th cen-
. turies'has.ﬁeen historically expeﬁﬁable!"-aSSertéd Janice_Rajmond, assistant pro-

- . fessor of womén's Etuéies and medical ethics at Hampshire College in Amherst, lMass.

The lowest estimate of the number of witches burned in Europe during these
. years is 300,006, she said, the highest nine million, and, she observed ''Salem
disposed'of twenty."‘ . : : |
' ”Moréover,lin.Europe,.witches ﬁere persecuted just as fierceiy in Protestant

territories as they ﬁeré under the Roman Inquiéitiou'and Cpunter-Refbrmation,"
Sheladde&. "Where has this history gone?" |

Dr. Rajmond'éaid the witchés, estaﬂlished by res-arch as the remnant of an
earlier pagan reliéion that Qas female iﬁ origin, were pefsecuféd by bbth faiths.'
because "they constituted é religious threat to Christianity and a woman-centered

rellglon specifically," &

o Whlle many women have partlczpated in the founding of the natmon and played
.an hlstorlcal part in the natlon s evolutlon of relzgxous llberty, according to
the speaker, "untii recently, these women have been almost buried in the annals

of patrlarchlal history."
A1l of them, she noted, "essentlally adhered to a Chrlstlan framevork, al~

beit an unorthodox and often-branded heretlcal version of Christianity."

Fy



Dr. Raymond denied “any-paséion for fittingfsuéh women into the ﬁainstream
of patriarchial religious history or even its rebellious left-wing" as this "has
been and will be emiﬁenﬁly done by others in this time of bicentennial absorﬁtion."
 "There will be.man; evenfs,_celéﬁrations. and writings," she said, ﬁwhich will
attempt to say that women were real%j there, that women did thei: part too, and
‘that it is time 'we' recognize, assimilate,hlegitimize their religious‘dissﬁént.
Patriarchy has burned its Joan of Arcs only.to canonize them whén history needed
. to be adgusted " . ’ ‘
‘ Dr. Raymond pointed out that relzg1ous 11berty "has cons1stent1y meant freedom_
‘.to worship 5 male god...has often meant the domestlcatxon of women's energy by
tlfalse 1nc1u31on...(and) has had llttle to do with autcnomous woman-centered relig=
“ion where the whole framework has essentlally changed." | |
| Referrlng to the recent F&rst Natlonal Conference on Women 5 Sp1r1tualzty 1n
" Boston, she said it became clear in the varlous sessions that many 1f not most.
of thg Z,OOQ women present had;been “nonnbe11evers in both western and eastern .
androcentric religion." . Y. N N
i "Many of the sessions &uring the con%erepcg mé&e profquﬁd connecfions," she
declared, "between spirituality and politics, pointing out that the basic power
of the 800131 and political 1nst1tutzonsand patterns thave h,ve oppressed women
l;has been its 'religious' ability to grlp us at ultlmate le?;ls of power and worth."
In Dr. Raymond's opinion, "many feminists percelve the oppression of patri-
“archal religion and culture as a battle with principalities and pqwers;"
"There is no o££er adequéte-way of explaining the hatred of women by men

‘o

that has permeated such -religion and culture," she said, ".nd which has, in turn,

.

generated the rape of our bodies, minds, and willso"
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Many womqh, the spesker told tonference participants, "are beginning to real-

ize that a profound religious vision is needed to exorcise the social and politi-

eal demons of patriarchy.” '

" Recent developments, she added, "a1.1‘*e aemonstréti:;g that the religious dimen-
" sions of the Women's Hovemené-are beginniﬁg to surfagg"and qﬁ;;'"wﬁmen afe'recog-l-
o ﬁiéing that without such ﬁ vision,:the radicéi.pptential of our movement is cut |
'.off.f | 2  :; R ::}. _; . f;- : | w  n _ . .
& "Hany-woman‘are'finﬁll& reaiiziﬁg‘thét"the-destiny of thevspirit is the des-
-tiny q#%he soci;l'ord;r!' and that it is profound rélig}ous eﬁergies which wili_ ‘J'

generate the genﬁine politics needed for

iiberafioﬁ,“ Dr, Raymond concludeds
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WOMEN'S HISTORY AND TRANSCENDENCE
by Janice Raymond
Assistant Professor of Women's Studies &
There were many women who p’:‘a?:fi?:‘t]pagt:z%i isr.z’ t?lﬁ%?:ﬁin?yfe%%is_-nation
and, more specifically, who played an historical part.in the nation's evolution
-of religious liberty. Until recently, these women have beéen almost buried in
the annals of patriarchal history. There was, for one, Anne Marbury Hutchinson,
leader of the Antinomians in Boston, banished from the Massachusetts Bay Colony,
and generally referred to by the Puritan "orthodoxists" as a woman out of place.
Or Ann Lee could be cited. Mystic, seekér, and founder.of the Shaker society,

. she believed in equalitarianism and the rightg of conscience, both of which
make her a likely caﬁdidate for examination at this conference. Another example
is that of Sojourner Truth. Ex—sl#ve, dbolimbﬁist,and_réfofmer, she traveled
the eastern and western parts of the country preaching andlspeaking her message
of black rights and women's suffrage, The list is much longer, of course. Yet
all of these women essentially'adﬁered tﬁ a Chfistianlframework, albeit an
unorthodox and oft_eu-b__ra:ided heretical version of Christianity. |
.i My commitment to speak at this confefence, however, does not include any
pas#ion for fittiﬁg.such women into the mainstream of.paﬁziarchal religious

"ﬁistofy'or-evén iﬁto its rebellious left-wing. Thi§ has been and will be _

:emiﬁéﬁtly done by others'in this time of bicentennial absofﬁtion; There will
be many events, celebrationms, and writings which will attempt to say that women
'were.feally shggg, that women did their part top, and that it is time "we"
'récognizé.(assﬁmila?e, legitimate) their_religious dissént. Patriarchy has
burned its Joaﬁ oflAfcs.only ta canonize tﬁem when history needed to be aﬁjuéted.

I have no heart for this task, since I do not wish to fit any woman into
her now-designated appropriate place within patriarchal history. Performing

cosmetic touch-up jobs of this nature can only lend support to an historical

affirmat;ve action program in which women and other excluded groups, at best,

fill in the gaps and, at worst, are given the illusion of inclusionm.



Since the recent wave of feminism, the illusion of inclusion has become

a sort of sophisticated science, largely due to tokenism. As Judith Long Laws
has demonstrated, tokenism is an institution in itself, ";;. a form of patterned
activity generated by a social system as a means of adaptation to a particular
kind of préssures"l However, since the. token is the person or group assimilated
under the dominant group's own terms, the token is always destined for '"permanent
marginhlity." Women who are now being included within men's history, within men's

institﬁtibns; are destined for this same marginality -~ never real centrality.

The token can only be central as the excegtional woman , the woman who made it

in spite of the obstacleé. Thus what becomes central is her having made it. Su;h

a focus becomes obscene, because by fixating upon the uniqueness of the woman who

made it by surmounting her difficult milieu, it 1eaves that obstacle course intact,

while shifting the focus away from its oppressiveness. , et e
Realizing the futility of the token-inclusion'approach man} feminist seﬁolars'

are beginning to think and write about a gynocentric theory of history and society.

In spite of all the academic quibbling about the use of words such as matriarchal

matrilineal, matrilocal to describe such wumau-ceutered societies, alternative

which qi wi' by nd -E\ﬂws.. Vi Mg N wirf Wﬂv\u'fubld-\

,'views of hlstory_are'beginnlng to gmerggﬁ'>-. BT -~_:' SPAoe . iy Pl

" Many histdrians ﬁill-attemﬁt to discredit such“theories'and will argue thHat
they are based upon the doubtful foundation of the historicity of myth, Take the
. notion of the historical existence of Amazons,_fof example. The actual histerical
£acticity oflAmazons is_dnprﬁvablg, but it is ndt bqund.the.realm of possibility
that éxculéively female soci;ties existed. Herodotus alludes to them, as does |

Homer in the Iliad, as does Plutarch in the Life of Theseus. Legends (or history)

abound about their fighting capacity and the many Greek male warriors who matched
strength against them. Representations of suéh battles, as Sarah Pomeroy has

pointed out, appear frequently in the visual arts. These portraits, called



Amazonomachies, were scattered throughout the Greek world.z However, as Emily
Culpepper has remarked,
...there is another way in which Amazons really exist in )
addition to the open question of possible 'factual-historical'
existance., And that is the direct truth that we know about
Amazons. Ask almost anyone. They've heard the word. They
may even have a specific_image they could describe., Someone
may tell you she is one.

The point of all this is to say that new images and symbols are arising out
of feminist culture which may well be a mixture of historie (scientific history)
and geschicte (story). There are good precedents for such a view of history.

‘Geschicte has had a predominant place in the formation of western civilization,
Judaeo-Christian religion has been built upon the historicity of myth. Hebrew
Bible scholars have constantly debated the distinction between historie and
geschicte. For many biblical theologians, most notablg von Rad, the important
thing was Israel's geschictg, its story, not its scientific history. Thus we

have the term heilsgeschicte, or salvation history. Many biblical commentators

have been extremely skeptical about the_factual-hisﬁorical reliability of Israel's

traditions but have nevértheless proceeded to develop Jewish and Christian history

baséd upon the faith and credos of_a people'whb believed in their Bistory.
Lﬂkeﬁise; New Téétamenﬁ scholars and other theoidgiads have cnnsténtly debated

the actual existénce of Jesus Christ in delineéting between the historical Jesus
and the Jesus of faith., Tillich, for example, states that "Historical research
hés made it obvious tﬁat there-is no way fo get at the historical events which
have producedlthé Biblical picture éf Jésus-wﬁo is called the-Christ with moré
than a degree of probabilil:y."4 Yet Tillich concludes that '"Faith can say that
the reality which is manifest in the New Testament picture of Jesus as the Christ
has saving power for those'ﬁho are grasped by it, no matter how much or how little
can be traced to the historical figure who is called Jesus of Nazargth."5

Yet there is a curiocus double standard where women are concerned. Feminist



research about earlier woman-centered societies, about goddess images and worship,
about Amazon representatiorf, about the ﬁi_t:ch movements in Europe and America is
often trivialized and dismissed as non-historical. Perhaps the real reason behind

this dismissal is the male fear that such images and events will generate a more

authentic galvation history for women which will burst the bonds of traditional
patriarchal ffaﬁeworks. On a deep level, this is what is happening for mény

women. Many of us see these above-mentioned events and images as having revelatory
power, as intimations of transceﬁdenée which, aside fr;m grasping the female mind
_-on an investizative level, are-creatiﬁgla community in which ﬁhese intimations can
'Iexpress themselves in feminist culture and social actiom. | ;

Female myth hés always_been accepted as salvific and/or as historical when
the myth has been.suﬁficiently patriarchal to warrant its acceptance; i.e., ﬁhen
it can be easily accepted inﬁo patriarchal tradition. Thus the Virgin Mary
'becﬁme incorporated into Catholic Christianity as an acceptable female presence.
In contrast, the witch was, at wdrst burned and; at best, blamed for her own fate,

" This Bicentennial Conference on Religious Liberty began by commemorating the
- six million Jewish martyrs of the Holocaust. But there is anather holocaust which
very few mémqrialize.__whac héppened to thousands qfvwomén in Europe from the
15th'to-ﬁhe 17th cenﬁuries-has Beeﬁ historically-expendable. The lowesf estimate
of witches burned in Europe during these years is 300,000; fhe highest estimate
'is 9 million. .Salem disposed of twenty. Moreover, in Europe, witches were
'pe;QeCuFed'just as’ fiercely in Protestant territories as they were under the
Roman Inquisition aﬁdICQunﬁer-Reforﬁation. Where hés'thisxﬁistory éone?

On the one hand, the reality of the witch has been trivialized and transformed
into the popular stereotype of the witch. Less harmless descriptions project her
as the woman on the broom, the old hag who has provided Halloween material for
youngsters., More recently, witchcraft has come to be associated with repulsive

: e wiToh’s
black magic and the occult. History has summed up R®% personhood and activity
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by portraying her as harmless, yet hysterical and thus provﬂking'her own

" persecution. Most recently, the young girls who accused the Salem witches of
diabolical deeds are said to have suffered:from convulsive ergotism, an LSD-
like agent. The 'show" at the Salem witch museum enhances these perspectives.
In this year of bicentennial travels, many people will visit the Salem witch
‘museum, What they will see will be a photographic aﬁd artistic representation
of the witch as hysterical and-her_accusers as irrational youﬁg girls. Thus
the witch and her female accusers become objects of psychopathological interest.
“As Thomas Szasz notes, in this way medical and psychiatric historians have come

4

to treat the witches as proof of the transhistorical and transcultural "reality"
of mental illness.6
Thus, once more “histor&“ distracts attention from the oppressors and turns
it on the victims. Patriarchal history has deleted the fudges and churchmen of
medieval and Reformation Europe and of 17th century Salem almost completely from
the picture. It is hard to imégiue the Jews who-WEre persecuted and killed during
the medieval inquisition, the Russian pogtroms, and the Nazi era being represented
in hisfbry aé-hyste:ical,_aﬁd thefefore as eliciting:their own 6ppression. :
'.-If Margaret Hurraf and éther-scholars-of the witch;moveﬁent in western Europe |
- are éd:rect'- did Eera Mg good evidence to Shoﬁzthat they are - the reason that
witches were persecuted so syétmatically by both Catholicism and Protestantism is
that they constituted a religious threat to Christianity and a woman-centered
.; religion séecificaily; IMurray_concludéd? from examining the legai records of the
iwitcﬁ trials éﬁd the writings of the Inquisitoré, that the witches of western
Europe were the remnant of an earlier pagan religion that was female in origin.7
What the witches incarneteirfhe ultimate analysis, is the false naming of

women by men; specifically the false naming of female religious power and energy.

The religious reality of witchcraft was defined by the Christian victors. Thus,

as Murray notes, divination when done in the name of the deity of an established



male religion is called prophecy. When done in the name of a pagan god or

goddess, it is called witchcraft.

| Although there are many women today who are working within Judaeo-Christian
religion, many others feel that there can be no essential integrity to this. What
many women are saying is that there were earlier woman-centered religions which
have been lost to our memory. The point is not to romanticize goddess worship or
the witches.or to return to these earlier forms - but to realize that they were
P . 5

Bicentenqial time commemofqtes, memgﬁializes, and remembers. This Bicentennial
Conference calls to memory traditions of religious liberty in this country. But
religious liberty has consistently meant freedom to-worship a male god. Religious
liberty has often seant the domesticetion'of women's energy Bf false inclusion.
Religious liberty has haﬂ little to do with autonqmous-wnmanrcentered religion
where the whole framework has essentially changed.
This month I participated in the First National Conference on Women's

-Spirituality held in Boston. Two thousaﬁd women were in attendanee from across
‘the country. Scme of them had at ome time, adhered to Judaeo-Christian tradition.
. But it became clear, i_.n the various se'ssions.,_ that many, if l_:_lo't most of them, had -
-been non-beiievefs; 1.&., ndn-believers in both western snd.eestefn androcentric t
religion. The conference was not & camp meeting, although it had genuine
enthu'siastic'and revivalist dimensions. 'I’here was no fixation upon prophets or -
gurus who unlquely manifested the divine. Nor, in this tﬁne of social and polltical
retrenchment was it a retreat into mysticism and the cult of personality. Many of-
the sessions during the conference made profound connéctions, between spirituality
and polities, pointing out that the basic power of the social anq political
institutions egd patterns that havé oppressed women has been its '"religious"

ability to grip us at ultimate levels of power and worth.

It is significant that the conference took place during the bicentennial year.




It 1s also significant that no session of the conference directed itself to
patriarchal religious traditions, western or eastern. Many feminists perceive
the oppression of patriarchal religion and culture as a battle with principalities
and powers. There is no other adequate way of explaining the hatred of women by
men that haa.permeated such religion and culture and which has, in tufn, generated
the rape of our bodies,lminds, and wills,

What many women are beginning to -realize is that a profound religious vision
is needed to exorcise the social and political demons of patriarchy. The Natiomal
Conference on.Wamen's Spirituality and mﬁch recent feminist Literature are demon- |
straﬁing that the religious dimensions of the Women's EOvément are beginning tod
surface. Many women are fecqgﬁizing that wifhdut such a vision, the radical
potential of our movement is cut off,

Many of . the major movements for social justice in ﬁodern times have been
Snfi-religious, and légitimétely so. In part, they have exposed and oppbsed other-
Iwofdly-religions which distracted their members from concreée social oppression.l
Yet none of these mnvements; until the Women's Hovement; opp03ed'religion precisely
. as pat?iarchal.' Thus none have gotton to the roofs of the religious problem.

I 'fhg'1oss of.tﬁéﬁécgndeﬁt enérgies in cﬁ; sdcief§-énd the secularization of
cultﬁre_dver the past two centuries have hard1y be§nIexperi§nced as 1o§ses at all..
Rather, they have been viewed as historical necessities which enlightened people

' regard as marks of eyolutionary'matur;ty;: What is emerging, however, in the Women's
.Mqﬁemeht,'is alspi:itualiza;iﬁp.of'viéion which goes beyond opposition to and loss
of patriarchal teligion (Anﬁichhrch) té more genuine'feligioﬁs consclousness - whaﬁ
Mary Daly has called "Sisterhood as Cosmic Covenant."8 Many women are finally
realizing that "The destiny of the spirit is the destiny of the social order," and
that it is profound religious energies which will generate the geﬁuine politics

needed for liberation.
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JUDAISM HAS VITAL STAKE

IN RELIGIOQUS LIBERTY ‘ | For release Monday, April 26, after 9 a.m.

PHILADELPHIA -- April 26 -- "No other large religious group has as
gfeat a stake in the present and fuﬁure vitality of the doctrine of
religious liberty as has the Jewish community,"” Professor Robert Gordis
claimed here todéy.

Prof. Gordis, who teaches Bibla and the Philosophies of Religion-
at Jewish Theological Seminary in New York City, spoke at the ﬁicenten—:
nial Conference on Religious Liberty, in session this week at the Friends
Meeting House, 4th and Arch Streets.

While "virtually every religious group finds itself a minority in
one or another corner of the globe, Jews héve been a minority almost
everywhere and always," he pointed out. |

Dr. Gordis reminded the 400 participants in the conference that
religious liberty has been recognized as an ideai only within the past
200 years and that it became widely held only with the Age of Reasonland.
the spread of the ideas of the Enlightenment. |

Religious_iiberty, he said, possesses three aspects: the right
which_a_group_claims for.itself to practice its faith without interfer—':-
ence from others, the extension of this right to other individuals and
groups, and the granting of freedom of thought and action to dissidents
within a groups' own ranks.

\

The earliest recorded war for religious liberty, according to Dr.
Gordis, was the struggle of the ‘Maccabees against the Syrian Greek King
in 168 B.C., "the armed resistence of a group of.Paiestinian Jewry who

were resolved to protect their religious faith and way of life in a

(more)



Gordis - add 1 -2~
world where a determined effort was being made to 1mpose a unlform
pattern of Hellenlstlc culture and pagan rellglons in the entlre
‘Middle East." - |

' "Had the Macabees not fought, or had they fought and lost, the
Hebrew Scriptures would have been destroyed," he said,_"Judaism would
have pérished, Christianity would not have been born, and the ideals
of the Judeo-Christian heritage, basic to Western civilization, would
have perished." | |

The second and third steps - extending freedom to other individuals
and groups - is a "great leap forward and frequently takes centuries,"
~he added. It is a "major moral and intellectual challenge for these
believers who are convinced that they are repositories'of religious
truth," Dr. Gordis said.' "Even in our age, instances are not lacking
of groups in every denomination who define the right to religious lib-
erty as the right to deny it to those whpldiffer with them.”

'Within'Juda;sm, he observed, the Hebrew Bible reflects the temper-
amentS'df the "mystic and ratibnalist, of the siﬁple believer and the
critiéal séeker after ultimate truth." This variety in the Bible "set
its étamp upon all succeeding epochs," he noted.

During the Middle Ages, tﬁe fconstantly worsening conditions of
éxile" served to "contract this latitude of religious outlook in the
‘Jewish commuﬁity,“ but the attempt to impose conformity in religious
belief never succeeded." Religious liberty in Judaism "exists de facto"
and is even officially recognized by some groups.

Judaism's attitude toward those pfoféssiné other creeds is one of
holding fast to monotheism while at the same time granting legitimacy
to polytheisﬁ for non-Jews. Dr. Gordis said he believed this was largely
due to the ethnic emphasis in Judaism which leads to granting similar
justification to the religious ethos of others. A second element is the

(more)
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universalism of God, inhereﬁt in Judaism.

"Many contemporary religious thinkers are now seeking a theory
which will combine compléte.loyalty to a specific tradition with
accepting wholehearted adherénce.to the postulates of a democratic
society which is committed to pluralism as a reality and to religious
liberty as-a good," he said.

fThe iésue is one which profbundly agitates Americans in our day
because of its obvious practical importance fof government and politics,
as well as society as a whole."

Thus Judaism insists on tqtal freedom of religious belief and
practice for itself, recogniées the existence of 6ther religions and
thei: inherent right to be observed,-and within the Jewish community,
accepts dissent, he said, addin§ that the experienﬁe of Jewish exile
in the ancient'and medieval worid "has strengthened this attachment
to freedom.df conscience." -

"The modern world has demoﬁstrated that the material and intelléc—

tual positibn and progress of Jews is'mﬁéf'effectively advanced in an

atmosphere of religious liberty," Dr. Gordis concluded. '

=000~



Centacti ‘ FO4 MM4MEDIACLE RELVASE
vhris Glaser
Press Heoresentacive

Philadelplifa  Gay seligioas Coalirion
Phones 7 6-1610

CAY  ABELIGLOJS  LIRERTLY

The Philadelphisg Csy Rellpicus {zallition, including gay ceucuses from
within the Ptoteszani, fomen Cstholic, and Jawlsh traditlons, will participate
in he Bicentegnnial fonferance Om Leligious Libesrty this week ia ?hilédelphla.

A panel of representatives from The United Church Of Chriet; Intejrity (Cay
Bpiscopulians), Dlanivy {Gay ‘umsen Catholics), Peta Ahavah (Goy $-aagogueld,

and Metxopolizan Cowmunity Church {nundeznomimational) i1l dislogaz with pesple
ftrom the f£icor on the gyuestion: "Why is thers g neceasity for pay religious
orsanizetiens in 19762 Theses dlscussions will taie pincé on v:0:awesday April
28th from 2:00¢3:15 pewe snd 7:30-2:00 petne I Accm 3A-8 on the sicond floow

of the Friend's Meziing kouse, Fourth and Avch S5ts. In Philedeishia. These
discuesions will be preceded by the 30 mivute £ilm "Posicicn 0f Fuith", which
describzg the recent styuzsie within the Cnited Cherch Of Chazls:. over the
ordination ¢f Willienm Jehnsen. ie is the firsc aveuedly homoseiual person to
be ovdained by a mzjer religinus kedy. All delogates end the oubiic are invited
to these dissussions.

Lit2rature on the mpjoy 23y veligious caucuses in the 3yno;eopues and Churches
wiil bLe ovailsble 2t the main literature table at Fourih And #rMh 5LB. ilepye-~
sentativas from these org#niza::oas will b pracent throughoset ~he Conference
to foster uuderstanding of gay Chfistians and Jaws-in the contert of rellizious

literty.
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FOR RELEASE:

Philadelphia 76, Inc., has announced that through the court-:esy of
the Copernicus Society of America, of which Edward J. Piszek is
President, an International Press Club will be made available to accom-
modate the many representatives of the media who are expected to visit
Philadelphia during the Bicentennial year.

The Club will be located on the Main floor of the historic Bourse
Building on Independence Mall. It will offer camplete telephone and
wire facilities, areas for work, areas for relaxation, as well as ex-
cellent food and beverages.

The International Press Club has received the endorsement of the
Philadelphia Newspaper Publishers Association, as well as the support
of the Pmei‘ican Newspaper Publishers Association. The Copernicus Society
of America, a non-profit organization, ..ill be the operator of the Club.

All legitimate, working representatives of the various media, as
well as the publishers, radio and television executives, and others
associated with the media, will be eligible for free membership.

The Club will be open fram 10 am to 2 am and is expected to start
operations in early Spring.

Applications for membership cards should be sent to:

Press Credentials

Philadelphia International Press Club
21 S. S5th Street

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

/im

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
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Bicentenniel Conference on Religious Liberty
Holiday Inn, 4th & Arch Streets
Philedelphia, Pa.

PRESS INFORMATION

PRESS CONFERENCES, festuring speckers at the morning plenery sessions, will
be held approximately 11:30 a.m. each day (following the
meeting) in the Press Lounge, Jones Room, lobby level, Holidesy Inn.

The Rt. Rev. J. Brooke Mosley, Assistsnt Bishop, Episcopal
Diocese of Pennsylvania, will preside.

RESERVED SEATS FOR PRESS are located to the right of the podium in the Friends
Meeting House. The outside door beside this area may be used
for access.

PRESS LOUNGE is located in the Jones Room, adjecent to the PRESS OFFICE. Hot coffee
vill be available here during the day. Please visit and chat
in this room, lesving the PRESS OFFICE relatively quiet for
better writing conditions.

ALL CONFERENCE SESSIONS ARE OPEN TO THE PRESS AND FOR FILMIKG AND PHOTOGRAPHY
except during morning worship.

PRESS ROOM STAFF WILL BE HAPPY TO ANSWER QUESTIONS OR ASSIST YOU WHERE POSSIBLE
Erik Modean - Director Eve Stedman - Radio & TV

Dorothy Rensenbrink

Bill Epstein

Donn Mitchell

Joen Shipman - Registretion
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BICEN SPEAKERS DIFFER IN APPROACH g =, -y
TO AMERICAN LIBERATION MOVEMENT : For Immediate Release

PHILADELPHIA;—April 27-=Theseé major strands of the current American liberation
movement were given voéice by leaders of it at the Bicenteﬁﬁial Conference on Religious
Libefty here today, and despilte claims by the Rev. Jesse Jackson of Chicago,'founder and
national president of Operation PUSH, that "we afe.SO per cent in-agreemgnt;".the
differing strains of thought wgfé much in evidéncer

The morning plenary session began with a talk by_thé Rgv. William A; Jones,’pasﬁor
of Bethany Baptist church in New York, on the failure of the U.S. to perform what is
promised in its Declaration of Independence.

"Every attempt to demonstrate.the nation's idealism reveals its shame," he
stated, "We are 113 years on the bright'side of slavery but Black existence'is devoid
of equality. -It is business 2s usual and racism flourishes."

Dr. Jones insisted that being anti-racist in American society is to be anti-
American for the American society is a racist.society, "ﬁacism is a demon that ruined
. Egypt, Rome, Germany, and threatens to ruin the U.S. mIt ascribes to God partiality on
the basis of pigmentation, it attests to the power of oral tradition, it creates God
in its own image."

Récism remains a "pétent pre§en;e in the White church vhich is an inpstrument of the
Américan éystem, sanctifying ité sins, and by its capitulation to culture fueling
revolution around the world" he saidj "and more énd more of humanity works to free
itself." L

While the Rev, Jesse Jackson did not argue with this assessment of a racist system,
his emphasis on individual responsibility marks a éépérture from traditional Bléck

theology. .

(more)
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-Agai# and again he repeated the phrase, “nébody will save us from us, for us,
sut us! We must learn self-contrcl before we can effect community-control."

Ee called for an end to "jpstitutional undercutting,” insisting that "schools
need the chgrch, the thurch:néeds.scﬁcols ard parents need both,"

If a2 child "will ﬁa: give deference to Ged, he wiil not dafer to parents, teachers,
brothers and sisters,' he declzred.

"Do we play in a corner at developing a theology of seif—lové and self-beautifica-
tion? Don't play games with youf Creator - you can change his name but not his claim!"_

"First we rebelled agaiﬁst-tyrannical autinority, but now we're rebélling sgainst
all authority. The sickness we gee is a product of 2 pﬁblicity Godless generatior.
Racism can't kill us bacavse synicism got us first,™

"‘here is 2 breakdown in moral authority and«we're_living in a state of spiritual
decadence,™ ‘

Df. Jackson urged parents to suppiy the "spiritualleffort of motivétion, care,
discipline, chastisement and lcve" to the children, "making flowers bloom in the desert."
He said the time had come for "seif-government."

Professor Janice G. Raymond, iﬁ a prass conference follcwing the plenary sessionm,
~ declared herself to be alsepafétist an& went on to say tha;.for many feminists, "Jesus
is disqualified as an adeqﬁate propaet because he is male."

Dr. Jackson raplied that a corallary would be "If I saw God as white I couldg't
relate to Him.ﬁ

Questioned about gay liberatioﬁ, Dr. Jacksonisaid he had counseled many people
_ whom he thougat were "gay because they were.éenfused, not confused because they_were
gay."

Professor Raymend, or the other hand, thought "lesbiarism is definitely the

< . _ .
eventual conclusion of feminism, Ia a non-patriarchal society, there would be no

distinction between homesexuality and heterosexuality." Dr, Jackson, however, called

for a "oneness of respect without a sameness of roles."

"St.'ill: he dcélared, the mar.riage b.etwe&n women and black liberation wa.
: s 5 One Of
"80 pe-r cent Rgreement on issues" .
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, RELIGIOUS LIBERTY IN EDUCATION

William B. Ball *

1. |

One of the famous dualities of Americans is their enthusiasm.
Less noticed ; perhaps, is -the fa_f:t that sometimés ;our'enthusiasms fc_:r‘
things continue, while the things themselves have become illusions.
At Bicentennial time we are enthﬁsmg about American things which ar'g
both real and good, or becoming so -~ like freedom from racial
discrimination. But we also cotinue to enthuse about some things -
which afe not real at all or ,_ being not good now, are threatening to

become worse. Perhaps the word, "enthuiasm" , is precisely not the

~word to use. _Enthusi-a'stic-: expression - thempeating of platitudes,

the rote decla'ri-n_g of high_ purposes, the repeatéd boasting of achieve-
ments - may indeed mask unpleasant truths. Frantic claims of glory may
hide po verty of substance. Militancy of insistence may reveal, not an

innocent joy, but a grimly _d'eliberat'e'purpose to impose.

Partner, Ball & Skelly, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania.



The enthusiasm frequently expressed for America's religious
liberty in education is a case in point. I do not mean to suggest that
the general religious liberty-which we enjoy is not a subjeét for real
enthusiasm, and I am hardly fit to say whether or not the enthusiasm
which we .e_xpress for our education is soundly based upon reality., My
point is, that where religion E}nd education meet, we do not have great
cause for enthusiasm. The ffee exercise of religion m educétion is
declining, toc_iay_ constricted in significént ways, and threatenedi with
e_xtinctibn _tomorréw if present trends continue. -

. I am quite pfepared fof tﬁé féét that this statement may produce
some reactions of shock and of anger. Shock or surprise may come from
those (they are mény) who want terribly to believe that all is really very
well in thc_e land, that the market is going to come around, énd to whom
th'é only real gravities are Nikiaus in the bunker at the _l.sth. or the
St-eelers with one yard to go i‘n the .‘-.ést five seconds. -Today we ére

-largely in that stage of euphoric 'pagariism when we still have some

pro tection_s{ from our ancient traditions and have not'.ye:t entered upon that
possible later stage — which is one of violence, chaos and ultimate
slavery;. In these still "good times", since grgaf nurn_befs of people are
untroubled by r'elig'ion', théy are truly surprised by thosé few who assert
that religious liberty in education is troubled. Surprised - and under- -

standably skepticel.



Note well also, héwe_ver, f-hé._a__r;_gzy response - the response
which at once runs to figh.ting words like " Irr-i'-_"spohsible! Wi @ HYstex;ica'IE LB
"--I—‘ear—mongering‘. " . -But certainly no one should-be angry because
someone e,lsé complains that an aspect of religious liberty is threatened .
IShould not tﬁe normal response of citizen to citizen then be: "We are
sorry to hear of thi's . Tell us in what way you feel the threat exists.
Your concern is our concern." But the i-_nstant reaction of anger shows
as little commonality of concem as it shov;vs civility. What it shows
insfead i_s an interest, a jealous zeal for a staked out order of things,
an& a willingnes;_m_employ harsh ’ ad .hominerh ; and censorial weapons
to hang.onto its holdings.

| Happily, in the face of the apathy of thé_majori’tly and the anger
§f some, we are exb'ei‘iencing 5 gn-our 200th birthday, a strong, new-born
éxcitement err religious liberty 1n:education. Partly this 1s. due ;o the
times and p;értly to the quality of peohple who -can test the wind and  sense
- how the sea of thé se ﬁme§ is lmovi‘hgl. Not on-ly' because of fear for 1'if_e
but because of love of life they héve come to God , to pr.ayef, to a
vitally religious sense of being. And they demand liberty to educate
religiously_, - o

From them we find that the threat to religious liberty in education,
and the struggle to achieve that liberty, center upon, first the public

school and, second, private religious education.



Il

The public school did nof originate as a religionless school,
It was a departure from, and yet-evolved out of, the sectarian schools
of the early nineteenth century. It originated as what wogld be legally
defined today as a religiéus school. Its students prayed, read the
Bible, and knew a moral discipline based on relitj_ious norms.. The
schools were frankly Christian and i-ncﬁlcéted a core of those Christian
doctrines and values con;_monly held by 1-"1‘c:nm.=:stants-:l ‘ 'I;hus for d.ecades
. the common school undoubtedly accommédated fulfillment of the religious
liberty of a hig!'_l majority of the c-itizen;. But not alll. In a case in the
Police Court of Bosﬁ n ih 1859 a teacher was prosecuted in the follow-
ing circumstance: an eleven year old pupil, onelThomas J. Wall, upon
instructions of his father and his paris‘ﬁ priest, refused the order of
~ the co_’nunon. school he attended to repeat the Commandments (such
recitation:being part of required rel'ligious exercises in the schools ivheréin
the Protestant English Bible text was employed'. The report of the case

states:

1. E.P. Cubberly, PUBLIC EDUCATION IN THE UNITED STATES 120
(1947); AP IStokes, CHURCH AND STATE IN THE UNITED STATES
832 (1950). '




"Wall, still refusing, was punished by the defendant
with a rattan stick, some three feet in length, and
three-eighths of an inch thick, by whipping upon his
hands. From the time the punishment was commenced
‘to the time it ended, repeated inquiries were made of
“Wall if he would comply with the-requirements of the
school. Some thirty minutes time was occupied in
the whole. . . The blows were not given in quick
succession, but with deliberation.”

The court then entered upon a long discourse on the nature of the common
school. Did these r_eligiqus i:ractices ir_npose on anyone's constitutional
- rights ? Nof remotely, sa'id tﬁe court, sinée- the praétices were not

- “sectarian". The Bible, said Ithe court, "was plac_ed thére [in our

schools] by our forefathers not for the purpose of teaching sectarian

—— 3

religion but a knowledge of God and his will, whose practice is religion."

Moreover, "if the plea of conscience is good for oné:fdnn of sectarian
religion, it is.good for another," and Ithe court envisioned Cﬁao s in the
common schbol; if the pleas of Qaridus religious bodies were to be

"2 heeded, As to Méstér Th_omas J. Wall, here is howlthe court disposed
of him:

"The mind and will of Wall had been prepared -
for insubordination and revolt by his father and the
priest. His refusal to obey the commands of the
school was deliberate. . . The extent of his pun-
ishment was left as it were to his own choice. From
the first blow that fell upon his hands from the
master' s rattan, to the last that was given, it was
in his power to make every one the last."

2. Commonwealth v, Coocke, 7 Am, Leg. Reg. 417-(1859).



We should note the elements that go to make up this case. The
céntral figm"e is a child of impression_able years. He carries into thé
public scﬁool some sort of religious commitment. This corﬁmltment is
in cOnflict wifh school polié_y. The school says that its policy is not
anti-religious, but neutral (and the court agrees that this i.s éo): And
the court says that the common sch§o1 could not exist if it were forced
to adjust itself to every shade of fe_ligioué belief. And finally there are
the roles of the parent and the child's pastor. The child's claim of.

religious liberty must be discounted because (although he endured

S

thirty minutes of torture in asserting it) "his mind had been ] prepared"

by his parent and his pastor. We should bear these elements in mind

as we now turn fo the further unfoldmg of th]e story of what happened to
.religion in pub_lic education. | | |

~ There erhsued' how a 'centu_r'ylof tension in this areé. Horace Mann,
whé lé_unched the common school I-moveﬁ';entl-, had seen no heed fbr agi- *
tation if "sec_tafianisr’n" were riled oui:_ and cqrﬁrhon core Protestan't |

religion Eept irisl. Pour decades later Preside'nt Grant, in his 1875

3. Mann's lecture in 1838 on "The Necessity of Education in a Republican
Government" concluded with these words: "And, finally, by the term
education I mean such a culture of our moral affections and religious
sensibilities, as in the course of nature and Providence shall lead to
a subjection and conformity of all our appetities, propensities, and

sentiments to the Will of Heaven."



-_address to the Army of the Terme,ssée, agreed that " sectarianis.m" waé
bad alrid wanted education also té be devoid of " pagan, or aethestical
| dogma'-s'-' —(as he put it), but he went a step beyond Mann when he said
of religion itself: B

"Leave the matter of religion to the family altar,
the church, and the private school. . ."

In the following years Catholic parents from t_ime to time resisteci ‘the
publié schéol_s‘ use of the King.Iames' Bibl{ez a‘i'zd went to court about it,
Expreéslons- b;‘."}_‘ewi—sh dissétisfaction would not beéome widel§ héard until
after 1950. 'Perh-aps thé most inéisten’t agitation in the fifsi half of th;e
20th century éamelfxl'om Protesta'n'gs._ éome leaﬁers , as the new centufy
wer;t_on,' became alarmed, not over Protestant inculcations in _tﬁe public
schools, but overlthe decline of all religio_n-m the public sﬁhools énd of
religiously based morai training. The " Protestant prac.tices"' were becoming
vestigial. They were pretty well boiling down to token religion - dabs.of
_' pray_e'% or'b'its_ 6f Billrwle- ;ecitétldn - tbi;all’y L_Imccnneclted with anything else
in those_. vital.a-rea.s of tﬁe éhild's_ li_f'e relatingl torthe qoﬁd-uét aﬁd course
of his whole being. That those areas had been religion's old domain in
the schools cannot be doubted. Many a public school texﬂ;ook from the:

nineteenth century attests vividl_y to that fact. In the twentieth century

4. "The President's Speech at Des Moines" , 22 Catholic World '433—435
' (1876). : ' '



all this was becoming éhanged. We need not explore at length the
reasons. Scientism, or the vogue for regarding science as affording
all possible keys to existence, was one. The handmaiden of that vogue,
skepticism about. religio}x, was possibly almoth'er.. Undoubtedly also
was the féctor, in the era of the apex of national self-confidence, of -
a psychalogical transfer of affec_tion and reliance from God and churches
to Nation and -the American Dempcratié Ideal.

| A rea_c_:‘tion to what was deemed a gx“owth qf secularism in bu}:iic
education began to set in. Dr. Nicholas Murray But_ier, in 1940, stated
thata " éuricu-ls't-endency"""has-grown'up | ..

- ". . . to exclude religious teaching altogether
from education on the ground that such teaching
was in conflict with our fundamental doctrine as.
to the separation of church and state. In other
words , the religious teaching was narrowed down
to something which might be called denomination-

~alism, and therefore because of differences of faith
and practice it must be excluded from education.
The result was to give paganism new importance
and new influence. . ." '

Dr. A_léxandér-M_ikleiohn, in 1942, S-poke of public education in these
words:

*We have torn our teaching loose from its roots.

. We have broken its connections with the religious
beliefs of which it had grown. The typical
Protestant has continued to accept the Bible as,

 in some sense, the guide of his own living. But,
in effect, he has wished to exclude the Bible
from the teaching of his children."



In the 1930s there had appeared the "ihrec faith" plan, a
scheme for_ elective courses cooperatively developed by representatives
of the Protestant, Catholic and Jewish religious communitiés which woﬁ_ld
consist of religious and moral teachings commbn_ to all three groups.
This encountered , however, the limitation that areas upon which agree-
ment would be fci_unci were rather narrovf. In 1937 came the "Elgin"
plan which called for studeﬁts to be given religious study in the public
school classroom, under certified public teachers, on an interdenomin-

| a‘tional basis. Still another plan was that for release of children to
public schci.ol classr.oomé so that they might there _receivé religious
instruction from -thei;' own minl's-ter, ‘r_abbi_. or priest. In 1947, in the
McCollum case, the Supre.me'. Court of l1:he United States struck down
that plan and - by inference - any pmgrafn for use of'public school

pramises for formal religious 'inst;uctions. In 1962, in Engel v. Vitale,

‘the Supreme Cou.ft he;d unconstitutional a New York sponsored, non-

co'mpulsciry-'pi'bgram cdh’si—s’ting of a nondenominational prayer & . Both

5. McCollum v. Board of Education, 333 U.S. 203 (1947). Compare
Zorach v, Clauson, 343 U.S. 306 (1952) wherein the Court upheld
off-the-school premises released time programs. .

6. Engel v, Vitale, 370 U.S. 421 (1962). The officially formulated prayer
" was: "Almighty God, we ackndwledge our dependencelon Thee, and we
beg thy blessings upon us, our parents, our teachers, and our country."



the McCollum and Engel programs were struck down under the Establish-
ment Clause of the First Amendment. A national uproar ensued, and in
1963, the Supreme Cqurt in Ithe Schempp case 7 (in which it struck down
state laws permitting Bible-reading and recitation of the Lord's Prayer |
in public schools) took occasion to attempt to a broad rationale for its
position and indeed a prescription, or guideline, to the public schools

of the nation as to how to deal wi@h religious expression within them.

In Schempp (and its con'lxp_ah'ion' case ._M_ur_r'_e_ly. v. Curlett) we see
the perdurableingredients of £he oid case of Master Thomas J. Wall.
Instead of Thomas ére Roger and Donna Schempp and William Murray, III
- all children. ‘Like Thomas, théy carry into the public school some
sort of commitment with respect to religion, This commitment is in
conflict with school policies. The Schempps testify on trial that there
were concepts Conveyé_d by the Bible-reading "which were contrary to
the religious beliefs which they held and to their familial teaching."
‘William J. Murray, IIl.contends that, since he is an avowed aetheist,
the Lord*s Prayer pract.ice. "threatens [his] religious liberty by placing

a premium on belief as against non~belief." As in the case of Thomas

7. 374 U.S. 203 (1963).
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J. wWall, the S(-:hCJOl contends that its policy is non-religious and neutral.
And, as in that case, back of the children stand parents (here, the
parents having actively involved themselves as parties in the cases).
Finéily, although the Court does not resolve the case on an issue of
coercion, it notes that the children were ';n attendance pﬁrsuant to the
compulsory attendance laws, and it péints cn.i_t ta-:ial court testimony
that, if the 'Sc'hempp pa_rents-had éought a permitted excusal for their
childreﬁ, the children might be labeled "odd balls." .
| The decision 1eave§ us ﬁith two unanswered questJiqns related
to religious liberty in educétion. First,- while conceivably the Court
might have ruled in favor of the children on the ground of éoerciof; , it
did not, Nor did it use the occasion of this case to vindicate the rights
_of the parents . While the Court had before it a valuable opportunity to
decide the case on the basis of interfére_nce with the free exercise of
_religion, it.chc-yse? to decide it on the ground thatl fhe programs: in Que.stion
represented an es t’abli'shment of';‘eligion. Thus while Iin a broad sense
the religioﬁs liberty claimed by the éhlldren andl parents was recogni'z_ed y
- the recoghition was in fact narrow: the governmental imposition was
voided 6n1y Bécauée it officiaily promoted"reiigion and ;t;_g,'g becéuslel it
got in the way of indi.vidual belle_fs. and'c_'ommanc.l_s -of é:cﬁ-nscience ..
A second and related Quesltion' is thi-s: from the point of view of
values, what kind of pubiic school is left as the result of Schempp? |

Clearly a school in which no religion is permitted. Now defenders of

= 1] =



the Court's decision, and the Court itself in fendering if, stoutly deny
that conclusion. How? By a famous statement found in the Court's
opinion. Noting that some were insisting that the Court had now
. established a "religion of secularism" , the Court réplied 5
"We do niot agree. . . that this decision in any
sense has that effect. In addition, it might well
be said that one's education is not complete with-
out a study of comparative religion or the history
of religion and its relationship to the advancement
of civilization. It certainly may be said that the
Bible is worthy of study for its literary and historic
qualities. Nothing we have said here.indicates that
such study of the Bible or of religion, when presented
objectively as part of a secular program of education,
may not be effected consistently with the First
Amendment." 8 :

‘But that state:‘nent does not dis prové the concluslc'a_n_ that the public
school must now be a school iﬁ which no religion is permitted; it nails
the couclusionldown. For when the believer _spéa!-:s of religion, he means
it as his groul_-_xd of being; and when the believer spéaks of his exercise
'of_l religion, he Iméans‘ the exercise of h‘is reli'gioﬁ’iﬁ its fullness aﬁd
_intégri:t-y. When Fundamentalists and some Catﬁoiics helwe' commente.d
tﬁat the Court's decision has "driven reli‘glo-n out of the public schools",
& they should not be.dismiésed as having made what ﬁnfessor. Freund has |
called " intempérate oﬁtburstg" . I;{eligion, in.the Believef s understanding:
of religion; _l_s_ plainly dﬁt. Indééd ufterly offerisive 'té the-; béiiever‘ 'is-
the Court's prescription with respect to the religion that may be left in.

That - and some other things that may or may not ultimately be left in -

8. Id. at225.
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becomes my subject as I discuss one more group of successors to
Master Thomas J., Wall.

‘These are public school children in Northport, New York, or
Howell, Michigan, or Fresno, California. In composite, I will call
them Robert and Mary. There are many, many Roberts and Marys around
the country. Their parents pay taxes for the. support of thé public ‘schools "
The parents have not selected private educ'ation. for them (none may be
available or affordable), aﬁd the _chﬂd atteﬁds public s_chog_l under com-
pulsion of lawl._ The rparents-, let us assurﬁe, are Christian believers:
" there are religious mandates in thleir lives, and prohibi'tiohs ; aﬁd the
| sure religious sense of what is to _be valued and what cannot Be abided.
Robert and Mary come ﬁ'om that househ-oldl of belief into the public s_choolr.
Suppose now that théy are confronted with all_ or sbme of the following
' 1n.'the1'r s__c-_:hodl'__s program: |

. = acourse (under whatever label) in comparative
religion or the role of religion in civilization,"

- the presentation of the Bible as literat_uré,

- "objective" instruction in religion as part of a
secular program.

The féregoing are the areas of permissible L réligion" as given in'Schemgp.
" Not only, as we have pointed out, are they not "religion" in the sense
believers have in mind; they almost certainly confront religion in that

latter sense. Comparative Religion presupposes a teacher who can compare.

-



It is all but impossible to .eliminate ﬁorma tive judgments in the process.
Bﬁt at best it also involves the introducing of the child to the broad
range of choices in religion. Is it the function of the public school to
introduce the -child to a series of choices of religions ? Not remotely.

But let us shift to the next adjective by which the concept, -
“religion” , is to be modified according to the Schempp prescription
- the "objective" 'study. If the "objective study" is honest and real,
then the most basic doctrines of the religions must at least be spoken
of - in tﬁe Christian religions, foi' example, the Incarnation ,I salvation
by faith alone,. pfedestinétion, the infallibility of the Bible. How |
could these be left out? But how can they be usefuily presented without
discussion? And, if there is discussion, what is to be the teacher's
respon'l.sefto the whys of some children and the reticences of 6thet"s ?
But if the basic doctrines and historical crises of the religions are not
- to be presented, then does not the "objective Sll.ldY“. become no study
- atall? 'Inste_'ad may be - and no one should knock it - offerings on toler=
ance and good will: what good people were .the I;ilgrim Father's , Roger
Williams, Ctristopher Columbus, Al Smith, Robert Morris and Justice
Brandéis s But t-hisl_ promotion of 1ﬁtergroﬁp good w ill has its fragile '
- peripheries, és words like Belfast, Israel and abortion come off the
headlines and into the classroom.

How about the Bible as literature? Pérents in a case now in the

Ohio* courts were asked concerning that very point, Here follows the
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‘colloquy between counsel and a witness, who was a fundamentalist:
"Q. Now, youare aware that the Bible is
taught as literature in the, public schoodls. Is
this acceptable to you?

"A. No, because I beiieve it must be taught
as the word of God." -

Another witness in the same case stated that he felt that the Bible
should be read with express understanding that it is the word of God.
And here is posed well the very point which the Supreme Court_has
re_f’u-sed to face. The rél,igious liberty issue is not: What is belief to
the non-believer, to _the neﬁtralis_t, the relativist, the pagan, the deist,

the comparer of ideas, the seeker after mere secular knowledge ? The

religious liberty question centers on: What is belief to the believer ?
And that is a burning question indeed,

I should point out that the Court itself did not take its own
religious prescription very seriously because, in the closing paragraph
" of its opinion, it pulled the rugout from any illusion which some might
entertain that religion was any more to enjoy meaningful existence in
the life of the public school. It said:

"The place of religion . in our society is an
exalted one, achieved through a long tradition of
reliance on the home, the church and the inviolable
citadel of the individual heart and mind. We have
come to recognize through bitter experience that

it is not within the power of government to invade
that citadel, whether its purpose or effect be to
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aid or oppose; to advance or retard," 9 (Emphasis
supplied).

Shades of Ulysses S. Grant! The ghosts of Bismarck and the French
laicisists of 1904. Let religion be confined Ito house, to sacristy, or
to the keeping of the. individual mind. Half of a qhild's_ waking time and
mést of his leaming.time is spent in sch_ool - but school is not a place
for religidn. Public educators claim it is one of the glories of the public
school that it shapés and develops the whole person - but it must do so
without religion. |

But what I have described up to r;gw is only a little part gf .what
Robert and Mary..m_eetl- wit_h . I had mentioned that, in our Iearlier American
educ'ation, the natural domain of religion had 5een- the full life of the
student, Most knowledge was related to i‘eliqion: Civil virtues were
inculcated as being dictat_:ed.by the'Commandments and the Gospel_.
Behavior, tl;ke embtions , the wellsprings of conduct = énci thus the
' soci_él man - werg.pmfox.lmjdly laffec_:-t-e'd by- the reli'giou_g beliefs ;nrhich ' _
_ WE]._"E i__nsti_lled & beliefs which were iﬁte_.nd_ed to have consequences.
Now that religion is out of the public schools, the vacuum left in its
0ld domain is rap;dly being filled. It is natural that this should happen.
The quest_;bns and needs Ito' which religion once sﬁ'pplied_ the answers-have
not gone away . -They are insisténtiy a paﬁ of people, and sinc.e' .the state

is now left to answer the questions, it is trying to perform its duty. But

9. Schempp, supra, at 226.
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some of the state's answers are now proving to be answeswhich Robert .
and Mary and their pa‘rents cannot - before God - accept. And which
indeed they must reject.

Myriad examples in a tidal wave of these could be shown, Let
me pause with but one however, a fairly typical one. Here is a program
which is entitled "Sexuality and Family Life" . The aim of this state
.prog:ram is recited to be "';‘0 -pmduce a mature person capable of fulfilling
his sexuality in the broadest sense." It states that it is imperative that
the chi,ld develop "sound attitudes a'nd values to é‘uide_ his sexual con-
duct." How? By imparting "a scientific knowledge of all aspects of

human sexuality.” This, says the state, will enable the child "to

communicate with others in a mature mann_e-t_'..“and will provide the Basis

for a successful adjustmc_adt in marriage and family living." The state
program (cél._led a" heélth program" ) th_eq proceeds to take up the'mechanlcs
of sex in very compiete mechanical detail. D'esé,rib_eq are fetishism,
transvestites, sadism, ;na'sochism,llsc‘)dc'amy,'pre'—rﬁarital sex and "the
Imeaning of marriagé." Maéturbation is described as a ha-u_rlmlesls source

-of pleasure, practiced by almost everybodv. Fellatio and cunnilingus

are taken up, and the children aré réferred to reédlng sources where they

. can acquire more of all tfu‘s scientific knowledge.

There are many Christian parents to whom this is profoundly
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offensive and religiously utt-erly unacc_eptablelr{ At the bqfset there
is the use of broad terms packed with volétile value implications.
And ﬁarents rig‘nfly ask questions about what is under these broad- -
blanket terms énd requlatory fog. After all, it is their children who
will be wraﬁped up in these., Who is a "mature person" ? . Shall the |
state define him? Is it the state's job to "produce"” him?_- What is
me;.ant by”fulfilling his sexuality " in the broadest sense."-_ﬂ The state
‘says that those " attitudes and values" which are to guide his sexual
conduct must be " sound."". According to what norm ? What does the-
state recognize-és a . sound" attitude or a "sound" value? Is the
norm of saundness.“ of se;&u.ai conduct based upon lack of ﬁ-am .to
c;thers ? Upon freedom from disease ? Upen personal satisfaction?

- Upon the Ten Commandments ? "i'hese only get to the threshold of the -
problem con.f;'énting these parents. If i:he threshold is disturbing,
what is insidé- is forbid_ding - or forbidden. Christian .p:':!_rer,_l'ts ‘whom I

‘know cannot suffer their children to be exposed to programs such as I -

' 10. I do not refer to non-Christian parents simply because no cases
of protest by them have come to my attention.
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have just described. They alsq may not allow their children to be
involved in dli-scussions of these matters ~especially in groups or
especially where cqnducted by public -t:eachers who are pr"ohibited under
the law, from expressing Christian moral judgments as guides to the
children. By any standard sl their claims aré as real and substantial as
those asserted by_the parenfs in Engel and Schempp.

| But the courts before whom the;e cases have come have been as
unsympathetic to these claims of conscience and religious liberfy as
have the education departments and supporting groups which have im-
posed them-. - (The Suprem_e-Courf: has not yet decided a case fully in
point.) Of course there is no difficulty in i._cientifying many of these
pmgrams-las Secular Hi.tm-anist, and it is well settled .that Secular
- Humanism is a "religion" within the meaning of both the Free Ex@rci_se

11 N And since these programs are supported by

and Establishrﬁent Clauses
public funds extracted from the pocket of every taxpayer, they may be
fo:und to vioiété the Establishment Clause. Buf their offgnse to consti-
tut-ionai r-ightsl. rests iln.fact t.ipon fér broader grounds. Ignoréd as though |
non-existent are those First Amendment standards which are applied with
such e_xqﬁis-ité ;sensi_tlvity in free exi:iressiori cases. Seridﬁsly failing of
fecognitioh- are rights of familial .brivacy and of the sexual privacy of
children. The ﬁs'e of state coercion to mold the minds and behavior of

children is sanctioned in the face of Supreme Court decisions which

define and sharply discountenance such coercion. We should keep in

11. Torcaso v. Watkins, 367 U.S. 488, 495 (1961); Everson v. Board
of Education, 330 U.S. 1, 31 (1946) (dissenting opinion of Rutledge).
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mind how 'ridiculoué it would be to hold that there is no state pbwer‘
'~ to sponsor, on a non-rec;uired_ basi§ , @ 22-word non'—denominational‘
prayer, but at the same time ho hold that the state has a free hand
to impose teachings and values-which go to tbe very vitals of the
child's er‘nﬁtio‘ns‘, spirit, _mind, conduct, attitude toward his family,
his sexuality, his life and his destiny. |

What hope have we for rel;gious liberty in the public schools _? _
The ho_pé lies in the firm will to resist the i-mpé_sitions and to arl‘o'use public
_recdgnitidn. of the problém. Solutions lie in séveral directions. Oﬁe is
the elimination of tﬂe heavily value-related programs. The déctrine of. ‘

parens patriae is clearly misapplied when, in the name of " ¢hild

‘rights" , the child is made to become (in the great phrase in Pierce

v. Society of Sisters) “the mere creature of the state." “Parens patriae" then

becomes all "M" and fno "parens"” . Another. - but th.is is the bare
minimum protectidn = is to require parental consent for all instruction
in such value-dominated érea_s as sex education. And 'in'conhect_ion
v'vlth'th.alt, it is very impo'rtaﬁt that public o_fficiéls be made 'respdh.sible
| for clear definitions and proper labeling, so that the parent may know
what m fact is -being offered. In Michigan sex education programs were
offered under such a v_ariety of interesting heads as " Practical Arts",
"Home Economics" ,_“ Human Growth and Development", '-"H.yg_iene"

and "The Pleasure of Your Company" . One of the weaknesses in

exemption, however, is, as we saw in Schempp, the fear of the child
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to be labeled by his péers us an "odd ball" .

A third partial solution is affirmative rather than negétive. It
calls for the overruling of the decisi_dn in McCollum in order to Qem‘ut.
real religious instruction on a released time basis on the public
school premi.ses'. x

For many _parents - pefh'aps soon an increasing number - the
soluticl)n will be -founa iﬁ the separate religious school. Itis in respect
to that school that we see the.-secdrnd area m which freedom of religion

in education is being constricted.

III.
Decisions of the Supreme Court from Pierce v. Society of Sisters 12

+ through Wisconsin \_c'_.._chclﬂ'13 vindicate the freedom to afford one's

children separate religious educatim, The constriction of which I
speak lies in their ability to do so. Their decreasing ability to do so
: :liés_,' in turn, in economics and in state regulation - and sometimes these

are intérrelated .

12. 268 U.S. 510 (1925).

13, 406 U.S. 205 (1972).
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The economic factors are inflation ar_ad taxation, For most
American wage earners a crisis has come gradually home.- I knowthat.
it can be pointed out that the Catholic people of the 19th bentury i
despised immigrants and often the lowest of wage earners - nevertheless
by heroic sacrifice built thousands of religious schoolé.which continue
to this day. Not only built them but staffed them for generations with
peoﬁle who gave their generous lives to the Christian education of
.youth. If those people, in their desperate situation, would make such
sacrifice, why ﬁot your American of today ?

The firs"; approach to answering the ques tion addresses itself tol
those parents who formerlj-f suppbrted feligious schools_ (or who come
from families which did) but who today do not. They are intent in their
desire to i.han their childrén move up in the mainstealm of society,
wanf them ho_be able to support themse'-l_ves in accordance with very
- high mat_ér_ial standards. Many of these parents Iikev}ise desire to
live according to those standards. And for most of those parents the |
more obvious incidents of reiigious bigotry dir'eéted égainst their
immigrant forebears have disappeared and thus too has their own religious
militancy or will to religiously survive. Indeed - and as no-tably' seen
both in suburbia and in once re_llc_;ious colleges - has been the man_ifesf
desire to blend blahdly With the religionless community. Then, too,
has been the impact of affluence and the satﬁ_rating materialism of Ol;ll‘

society. Who today does not hear, louder than did Matthew Arnold at |
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Dover Beach, the Sea of Faith's

". . . melancholy, long, withdrawing roar
Retreating, to the breath of the night wind. . ."7?

But, happily, there are millions more parents who not merely remain

~ faithful to religion but who, in the teeth of the onslaught of pagan and secular

humanist vaiﬁes , are manifesting an intense z;adical renewal of their religious
sense.

The second approach to anéwer-ing _the question relates to social justice.
We now live in.asubstantially .socialized society. In our now heaviiy welfare=
oriented society, massive governmental spending_is dominant, and individual
men and women, eveﬁ v\lrher'; bandéd together in as;sociations or institutions, no
longer possess the econbmic resources with which to maintain diverse; non- '
stéte endeavors in education and welfare. Education is plainly the most important
aspect of voluntarism and that which is most meaningful in terms of a free society.
One question that all pri\_rate_ rel-igious schodls_ (except those, if any, maintained
by the rich) _r'r_ms_t ultima_tély facé is whether, in the féce of increa sin_g_inf_la tion
an_d persqnal taxétidn, tﬁe pef pupil operating costs can Ble met. Perhapé for

very small units this will temporarily be possible. For larger units the outlook

. is not bright. But sooner or later parents are bound to ask the great question: -

_ "I am paying my taxes for a public education which,
solely for reasons of conscience, I cannot utilize for
my children. I pay a great many other taxes at the local,
regional, state and federal levels. For reasons of con-
science I help maintain a private religious school. That
school provides quality education. OQut of it comes a
better-than-useful citizen. Due to it, the cost and burden

" of educating the children who attend it is saved to the
public. Is it really fair that I must pay twice for education?"

T



This parent brings us to look at what is known to constitutional lawyers
as the doctrine of "unconstitutional conditions” . It has been well
stated by Alanson H. Willcox:

"Whenever a state imposes a choice between
. .« . receiving a public benefit, on the one hand,
. and exercising one's constitutional freedoms, on
5 the other, the state burdens each course to the
extent that abandonment of the other is unpalat-
able. The deterrent to exercise of first amendment
freedoms when public benefits are at stake is a
‘real one. . . Infringement of constitutional rights
is nonetheless infringement because accomplished
through a conditioning of a privilege." 41 Cornell
L. Q. 12, 43-44 (1955). 4

The parent asks, "Is. it really fair?".

The Supreme Court has never passed on that question. Faimess
has not been the point in its numerous decisions blockihg mdst forms of
meaningful relief to parents on grounds of church-state separation., It
is not my point to reargue those cases here. Rather I would join with Mr.
Justice Rehnquist who, in the latest of these cases, put the matter exactly:

: ‘"1 am disturbed as much by the'overton__es_ of the
Court's opinion as by its actual holding. The Court
apparently believes that the Establishment Clause of
the First Amendment not only mandates religious
reutrality on the part of government but also requires
- that this Court go further and throw its weight on the

side of those who believe that our society as a whole’
should be a purely secular one." '

14, Meek v. Pittenger, 44 L. Ed 2d 217, 250 (1975).
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As the Chief Justice in the same case said:

“One can only hope that, at some future date, the
Court will come to a more enlightened and tolerant
view of the First Amendment's guarantee of free
exercise of religion, thus eliminating the denial of
equal protection to children in church-sponsored
schools, and take a more realistic view that care-
fully limited aid to children is not a step toward
establishing a_state religion ~ at least while this
Court sits."

Ido nc;t at all. fhink'that all forms of aid to parents or children
imply state controls. They would be worse than useless if they_' did. If
we could but dry out our brains from their besottedness wifh bureaucratic
conceptls we could see possible means of aid which would involve only

minimal controls or assurances. Statists express both a fallacy and a

bugé_bc;;)“ _v\i'hen't‘mayi say th-ét the state must control any entity that it aids.
Heaven knows, -t'his does not hold true in féreig"n aid, and it need never
be the case in forms of as sisténde to parepts_ or in the ﬁroviding df GSeful
services ._tQ. ch Iildren'. But now let me cdm:e to a matter closely related o |
economics and just as basically ;elated to religious liberty in education,
I refer to tﬁe'.astéunding faé.t that, in state af.téf state, suffo'cat_in_lg

governmental regulation is being imposed on religious schools. And we

are seeing the possible beginnings also of similar federal regulation.

Let me give ?ou some cases in point, some of which I will identify but

15. Id. at 245,
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others of which I dare not identify leét word get .back to the govern-
mental administrators involved and more trouble be made for the
religious school in question.

In State X a number of Christian people of modest means but high
religious spirit started é Bible-oriented religious school. The state
education department then presented the school with a volume of 600
regulations (drafted, not by the legislature, but by the department)
interestingly labeled " Minimtim Standards" . Although the students at
‘this school performed:aﬁove.average in nationally standardized achieve-
ment tests the school could ﬁot comply with all - of the standards.
Some Qf the standards called for unbearable cost.s - such as the require-
ment that every -no'n-tax-éupported school. have a multi-media library
in charge of a certificated multi-media operator, Other standards could
not be complied with because they were. goﬁblde gook that tsp it -turhed |
out) the state officials themselges could not expla.in - iike the require-
ment which' simply read that™" educa_tional facilities, pup_ilfteacher; ratios,
instructional materials and services at the elementary levél" must be
"comparable to those of the upper levels.” But also there were a series
of requirements.w'hich -plain.ly invade religious Iiberty . Some dealt with
secular humar;ist 'philosophic prescriptions in the _c.c_:ntent of the Social
Studies, Health, and Ciﬁzenship curricula. Another said that "all
activities" of a school must coﬁfom to policies of the board of education.

Still another provided that the school must have community cooperation
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'in determining its purposes and planning. The schoel said that, because

of these requirements, it could not comply. The state instituted criminal
prosecution of all of the parents who had their children enroll_e’d there.
They were indicted tried and convicted. On Ithe trial the prosecution
repeatedly pointed.out that the school was "unchartered" - i.e., was
not in compliance with 600 of the 600 “rhihimum_ standards" . The pastor-
principal,on t.he stan_d, again and again tried to explain that he Aid not
want a charter since a charter would signify the school's agreement with
all of thé.stand_ards ' so.me- of ‘v;rhi_ch were ‘religiously unacceptable.
(Here we-should- pause to-note the high. calibl'er of his c¢itizenshipin . . _
rendering unto. Caesar the simple candor that is due to Caesar.) The- . 3
defendants then went to an int'ermediate. appellate court which dismissed
their religious liberty g-laims with the amazing statement that the pastor's
tes tir_n_onf' _ | | |
- "+ . . réflects the s_ubjectiﬁe_attitud-es of tbel_ o

mgmbers _of__hi_s congregation, and his reasoning

is based essentially upon a subjective intgr—

pretation of biblical language."”

Here is an example of court establishment of religion through its home-

made definition of religion. The case is now on appeai to the State X

Supreme Court,
There are a number of states whose statutes or regulations are _

similar to that of State X, The harsh and impudent will to remake every
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private school in the image of the public school is more and more
evident, When this is hooked up to thé ¢riminal law process it
becomes frightening. Not all the signs are bad , however. Pierce
and Yoder still provide the higim and commanding principles ultimately
to be followed. And on April 6 came good news from Vermont.

In Vermont some believers had started Life in Holiness Christian
School. Ve;‘rnont—'s ¢ompulsory attendance law requires that if a parent
does not enroll his child in a public school, he must afford his child
" equivalent edpcétior;“ . The state'in 19'?2 launched a criminal
pr'osec'ution against pai'ents who had sent their children to the Life in
Holiness school. Then it dropped the piosecution..l The next year it
started another and then dropped that. The fourth time that it caused
the parents distress and notoriety of be_ifxg charged with crime, the
state deé-ided to stick with its harrassment. It based its case on two
-thiﬁgs:' .(a) that the schoo'l was not an "approvéd school" (note: the
c-:c;mpﬁlsory_' attendance 'la_w does not mentiop " schools" at all - only
o eéuivaléht education"), _(b) that the parents hadlfai_led to p;ove that
their children were receiving " equivalent education" (i.e., the burden
o;f p.rtoof iﬁ this criminal proceeding was supposed to be on ;he paren;ﬁs.

The trial court upheld the parents. But - like the Wisconsin
state education department in .the Amish case - the state had not had
enough. It appealed to the Supreme Court of Vermont. I am happy to

_say that, on April 6, that court unanimously upheld the position of the
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parents. I am happy to be able to quote to you the following from the
. " opinion:

“The United States Supreme Court in Pierce V.
Society of Sisters, 268 U.S. 510, long ago decided
that a state could not compel all students to be
educated in public schools. As recently as Wisconsin
v. Yoder, 406 U.S. 205, that court has also stated that
~compulsory school attendance, even on an equivalency
basis, must yield to First Amendment concerns. In the
light of what is involved in *approval’ the state would

be hard put to constitutionally justify limiting the

right of normal, unhandicap;ieed youngsters to attendance
at ‘approved' institutions." '

At the 5eginn'ing of this paper, I spoke of the enthusi.asm of
‘Americans but warned that some enthusiastica].lir propagandized views in
our midst may mask “a grimly deliberate purpose to impose."”  Perhaps
now I have put some.ﬂesh on the bone of that stai:ement. Or yoﬁ may
a?;;"ee fhat, cénveréely » we have joftéh down to the bone -of_. so'me ‘m'a tters
affé_c_ti.ng oﬁr-rgli_giéus fr-eedolm in educafian. Platitudes about "_better'
education" , "sound attitudes and values" , " successful ad.justment;' , and

"quality standards" may in fact be cudgels of conformity. 1976 should

16 . State of Vermont v, LaBarge, etal., ____Vt.___, (slip op. 4) 1976.
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mean to lovers of religious liberty the year in which' began an effe:tive_.‘-_. 5
rebellion against growing govemmental‘restriction on religious liberty

in édﬁcation. In that rebellion they ﬁ:ay be calied ."d_iVis-ive" by those

who déman_d conformity to their own views. Fears will be expresséd

over "religion intrud_ing into the political arena ."* Such repressive
counseiings.hal_ve not been heard in campaigns by religious groupé

with respect t.o‘Vietnam, welfare rig'hts, prohibition, gambling, capital
punishme1nt', aid to Israel, trade with So_u.i:h Africa or racial discrimin-

ation. Ne.ither mgst theylbe heeded in respect to religious liberty in

education.

East Germany may be a.'grea't institution - but we are not ready

for an institution yet.
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RELIGIOUS NEWS SERVICE

DOMESTIC SERVICE -24~ TUESDAY, APRIL 27, 1976

A Minority Almost Everywhere

BICENTENNIAL CONFERENCE TOLD‘JEWS HAVE
GREATEST STAKE IN RELIGIOUS LIBERTY

By Religious News Service (4-27-76)

PHILADELPHIA (RNS) =-- A noted Jewish scholar told the Bicentennial
Conference on Religious Liberty here that no other large religious
group has as great a stake in the vitality of religious liberty as the
Jewish community. '

Dr. Robert Gordis, professor of Bible and philosophies of religion
.at the Jewish Theological Seminary, New York, told the interreligious
gathering that "while it is true that virtually every religious group
finds itself a minority in one or another corner of the globe, Jews
have been a minority almost everywhere and always."

Therefore, he said, there is "historic justice in the fact that the
people for whom religious liberty is so fundamental were the first
to take up arms in defense of this right. Thzs earliest recorded war
for religious liberty is the struggle of the Maccabees against the
Syrian Greek King Antiochus Epiphanes, which broke out in 168 B.C."

According to Dr. Gordis, "had the Maccabees not fought, or had
they fought and lost, the Hebrew Scriptures would have been destroyed,
Judaism would have perished, Christlanity would not have been born,
and the ideals of the Judeo-Christian heritage, basic to Western
civilization, would have peristed."

The scholar pointed out that "frequently the position of the Jewish
community on questions of church and state is misunderstood, because
it is attributed coiely to the deslre ta avoid religious disabilities
for itself and other minority groups."

In. this respect, Dr. Gordis commented that an important element _ -
of the Jewish viewpoint on church-state separation is "a sincere con-
«cexn for the preservation of religicus vitality."' Here, be said,
"majority groups have as direct an interest as the minority."

Dr. Cordis contrasted the vitality of a religious tradition with
"non-denominational religion," which, he said, "is frequently little
more thezn dessicated religion, -lacking the specific content, the color
and the warmth of a living religious tradition.”

According to the seminary professor, "religious liberty within the
Jewish comnunity exists de facto. It is reccgnized de jure by all
groups in Reform and Conservative Judaism and by elements in Orthodoxy
as well. Undoubtedly practice lags behind theory, but the conclusion
is unassailable that the nature of Judaism, buttressed by its_historie~
experience, makes the freedom of religious dissent a recognfﬁgd reality
for virtually all members of the community de facto, even by those who
would not recognize it de jure."
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55 West 42nd Street, Room 1530
New York 36, N. Y.
LOngacre 4-3450

TO: Joint Advisory Committee

FROM: Jules Cohen, Secretary
DATE: May 15, 1958

SUBJECT: Fund for the Republic Seminar on the
subject "Religion in a Free Society"

From May 5 to 9, 1958 I participated in the
seminar on "Religion in a Free Society" which was
sponsored by the Fund for the Republic, While the
participants in this conference were invited as
individuals, it is clear thet an effort was made
to have all points of view represented. I was
invited because of my identification with the
Joint Advisory Committee.

Enclosed is a report on the seminar based
on notes I was able to take. A copy of the pro-
gram and the list of invitees are attached to the
report. This report was prepared quickly on the
chance that we may wish to discuss this project
of the Fund for the Republic at the Joint Ad-
visory Committee meeting scheduled for May 22.
Of course, the report is only a summary, I
hope, however, that it conveys the essence
of what transpired and the atmosphers which
prevailed.

I trust that you will go over the report
in advance of our meeting on the 22nd.

J-C.

Enc.,
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‘Report on Seminar
Sponsored by
The ‘Fund For The Republic
on the Subject
_“Religion in a Pree Soclety"

May 5-9, 1958
New York City

INTRODUCTION

(Based on a booklet published by the Fund for the- Republic which
describes "the Fund's program concerning the basic issues of liberty.
and justice fn the United States”)

In May, 1957, the Board of Directors of the Fund for the Repub=

" 1lic decided "to concentrate on a searching examination of the ques-

tions facing Americans in praserving a free socliety under 20th cen-
tury conditions...

"More than 100 persons outside of the Fund contributed to the
shaping of the program, among them the ten men who have become the
Coomittee of Consultants.

‘"The Committee has 'three functions: to think, to discuss, and

. to publish. oOut of its deliberations and the work commissioned by
- 1t, the Fund hopes that fresh definitions of fundamental problems

and a clarification of the arguments concerning these problems will
emerge. The discussion of the Committee may become models of the

rational debate essential to the democratic process. Additionally, -
the Fund will make every effort consistent with its charter to im-

. plement - the findinga of the Committeesecss

"The Committae of Consultants is committed to suatained dis=

. cussion as the principal means of achieving clarification.

Mn this process the first task is to define the issues. The
second step will be to obtain, through staff work or from Committee
members, information necessary to the comprehension of the issues as

‘defined. The third is examination of the data and discussion of
.relevant viewpoints. .This process will result in published state-

ments, representing either interim reports or the efforts of the
group to clarify the 1asue under consideration.

"The Committee will go into two main classes of issues: those

' raaulting from the impact -of new or vastly enlarged insitutions,

€.8., the influence of the trade union on its members; and those
resulting from the growing complexity of the national life, The
latter category includes questions like those of privacy and censor-
ship.

"Four projects have been started: on the corporation, the Uhion,
Governmental Provisions for the Common Defense, and Religious Insti-
tutions in a Democratic Society. The purpose of these studies will
be to assist the Committee, although materaisl prepared for the mem-
bers maz be published as part of the effort to encourage rational
debate." ' '
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The study of Rellgioua Institutions in a Democratic Society
"will deal with the relati?nship between Church and State, the role
..of religion In public lifa and the rights of religious dissent or

. non-conformity.

'A study group will cobsider such questions as:

"The role of the feljéious pressure group and its effect
on freedom of speech, freedom to read, freedom of communi-

cations,etc.

"The influence of ecclesiastical directives on legislators
and blocs of voters and through them on the public law,

"Tha use of public funds to support church—directed edu-
cation, parochial activities and sectarian interests.

‘"The question of prayers, released-time and Ymoral
guidance! programs as well as religious celebrations
in the public schools.

"The project will be a joint effort engaging representatives
of .the three ma jor faiths, as well as the religiously uncommitted.

It will from time to time call in outside experts and leading spokes-

men of the various faiths as well as representatives of the non-
religious .point of view. It will commission sSpecial studies and

. research from qualified individuals and institutions."

- The ‘Seminar held May 5-9, 1958 is a part of this study. At-
tached to this report is a copy each of (l) the Seminar. program

“and (2) list of participants.

Surmary of" First Session Monday Evening
May 5, 1958

"Religious Pluralism and Civie Unity"

John Cogley presided and introduced Dr. Robert M. Hutchins,

- President of the Fund for the Republic. Dr, Reinhold Niebuhr was
.not present because of 1llness and Dr. Hutchins spole in his stead.

~Dr, Hutchins referred to the political assumptions of American
society, suggesting the founding fathers felt that disagreement is
desriable., With respect to e conomic assumptions, he talked about
the self-reliance and self-employment of Americans in colonial days.
As regard educatlion, he characterized America as a republic of learn-
ing. America has grown great on those assumptions.” He then drew
a distinction between early American history and the world today
which 1is an industrial world, a smaller and a dangerous world. For
America, it 1s more constricted. He cited American immigration
policy and said there 1s little pioneering left.

The industriallzation of .our country has changed the role of
man. This is the time of the “interehangeable man," the assembly-
line man, Suburbia is helping to bring about the "interchangeablec

-f@@i;y", Dr. Hutchins then developed thec theme of conformity and
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the desire for camouflage on theépart of man in the present period.

He sald also that big government is necessary to deal with big
business and big labor. 2 _

He was critical of Protestantism on the integration issue and
repeated the statement that aegrggation reaches its highest point -
at 11 a.m. Sunday morning. 1In thia connection, he commended Catholi-

cism. i
.;

&

The education system today is designed for the interchangeable
man. We spend more on liquor, tobacco and cosmetics than on educa=-
tion. Education today has no relationship to our real problems,
the first of which is the survival of democracy.

The individual is a thing of the past and today there is no way
for the individual to register his views nor is there a desire to
do so. -In this connection, he mentioned the areas of foreign policy,
‘mass media and education. He referred to the statement by Aristotle
"Men do not deliberate about things which are beyond their power,"

" Man is standardized and even feelings are prescribed. Man must
conform from about age 3 until his funeral. We have "boredom" en
masse., Dr. Hutchins 1s aghast at the latest techniques of voting by
-pushbutton with no discussion; learning durlng sleep by means of a
' mechanical device under the pillow; and a machine for prayer.

It seems to Dr. Hutchins that tha belief in the basic assump-
tions of our country are gone forever. He asked are the assumptions
also gone.

He suggested that what 1s necessary is world law through world
cooperation.

The only civilization possible is the “Civilization of the
Dialogue". Communication, not agreement, is the first requisite.

.The cénters of private power are the coﬁporations and. the mass
‘media. The essential freedom is freedom of speech.

- The three institﬁtions which are moét important to the "Civili-
zation.of the Dialogue" are (1) the church (2) the press and (3) the
universities.

Father John Courtney Murray began his address by stating his
assumption that American society is unique. As Amerlcans, we be-
lieve that all societies should be free and we cannot believe or
comprehend that American soclety can be menaced.

o Society is always on the brink of chaos and is rescued by the
few who hold back the forces of barbarism. Society is civil because
men -are locked in argument. They argue over (1) public affairs,

(2) the affairs of the commonwealth which go beyond and (3) they
argue about the social "consensus."

At this point, Murrayls paper seemed to be an argument in sup-
port of traditional vales tested by time, He also made reference to
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the "cult of mediocrity" and said "where economic interests are
predomanant, man moves toward barbarity.“

He also talked about whether American society is "civil"; sug-
gested that civic unity can mean many things and inquired whether -
the discussions at this Seminar will be "ecivil", differentiating
the word from gentility. ;

Using the word "conspiracy“ in its classical definition of "ones
ness", he suggested that there are four conspiracies - Catholic,
Protestant, Jewish and Secularist. All we can hope to do is to
moderate the warfare and to reduce the confusien.

He suggested also that it is necessary to forget the various
persecution of the past against different religious groups; to have

a "cleansed 1magination.“

Excerpts from Question and Diacussion Period

Rabbi William B. Silverman of Nashville mentioned the dichetmmy
between what we say and how we act on the integration issue. 1In
response, Dr. Hutchings said he thought that this was a "horrible,
unChristian type of behavior." The Rabbi also referred to the lack

.of courage on the part of clergymen who are afraid to speak up: on,

the integration issue.

Mr. Theodore Powell of Manchester, Conn. said he was bothered by

Rabbi Silverman's statement and asked if the Rabbi means that the

clergy has any more political responsibility than the rest of society.

Don Hager suggested that talking about the difference between
the 1deal and the real is beating a dead horse. He said there is a
seciological answer but did not 80 into it.

Norman St. John Stevas of Yale took issue with Rabbi Silverman
and Hutchins saying that segregation is not necessarily un-~Christian.
Segregation is 1ncompatible with an egalitarian society but not with
a hierarchial aociety.

- Father Rooney defended the position of St. Paul and Christian-
ity on the segregation issue.

Professor Paul Ramsey, referrin% to Father Murray as "Mr.,"
Murray, spoke about the "pluralistic'" society and the "genteel"
society. He said that realistically, the "consensus" has been re-
duced to a verbal matter.

Father Murray replied that Mr. Ramsey had put his finger on the
schizophrenic aspect of Father Murray's paper. . The first part of

" his paper dealt with what the '"consensus" ought to be. He questions

whether the classic "consensus" exists and admitted his limitations

" due to the fact that he lives and works in the academic community

where the fighting is under the surface. Father Murray suggested we
should address ourselves to the question as to whether the American
consensus has been dissipated_and if so, we should reconstiute it.
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He also made reference to:a certain mythology about the founding
fathers and characterlzed this .as a good myth. He defined myth as
"something which never happened but remains forever true." He said
he was referring to the fact that among people there 1s an instinct-
ive sensse of justice and fair play.

A voice inquired whether Father Murray had not implied that only
Catholicism is "civil"™ and that the other three conspiracies to which
Father Murray referred are not civil.

It seemed to me that Father Murray avolded a direct answer in
his response.

Session Tﬁesday Morning
May 6, 1958

"The Meaning of Separation of Church and State"

Msgr. Francis J, Lally presided. He introduced Leo Pfeffer.

Leo read his paper. What follows is copy of an excerpt of re-
marks delivered by Dr, Pfeffer which was available at the Conference:

Probably from the very beginning of recorded history, the
institutions of religion and of secular powers have com-
peted for and struggled over human destiny. 1In this
struggle the church has sought to dominate the state and
use it as an engine for its purposes and the state has
sought to dominate the church and use it as an engine
for its purposes. This struggle has led to religious
wars, persecutions, oppressions, and hatred and bitter~
ness between peoples and within nations and communities.

The Fathers of our Constitution were determined to keep
these evils forever from our shores., To accomplish this,
they launched the American experiment -- embodied in the
ma jestic words "Congress shall make no law respecting an
establishment of religion or prohibiting the free exer-
cise thereof." This was a uniquely American contribution
to civilization; one practically unknown before its
launching in this country and which the other nations of
the world in lncreasing numbers have since then emulated
and are continuing to emulate.

The principle of separation and freedom was conceived as

a unitary principle. Experience had shown that religious
freedom is most secure where church and state are separated
and least secure where church and state are united.

The principle of separation and freedom was conceived to

be as absolute as possible within the limitations of human
communal society. . Only where it wes unavoidably necessary

to prevent an immediate and grave danger to the security

or welfare of the community were infringements on religious
freedom to be justifiable, and only to the smallest extent
necessary to avoid the danger. Likewlse, the separation as-
pect was conceived to be 88 absolute as ¢ould be achieved,
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predicated as it was on the concept that religion is out=.
"8ide of the cognizance of political government. :

When our constitutional fathers formalized this concept - -
in the First. Amendment, they thereby imposed on future
generations of Americans in church and state a great
moral obligation to preserve their experiment and to
adhere strictly to the principle they expressed.

Man is imperfect and does not lose all his imperfections

" 'when he enters the service of church or state. Hence,"

there have been in the history of our country deviations
from this principle. Religious freedom has on occasion
been interfered with and the separation of church and
state has on occasions been impaired. Today perhaps the
most serious threat.to the principle of separation of
church and state lies in pressures to involve the public
school system in religious education and to utilize tax .
raised funds for religious purposes,

The impairments of the principle of absolute separation
of church and state have inevitably brought with them
in greater or lesser degree the very evils that the
constitutional fathers sought to keep from the new
Republic. Whenever it has been sought to involve the
state in religious affairs and particularly when it
has been sought to assign to the public school system
responsibility for religlous education, the evils of
interreligious disharmony and oppression have inevit=-
ably become manifest,

Despite these occasiocnal impairments the American people
by and large have been falthful to the obligation imposed
upon them by the framers of the First Amendment and have
guarded well their precious heritage.  Church and state
have been kept separate and religious freedom has been
preserved.,

Finally, I am convinced and I believe history supports
my conviction, that under and because of the American
system of separation of church and state, religion has
achieved in the United States a high estate unequaled
anywhere in the world. As a consequence of more than a
century and a half of separation of church and state,
religion has grown in the United States to a point _
where 1t is by far the most important moral and spiritual
force on the American scene, To appreciate this one - .
‘need only compare the membership in churches and syn-
agogues today when some 60% of our population are af-
filiated with religious bodies, with the membership at
the time the First Amendment was written when no more
than 10% of the population was affiliated.

- History, I submit, has. justified the great American
experiment and- - has proved the proposition on which

it is based -- that complete separation of church and
state 18 best for the church and best for state, and
secures freedom for both.
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Excerpts from Questgpn and Discussion Period

Leo was asked to explain (Ghaplains in the Armed Services and the
Northwest Ordinance in light of the separation principle. Leo sug-
gested that the constitutional iguarantee re religion 1s a goal which
will probably never be fully achieved. At the same time, he suggest-
ed that the impairments of the {liberty of free speech are greater
than the impairments of the separation principle.

Superintendent of SchoolsiDavid Salten, (Long Beach, N.Y.)
asked where the line can be drawn as between health and welfare ser-
vices for the students of parochial schools and ald to the schools.

Professor James M, O'Neill made a brief argument in support of
the proposition that the First Amendments says only that Congress
cannot legislate on the subject of religion. All Presidents, from

Washington to Eisenhower, have used federal funds for religion.

Father Neil G. McCluskey (magazine, AMERICA) said it seemed to
him that essentially Leo is suggesting there should be no cooperation
between the state and religion.

Father Higgins, picking up Leo's referencé to the sacredness aof
the mind, wondered if this sacredness 1s not being violated by the
compulsory education system and if instead the government should not
foster the religious schools.

Paul Blanshard asked Leo to comment on the "MacIntyre Plan" by
which public funds would be made available to parents who could then
use such funds to send their children to parochial schools if they
80 wished, similar to the procedure under the GI Bill. Leo replied
he was not fswmiliar with the Plan and did not know it as the MacIntyre
Plan. He made reference to one or two cases in Virginia and else~
where which have held that such a procedure would be unconstitutional,

The rest of the discussion revolved mostly about statements
made by Catholic participants who were critical of Leo's position.
Leo stuck to his guns, saylng that he was against any meddling by
the state with religion; that in a democratic society, the state
must be neutral, not only as among the various religious groups,
but as between religion and non-religion.

Jules Cohen asked whether some time during this Seminar thought
will be given to relating the discussion to practical community
situations. He enumerated the issues of Sunday closing laws, child
adoption across religious lines, the Minnesota centennial symbol,
the Decalogue, and Christmas programs. He drew attention to local
turbulent board meetings and emotional and interreligiously divisive
community situations.

Session Tuesday Afternoon
May 6, 1958

Dr. Wilber G. Katz (pronounced Kotz) was introduced by Msgr.
Lally and began by saying that the subject under discussion stems
from Thomas Jefferson's letter to the Danbury Congregation in which
he first used the term "separation of church and state." He observed
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that the freedom of religion iglause of the First Amendment "insulates"
religlon and suggested that the separation principle has 1little to .
offer in controversial situations. Also, strict interpretation is
impossible without reatricting freedom of religion. The separation
principle 1s defensible onlygso long as it safeguards religion.

It seems to be agreed, he said, that the separation principle
means that the state cannot iprefer one religious group over another.
Rhetorically, he asked i1s it agreed that the govermment cannot aild
all religions on a non-preferential basis. Dr. Katz is aware that
. the principle of complete neutrality 1s under attack but he will
.show that it 1s an important part of the American scene. At the
game time, in his view, separation is subordinate to religious free-

oM.

- Professor Katz accepts the proposition that the state cannot
ald religion but he does not find complete support for the proposi-
tion in the history of the founding of the United States: 'He re-
jects the view expressed by Professor 0'Neill that the First Amend-
mgnt means only that the government may not establish an official
church.

He wondered whether freedom to doubt is on a par with freedom
to believe. His answer is yes. Also the state must be neutral as
between believers and non-believers. At the same time, he believes
- the separation principle is only a supplemental instrument. Like
in the case of Chaplains in the Army and government communities like
Oak Ridge, the government must provide religious facilities for
children who are wards of the state.

In colleges, the question of the relationship of religion to
education is no problem. It is serious at the elementary level
where the question is whether it is possible -to teach religion im-
partially and without propagation. At this point, Professor Katz
seemed to support dismissal time as against relesase time.

: He is not clear about the distinctions between the permissi-

bility of allowing funds under the GI Bill of Rights to be used for
a religious education and the same use of federal funds for non-GIs
on the same basis.

; He suggested that support for complete separation may be due to
a skepticism of religlous truths and concluded with the statement
that the American libertarian tradition will not reach- maturity so
long as it places restraints upon religious liberty.

Excerpts from Questioh and Discussion Period

In response to a question about the ground for the separation
principle, Dr. Katz said while he is no theologan or philosopher,
he believes that what God wants is voluntary adherence.

Mr. Powell inquired how Professor Katz would apply his inter-
pretation of the separation principle to specific problems such as
Sunday closing laws, ‘Msgr, Lally at this point suggested that Pro-
fessor Katz reserve his answers until later aftar more questions are
aaked.
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Father Bd¢sler of,Iﬁdianapolig-suggestqd that the rights of man
are related to manfs regponsibility to God. A voice inquired whether
it 1s wise tb stress the theologlgcal basis for the First Amendment.
Mr: Ramsey observed that the latter part of what Professor Katz said
seemed to bé in conflict with hisg earlier statements that the right
to bélieve and the right to dou?t are on a par.

Professor Katz answered that in his judgment, there should be
full equality for an atheistic private school., There is a real
question as to where the line is to be drgwn as between aid to
parochial schools and aid to.students. For example, such aid to
students in connection with a science scholarship program.

Father McCluskey, referring to discussions which were held in
Washington regarding the science scholarship program, said that the
group found it difficult to draw a line between aid to students and
aid to private schools,

At this point, there was some general discussion which revolved
around the rationale for tax exemption for religlous institutions.

Mr. Dean M. Kelley suggested that the church is in the state
but not of the state and therefore tax exemption is a right and not
something which the state may grant or withhold.

Professor QO'Neill wondered whether one can talk about separa-
tion without defining the term. He suggested 1t means many things
to different people. Does the language mean that Congress cannot
legislate on the separation principle?

Father Robert F. Drinan made reference to exemption from the
draft for students for the Ministry. He wondered if as a nation we
do not have a deep commitment to promoting religion.

Professor William Miller said there were different kinds of
walls. There is a plate glass wall which can be shattered complete-
ly by one blow. Then there is the Japanese screen kind of wall
which is movable and can be changed in many ways but which is never-
theless a wall. In his view, in the American consensus, the wall of
separation is no longer a plate glass wall.

Dr. Paul B. Anderson suggested that there is a difference be-
tween domination and separation. He suggested that in the United
States we do not have separation because government agencies invite
religious leaders to discussions and seek their advice. Ironically,
in the Soviet Union, there seems to be more complete separation.

Dr, John A. Mackay observed that a distinction should be made
between the concept of fostering or promoting religion and aiding
in the development of religion.

Dr. F. Ernest Johnson admitted he was having word trouble with
such words as "fosteri ng" and "promoting". He wondered if Bible
reading in the schools is fostering religion and what about the
Chaplaincy service,

Professor Katz suggested that the state favors "religious
liberty". It should not foster or promote religion. It must "stay
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out of tha way" of roligion or 1rreligion.

Rabbi Silverman raised the question. of majority and minority
rights in the American society and ysed Bible reading in the schools
as an example, Professor Katz said'he does not think that Bible
reading belongs in the public schoola. _

In answer to a question, Professor Katz also said that Sunday
closing laws are not justified and that they have no place in a
modern society. -

Father Higgins, addressing himself to the Sunday laws, said
that he has been watching the problem closely and it is an obvious
fact that the chief proponents of such laws are the labor unions
and not the churches. He suggested that the quostion Maury Fagan
had raised earlier about the fear that if we go down the road of
fringo benefits for religion, 1t may ultimately lead to a complete
breakdown of the separation principle is a good question and the
fear a legitimate one. He respects this, but he drew attentlion to
the Catholic fear of going down the other road which may end in a
"completely secularistic educationdl system". Also, the danger
that the church schools may be lost. - Naming Agnes Meyers, Father
Higgins said that many contend that democracy depends on all child-
ren attending .-the common public school, ‘

Session Wednesday Morning
May 7, 1958

"Religion“and Education"

, Mrs. Eleanor B. Stevenson presided and introduced Dr., Will
Herberg.. . ;

Observing that it i1s difficult to discuss the subject of reli=-
"gion and education objectively because it has been effected by in-
terreligious tensions, Dr. Herberg said it is as important to ses
the problem clearly as to try to find answers to the problem. 1In
a free society, no solution can be more than tentative. There are
two aspects to the problem (1) the question of religion in the pub-
lic schools, (2) the place of the religious school in the American
.educational set up. Two phllosophles are competing for the loyalty
. of educators. One is the Anglo-American view that the government
-must furnish a minimum education for all citizens and higher educa=-
“tional opportunity for thcse who merit it. Dr. Herberg suggested
that the government's role in education is not inherent in demo-
cracy. The present role of the state was granted to the government
because the private groups could not adequately handle the problem;
but-the government has no monopoly. Continental Europe has a dif- .
ferent. philosophy. In Europe, it is deemed to be a part of responsi=-
" bility of the state; that people are wards of the state and that it
is important to mold the-minds of youngsters.- At this point, Dr.
Herberg seemed to attack liberals for going in the direction of
totalitarianism in their support of the public educational syatem.

_ On the continent, the ohurch‘mitigated the "uniformization" of
the school system.- In the earlier days of American history, when
waves of 1mmigrants were entering the country, the public schools
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were expected to make Americans of the children of immigrants and
to mold the minds of children. This eroded, but did not destroy
the pluralistic society of our country. In the Oregon parochial
schools case and later in the Jehovah Witnesses case, the U.S.
Supreme Court reasserted the priorlty right of parents regarding
the education of their children and in effect said that the state
has no right to standardize such education.

Addressing himself to religious schools, Dr. Herberg suggested
that they should not be considered inferior to the public schools.
The religious schools perform a public service and function and they
should be regarded as equel to the public schools and a part of the
nationt's educational system, side by side with the public schools.
This being so, why not public aid for such church-related schools
and for private schools which are not church-related. The criteria
in his judgment should be the public service which is repdered and
not public management. The fact is that church-related schools do
receive public support and they are subjected to public rules.

Dr. Herberg took issue with the views of Dr. Conant who has
suggested that democracy requires all Americans to attend the public
school. The logic of Dr, Conant's position, he said, is to outlaw
the private schools. The public schools were Protestant schools;
Catholics could not send their children to such schools and this
was responsible for the Catholic parochial schools. The same ap-
plies to the Conservative Protestant denominational groups. Later,
the public schools became "secularistic" and religion came to be
systematically excluded. Education had no relation to God.

Catholics are being joined more and more by the Protestants and Jews
who find this situation intolerable. This is why the Jewlsh day
schools movement is growing. An organic relationship of religion

to education would be a return to the original situation in our

country.

As regards the separation principle, Ir. Herberg said it was
not for him to give a precise definition of the First Amendment.
However, one thing is clear. It was never intended that the state
should control the minds of children., In this connection, he quoted
Justice Douglas in the Zorach case to the effect that "we are a
religious people etc." Also he cited the matters of chaplains in
the Army, in prisons, the GI Bill of Rights, compulsory chapel at
West Point and Annapolis. He suggested that in the minds of the
American people and in practice, the First Amendment does not mean
there can be no cooperation or aid by the government to religion.
What it does mean is that there may not be an established church;
no preference for one religious group over another and that the
government cannot go too far, How far is too far? This depends
on how pidblic opinion sees a particular issue in the particular
circumstances and at the particular time. Thus far, the line has
been drawn at the point of direct assistance to religious schools,

The issue of religion in public education 1§ more complex,
There is nothing to prevent the public schools from promoting a
religious atmosphere which may be more important than direct in-
strugction, In this copnection, he made reference to the "inter-
cultural education" program in Denver during thq ChristmageChanukkah
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periodﬁ, ﬂa added this can only be done where the religious groups
cooperate,

Dr. Herberg is in favor of three or five hours of released time
which should be on a par with other school sub jects.

Minorities in American society.must not be oppressed, but the
ma jority also has rights. For example, he said, public schools
should not discontinue teaching the germ theory of disease only be-
cause Christian scientists object, nor should the Chaplaincy ser=-
vice be discontinued because of athelst objections. No one, he was
sure, would suggest naming atheist Chaplains to the Army. His ans=-
wer to the problems of Christmas programs in the schools is to add
Chanukkah to such programs. Christian scientist children should be
excused from classes which deal with the germ theory in disease.

There are inconsistencies and irrationalities which are to be
expected and are healthy in a democratic society, for example, the
right of GIs under the GI Bill of Rights to use the money for reli-
glous education. However, this right is not available to those who
are not GIs. Also, it is all right to furnish text books to paro-
chial school children, but financial assistance for parochial school
building is not acceptable. These inconsistencies are largely mat=-
ters of history, prejudice and a particular grouping of interests
at a given time., The same thing happens with respect to other po=-
litical areas., Public opinion must be the controlling factor.
Cooperation among the rellglous groups is necessary to bring about
a relationship of religion to public education.

As regards the charge of dilvisiveness, he stated that some
years ago when immigrant parents felt that Americanization was the
firat priority metter, the religious school was considered divisive,
Today, the situation has changed altogether, Americans are born and
not made, and the charge of divisiveness no longer applies.

He concluded with the reassertions that monopoly of education
in the hands of the state is abhorrent to the American soclety and
confrontation of the problem may itself help In finding solutions.

Excerpts from Question and Discussion Perlod

In response to questions, Dr., Herberg said he consideéers his
paper to be in defense of the public schools. In his judgment, the
surest way to kill the public school is to sell the American public
on the idea that the public schools are "religionless". He agrees
with what he understands to be the public mind now and in the fore-
seeable future that Catholics should not press for direct financial
ald to parochial schools., However, in principle, Catholics are
right in contending that the parochial schools are entitled to such
ai

Father Higgins, saying that he was a great supporter of Franklin
Roosevelt, told the story of his diascussions with a gentleman on a
train who also believed in FDR, but later in the conversation made
it clegy that he was In full support of the public school and against
private schools. Father Higgins pointed out to this gentleman that
FDR never attended a public school.
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Rabbi Arthur Gilber suggested; that the issues which deserve
more consideration are the principles involved in the fight on the
issue of the posting of the Decalogue in the public school and
posturing of hands which is learned in connection with prayer in
the public schools. He expressed the fear that the public schools,
in dealing with religion, may water down religion and bring about
a kind of public school religion. _

Dr. Mackay saild that support for religious schools by the
govérnment may undermine the entire democratic system..

Professor 0O!'Neill said the facts are that Catholic educational
authorities have never asked for assistance on a par with public
education and his guess 1s that they would turn it down if it were
offered. They have asked for fringe benefits for all children in-
cluding parochial school students.

Phil Jacobson observed that what we are really dealing with is
the use of tax funds for religious schools, He urged Dr. Herberg
to state clearly where he stands on this central question.

Father McCluskey took issue with a statement made earlier in
the discussion that this is a Catholic problem. Also, while he oy
does not agree with Dr, Conant'!s conclusion, he recognizes the con-
cern of those who support the common school. Religion and public
education is not a Catholic problem but concerns everyone. The is-
sue, he suggested, is how to exercise a right and how to protect a
freedom.

Rabbi Grollman took Dr. Herberg to task for the reference he
had made earlier that the modern synagogue is like a Protestant
church with a Rabbl. He also disagred strongly with Dr. Herberg's
casual acceptance of the posturing with the hands while in prayer. .

Session Wednesday Afternoon
Hﬂy 7s 1958 -

Professor James Hastings Nichols started by saying that he
would present a Protestant view on the subject of religion and
public education.

" In general, Protestants have supported a dual system of edu-
cation, (1) public school and (2) the Sunday school. Most denomi=-
nations have not been competing with the public schools on a large
scale. The Protestant concern is both with religlon and ethics.
Christians believe they have a responsibility for the education of
all, 1lrrespective of the religlow faith of particular students,
Also, the right of each individual to develop in accordance with
his capability. Therefore, there is a responsibility to support
the public schools even if they were "Godless" as they are charged
to be, The primary concern of Protestantism is religious edyca-
tion. The chief functionis to bring man to an understanding and
a belonging to God, Protestants never conceded that the public
schools are competent to handle this responsibility. How are these
two different commitments to be reconciled? -
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He suggested that the American culture had been secularized
before the public schools were invented, and made some historical
references to prove his point. He suggested that Protestants have
accepted the compartmentalization of (1) religion on the one hand
and (2) political and ethical responsibilities on the other. On
the whole, Protestants have given up the concept of parochial schools,
largely because such schools are not too different from the public
schools. He would guess that the same is true of the Catholic and
Jewish schools. The curriculum is mostly secular.. In his judgment,
the fight for pasrochial schonls is for a closer juxta position of
religion and secular eduecation; the fight is not for a truly inte-
grated education.

Professor Nichols stated that he does not think the schools can
be objective with respect to religion. As regards the teaching of
moral and spiritual values, he is suspicious of the teaching of the
religious sanctions on which such values may be founded. He does
not like the idea that Protestants seem to be .supporting the con-
cept of common core teaching which in his judgment should be reject-
ed. He suggested this is a cheap and easy procedure which reduces
theology to trivia., He contended there is no common core. Protest-
ants believe there should be a continuing "dialogue" and that there
is a right to the objective teaching of western religion.

Catholics have charged that the Protestant attitude on Catholic
parochial schools is a grudging and reluctant attitude. Many Pro-
testants resent the Roman Catholic charges of Godlessness in the
public schools. They are also concerned about the extension of
Roman Catholic control of the school system and believe Roman
Catholicism is the only group large enocugh to threaten the American
educational system.

To understand the problem, Professor Nichols suggested, we
must be frank and if necessary impolite, The crux of the matter
to Protestants is not parochial schools vs. public schools. Rather,
the crux is free education and uncensored education on the one hand,
as contrasted with Catholic education which is "censored," "irres-
ponsible", "controlled", and "segregated" education; separated from
community review and the customary educational standards. At the
same time, the substance of Catholic educational teaching 1s sacro-
sanct., . This 1s why Protestants are concerned. Catholic graduates
are "crippled in the dialogue." He observed that a man doesn't have.
to participate in the democratic dialogue but questioned whether
the public should subsidize education which keeps him from parti-
cipation. If Catholic education were open to criticism and review,
then the argument of distributive justice could be driven home to
Protestants.

He quoted from Dr. Temple, a prominent Protestant theologan,
who said the Catholic attitude toward liberty is unsatisfactory. -
Nichols admitted that this interpretation of liberty is a Protest- -
ant interpretation. He does not mind admitting that the Anglo-
American conception ‘of education is Protestant and observed that
Dr. Hutchins' reference to the "civilization of the dialogue"
revealed Dr. Hutchins puritanism.
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Whereas Roman Catholicism does not give much to a free society,
it can contribute in an authoritarian society and in this connec-
tion, he cited Nazi Germany and Russia,

Dr. Nichols does not expect the religious groups to change
their respective positions. What i1s involved is a struggle for the
American culture. In this struggls,: he expects the free soclety to
lose many battles. In connection with this struggle, he made refer-
ence to "Catholic lobbying," opposition to local school bond issues
and intervention in local school board elections.

Excerpts from Question and Discussion Period

Professor O'Neill asked Dr. Nichols to say where he received
his information regarding the undemocratic practices of Catholics.,
He asked for specificity.

Dr, Nichols responded that he was willing to answer, but he is
not sure that this would be a fruitful way to spend the balance of
the afternoon. What he had said was merely to indicate an import-
ant factor which should be conaidered in any discussion of the sub-
ject of religion and public education, namely, the way Protestants
feel. He identified with this Protestant concern.

Father McCluskey wondered whether in view of all Dr. Nichols
had said, the Catholic participants at the conference shouldntt
leave because they do not fit. Commenting on Nichols' reference
to free education vs. censored education, Father McCluskey invited
Nichols to attend the next meeting of the National Catholic Educa=-
tion Association. Regarding the question of review by the commu-
nity, he went into some detail about the questions he had to answer
before he was licensed as a school administrator. Similarly,
Catholic graduates must answer to the state. He also noted that
Dr. Carr, Director of the National Education Association, has refer-
red in sympathetic terms to the partnership between public and paro-
chial school education.

Paul Blanshard, expressing deep appreciation for the invita-
tion to this conference inasmuch as he 1s consldered a controversial
figure, sald he would 1like to point to the entire control by the

.church in Catholicism. This is undemocratic inasmuch as Catholics
have no assembly, no voice in thelr choice of Bishops, Cardinals

or the Pope, and no voice as to whether or not there should be
Catholic schools. He cited the Cannon Law that it is a mortel sin
for a Catholic to attend public school, This, in his judgment, is
a complete denial of parental control. Secondly, Catholics are not
permitted by Cannon Law to read any books which attack Catholicisnm,
Catholicism also has fixed rules of separatism, particularly with
respect to mixed marriages. Blanshard also referred to the Catholic
position on birth control and divorce which are taught in Catholic
schools. He concluded by saying that he doesn't say it 1a wrong

to teach these values, but does object to the fact that 1t is done
by coercive, theologlcal power,

Dr, Bryar of Hunter College disagreed with Nichols saying he
does not recognize the public schools and Catholic schools in the
terms stated by Dr. Nichols,
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Dr. Rodes of Notre Dame contended there is a good deal of con-
trol in the governed. He wondered whether Nichols'! criticism would
be met. if the Catholic schools were more open and operated more .
through PTAs.: He suggested that Nichols!' criticism may be justi-
fied.. Nichols replied that such changes would be in the democratic
direction. However, in-order to secure public support, it would
be necessary to have a more democratic social structure in the
church.

' Don Hager, identifying himself as a secular humanist, suggest-
ed that the central point of Dr. Nichols! paper is the reference to
the struggle for the -American culture.

Father Higgins, observing that he works for hierarchy who are
"a strange lot", chided Father McCluskey for having taken offense.
For himself, he said, he is neither hurt nor offended but welcomes
this kind of discussion if there were enocugh time to go into it
fully. He made the following points: (1) Nichols had said the .
religious schools do not integrate religion and secular education.
He asked how much of a study if any Dr. Nichols had made of this
question. Father Higgins suggested that while some schools do a
bad job, many schools do a good job of integrating religion and
gecular education. (2) There 1s no foundation for the Protestant .
" impression that federal aid to education is being held up or that
local school bond issues are defeated as a result of Catholic pres-
sure, (3) The alleged slander of Catholic attacks against the pub-
lic schools is no different than the same slander against funda-
mentalist Protestant groups. for alleged similar attacks against the
public schools.

Dr. Nichols replied his knowledge of parochial schools is -
limited to what.he has learned from the reading of papers which have .
emanated from Catholic educational meetings. He suggested also that
there is a great difference between Anglican establishment and Roman
Catholic establishment. He said he stands by the -position stated .
in his book which Father Higgins had earlier said is even stronger
than what Nichols had said in his paper this afternoon.

Norman St. John Stevas sald Dr. Nichols was inconsistent in
contending on the one hand that Catholic education is censored -edu=-
cation and on the other hand that Catholic educational schools are
no more than secular educational schools with Sunday school added,
He then defended the Catholic record regarding liberitarianism and
recalled that the Magna Carta, the jury system, the English House
of Commons among other democratic institutions were products of
Catholicism, .

Mr. Powell suggested the real trouble is that most education
is censored education. _

Professor Edward A. Dowey stated he was concerned about the
following points: (1) the authority of the church which (2) creates
a kind of front and (3) a solidarity on soclio-political issues.

This worries him, because there is a danger of ruining the "dialogue/'
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Dr. Mackey, paying tribute to what Father Higgina had said and
how he said it, suggested that if this’'seminar cannot be frank then
no group could be. He observed that in Catholicism error cannot
have the same rights as truth; there is a claim of superiority of
the church over the state.’ At the same time, he is aware of the
controversy and differences within Catholic circles, both in France
and in the United States as exemplified by Father Murray's liberal-
ism. He and other Protestants are concerned that if Roman Catholi.
cism were to become dominant, it would follow the traditional direc-
tion and not the liberal direction.

Father Bosler suggested that Protestants and Jews share many
of the truths with Catholics. Catholicism applies truth to the
changing times and that Catholiclsm today appreciates religious
freedom much better than it did in the past. The forces of chang-
ing circumstances and political alignment affect Catholics and
Protestants alike.

.Dr. Paul Emple, Executive Director of the National Lutheran
Council, suggested that the question as to whether parochial schools
render a public service or have a good integrated program is ir- =
relevant at this seminar. He disagreed with Professor Nichols!
characterization of the relationship of secular education and reli-
gion in religious schools. The church-related schools do much more
than add Sunday school to the secular education. In the case of
his group for example, the purpose of the church-related schools
is to produce a good Lutheran. It is fiction to think that this
function can be separated from the church. Therefore, the question
is whether public funds can be made available to parochial schools.
If this should come gbout, he would predict that there would be
many more Lutheran and other parochial schools. He questioned
whether Americans want that. '

Session Thursday Morning
May 8, 1958

"Réligibn,,the Free Society and Secular Culture"

Arthur Cohen, chairman, introduced Father Walter J. Ong of
St. Louis University. -

Father Ong presented his paper: Coexistence between national-
ism and religion always has been and still is a problem. The human
pattern 1s in the direction of convergence despite minor divergences.
In spite of bamboo and iron curtains,.man today is more in communi-
cation with man than ever before in history. "Man is made to.unite
humanity". Man is made to deal with other men., Human society as
a whole is cohesive., Society must somehow unite itself all over the
world., Isolation was a temporary condition which must be liquidated,

The cataclysmic developments in communications, telegraph, -
telephone, rapid transit, radar, etc., have brought about the "come'
-munications age" as it would be called in the American view: .
Europeans would call it the "age of -dialogue', Eseantially, the
concept is the same, namely, that of man talking to man. .This is
significant to theologansg as well as to- sociologiats, -We must 8
yecnogize that the sealing of frontiers is no longer the answer to
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problems. Basically, the problem of isolation is man's relationship
to man, We know now that isolation settles nothing; that a given
situation must be talked out and the solutlon found in the locale

of the problem. Problems must be considered in terms of sight,
speech and sound and not in terms of time and space and it is in

thlis frame of reference that Father Ong wished to discuss the church-
staﬁa issue. He drew a distinction between "dialogue" and "dialec-
tic [ ]

- The New Testament is founded on the concept of a personal rela-
tionship. Indicative of this, is the statement made by Jesus "Rend=
er unto Caeser that which is Casser's and unto God that which is
Godts,.," Also, his answer to the King when he said "I am a King,
but my kingdom is not of this world," Christianity, like Judaism,
is based on the conception of a personal God, a dialogue relation=-
ship between persons and not abstractions., This personal quality
of dialogue is pertinent to the issue of religion and education.

The church-state issue came into being in the Roman age. Jews and
Christians said we will not worship the Roman Gods. This shocked
the Romans who felt that religions should be changed as required by
political necessity. Church-state tensions are personal also in the
sense that they call for individual action by the religiously camitied,
Dialogue is of the essence but dialogue can never be conclusive,
It is always alive and capable of further growth. Catholicism needs
to be in the world just as she cannot be of the world. With or with-
out a wall of separation, we cannot consider religion to be on one
side of the street and the state on the other. Knowledge does not
exist in zones and there cannot be a buffer zone or a no man's land
“between religion and the state. Dialogue cannot be diagramed, or
made visual or static, It 1s not the relationship of a thing to a
thing, but of a person to persone.

In the west, the state has progressed as regards respect for
the individual. At the same time, the state itself is becoming
more and more impersonal due in part to the size of government.
Also, the notion of justice has a quality of impersonalness although
the state can never be entirely depersonalized. The secular culture
or secular life is also impersonal. "I and thou" cannot be organ-
ized. Only "it" can be organized. Society therefore developed al-
ternatives in the persons of counsellors and personnel directors,
etc.

Man's first problems were to conquer various areas of nature.
Once this was done, or mostly done, man had time to think about the
. relationship of man to man. As the personalized philosophy de-
veloped, it took on religious overtones. Religion speaks more for
the personal voice than does the state. The Hebrew=Christian tradi-
tion 1s based on a personal setting as witness the conversation
between God and Abraham. Lo ' _ :

For Catheclics, the church is not an organization, but the ex-
tension of the mystical body of Christ. The church is tied up with
“the interior conscience of man. The confessional is an excellent
illustration of the personal man to man relationships, sgnd a priest
cannot tell what he learns in the confessional even to the church.,
This is not possible in secular law. ;
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In handling church-state problams, we should place more emphasis
on the aspect of person to person. Dlalogue is a way of achieving
unity while preserving differences.

Demporacy may perish when citlzens come to blows. Democracy
does not guarantee peace but it promotes peace. Cutting off dialogue
is a prelude to war. Finally, dialogue must be between persons who
are committed persons, otherwise it becomes only a TV commercial,

‘Excerpts from Quéstion and Discussion Period

Dr. Mackay asked why Americans would refer to the present age
as the age of communication while Eurépe would refer to is as the
age of the dialogue, Father Ong said he thought this reflects the
difference in the structure of the two societies. America is more
free and made up of people who ran away from homes; the home con=-
cept is therefore diminished in the United States.

Dr, James Luther Adams asked how Father Ong would apply the
principles he had set forth to instituntions. For example, he
asked what kind of . an association is the Roman Catholic church?
Does Roman Catholicism promote free dialogue among its members?
What is the attitude of Roman Catholicism to secular voluntary as-
sociations? Also, what is the attitude of Roman Catholicism with
respect to pressure groups such as the Legion of Decency which ob-
structs communications?

Father Ong replied that Catholicism is still trying to figure
out what the Catholic church is. With respect to the nature of
authority, he suggested that the exact nature of authority needs
investigation. He said that it is difficult for a Bishop to get an
opinion from Rome on anything and it 1s equally difficutl for a
priest to get an opinion from his Bishop. Down the line, the church
wants each to make up his own mind.

* Dr. Dowey interpreted Father Ong's remarks as meaning that the
impersonal state means moral man vs. an immoral state. He suggested
the immorality which organizations may develop as & result of de-
personalization even though each organization, like the church, may
be personalized,

Dr. F. Ernest Johnson inquired whether Catholics have anything
to gain in the dialogue since they are committed to the cannons of
-the church. without challenge. Father Ong replied that decidely
yes, Catholics can learn a lot through dialogue even about their own
faith. Also he sald that Catholics have a commitment to love every-
one and therefore they have a responsibility to. participate in the
dialogue.,

Father McCluskey said there is no conflict between Catholicism
and the civic order or the U.S. Constitution. Writings by Catholic
theologeans, philosophers, sociologists, etc., have been and are
being widely disseminated and widely used, Catholics do and should
participate in the dialogue which can help to solve tension problems,
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Rabbi Gilbert auggestad thdat all groups are guilty with res-
pect to insufficient participation in dialogue in the community.
This is true of Protestants?as well as Catholics and is a deeply
disturbing problem. Secondly, when we do get together it is usually
at the initiative of the ciyil order, either some arm of the state
or a foundation like the Fund for the Republic. Thirdly, we come
into dlalogue not on a personal basis, but identified by our res-
pective groups. Fourthly, sometimes we do get together and talk
for a long time. The question is how long do you continue conversa-
tion after you have a feeling that further talk 1s fruitless. 1In
this connection, he made reference to the two years of discussion
among the leaders from the three faith groups in connection with
the New York Guide on Moral and Spiritual Values which ended up in
three separate statements.

A volce, reading from the bibliography of the seminar made
reference fo the Catholic position in favor of a single church-state.
. It seemed to him that the Catholic church 1s accepting the present
American system of separation temporarily, but philosophically is
not in accord with it.

Father Ong sald that nothing is ideal and the Catholic position
- 1s always considered in light of the particular time and place.

Jules Cohen drew attention to the fact that in this saminar
dialogue has been considered only on the basis of dialogue between
differing interests or groups. He suggested the need for much more
~dialogue within each group. The participants at this conferencs,
he observed, could agree on a solution to specific church-state con=-
troversies in communities because of the knowledge and sensitivity
which this group has developed. However, in community situations
the problems must be solved by citizens who have little or no infor-
mation and understanding of various points of view. It seemed to
him that each group could make a great contribution by developing
more dialogue within 1ts own group on church-state issues in the
local community.

Father Higgins said again that he welcomes criticism and free
discussion regarding the Catholic church and its position. At the
same time, he suggested that he always has the feeling that Catho=-
lics can't win. He cited hisparticlpation and the participation of
other Catholics in the trade union movement. This is interpreted
as being a Catholic attempt to take over the trade union movement
for its own ulterior motives. If Catholics do not participate in a
particular movement, then they are called segregationists or arro-
gant., If they do participate, then they are charged with ulterior
motives and an attempt to win control. _

The balance of discussion was along the same lines with addi-
tional inquiries directed to the Catholic particlpants about the
structure of the Catholic church and the views of Catholicism on
church-state matters.

Sesaion Thursday Afternoon -
: May . 8, 1958 -

The Chairman,introducad‘Dr. Stringfellow Barr;
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Dr. Barr began by saying that Plato's republic was not only an
idea for the Utopian state, ‘bat a picture of the good and open
society, one which guaranteea the dialectical process; that is to
say, continuous conversation and examination. He takes it that the
totichstone of a free society is the continuousness of the dialectic,
Censorship should bée aimed: at promoting and not toward thwarting the
continuing dialectic. ;

Professor Mikel john in his book seems to be saying that the
First Amendment does not say "let me finish and then I will listen
to you". It does say that listening is as important as talking.
Dr. Barr thinks that any censorship of this idea is not in keeping
with the free society. He repeated he assumes censorship should
promote the dialectic and not obstruct it., Parliamentary rules are
for the better conduct of the dialectic. To abolish them would be
to create chaos,

in our complex society, the public cannot realistically engage
in the debate but it must be carried on by representatives,

. Our society assumes that any doctrine, whether right or wrong,
may be taught without interference by the state.

He wonders why the Catholic blacklist of books 1s not challeng-
ad by Catholics.

The central theme of Dr, Barr's paper was on the danger of cen-
sorship to a free society and he said that we would be better off
if we stopped banning books altogether.

Session Friday Morning
May 9, 1958

"Religion and the Free Society"

Dr; George Shuster, President of Hunter College, presided.
Rabbl Abraham Joshua Heschel was the first speaker.

Rabbi Heschel said he would discuss three problems (1) isola=-
tion in religion (2) the meaning of freedom and (3) grave digging.

_ The trouble is that religion has become an institution, an
. organization, This is no substitute for falth and no alternative
to revelation. '

It seems to have become the customary to blame the secular

. society for the failings of religion., Religion itself should be
. blemed for its faults.

Religion is the answer to ultimate questions.

' ‘Rabbi Heschel next discussed the loss of fundamental religious

. concepts. He suggested that man's concern is only about his needs.

"What can I get out of 1ife and not what can life get from me",
Some needs are indigenous to man, but many are artificial and due
to advertisements,: fashion or envy. "More men die in the epidemic
of needs than die in the epidemic of disease.” In this connection,
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Rabbi Heschel discussed the materialism and covetisness of the
present time. Rhetorically, he asked how can we ward off evil needs,
His answer 1s by saying "no" to ourselves with reSpect ‘to the lower
needs in order to keep alive the "higher yes".

Religion seems to have adjusted 1tself to modern times by say-
ing that it too satisfies a human need. This is wrong. When the
Ten Commandments were handed on Sinai, the people didn't want them.
They wanted craven images and the flesh pots. Nevertheless, they
"were given the Pablets. We must be aware of the danger of convertirg

needs into ends. What is necessary is just the reverse. Religion
is not intended to be the answer to a need of man, _

The true sanctuary has no walls. Segregated religion, dogma
. and structure are no: substitutes for the seeking for truth.

Dr. Heschel then addressed himself to the essentiality of social
Justice as a part of religion. He developed the theme that the
prophets concern about unfaithfulness to Godwas felt by the general
populous to be too vioclent and the rebuke too harsh. It seemed that
the prophets were excessively excited. Rabbl Heschel inquired why
there was not the same concern about the callousness of people to
social injustice and to crime. The primary task 13 not how to. deal
with evil, but how to deal with the "neutral“

Religion has become an institution with too much emphasis on
social affiliation and community worship without sufficient em-
phasis on private comml tment.

"The body has become God and man's needs its prophets."

As regards the meaning of freedom, Rabbi Heschel mentioned the
inclusion of the words "out of bondage" in the First Commandment.
Freedom, he said, 1s the source of all being. The essential nature
of freedom is "freedom of conscience". This does not mean license.
Rabbl Heschel developed the theme of the real meaning of freedom
and suggested that real freedom means being anti-superstition even
when the superstition may be a matter of doctrine. '

He talked about the dehumanization of man. Ours seems to be
-the age of suspicion. "Suspect.thy neighbor as thyself." Modern
man suffers from insecurity. He is subjected to many pressures and
hidden persuaders. The trend toward conformity has led man to be=-
come -vapid and cheap, We no longer know how to think, to pray or
to epy. Man has forgotten how to be alone. Alsoc, he runs from his
.famil{ and he cannot stand still. He cannot enjoy a momert or a
beautiful sight, Instead of enjoying the sight, he takes a picture,
"My address is not important, but the reporters who may:be here are,"
A regl igsue is the yulgarization of faith. He drew attention to a
current book entitled "Pray and Lose Weight." ,

Rabbi Heschel told the story of the creation of man when Love
said that man should be created but Truth said that he should not,
Righteousness spoks for. his creation while Peace spoke against it.
Bod degided: $o byry Truth in order. to créate man., What we need in
our day is some grave digging to dig up truth instead :of: relying -
upon expediency, public relations. Charity should not be related to
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self-interest or public relations. In this connection, he mentioned
foreign aid in order to win friends and influence people instead of

offering such aid out of ;a real concern for the welfare and problems
of the underdeveloped countries. Assistance on a selfish basis can

boomerang. 2

Rabbi Heschel's finai comments were: the central problem in
America 1s the return to private religious commitment instead of a
public religion with undue emphasis on community worship.

The Chairman now presented Father Gustave Weigel of Woodstock
College.

Father Weigel said he would talk about "the present embarrasse-
ment of the church."

He began by asking what comes of all the conversations or dial=-
ogue and what it may mean to the man in the street. His answer is
that the justification lies in the fact that men who give thought
shall think about current problems.

Religion can help society but he wonders if it should.
Soclety is for man and not man for society.

The individual must respect society and must adjust to the
collectivity.

The nub of the issue is that neither the individual nor society
is absplute. They must adjust and relate to one another. Each has
its rights and responsibilities. In the Soviet Union, the socilety
is superior to the individual. In the United States, the individual
1s superior to the society.. As conflicts arise between man and
society, we need an arbiter to make decisions, but where can we find
the judge?

Tha'power of rebellion va. the power of coercion 1s a problem
which faces each generation. Right can be powerless and power can
ke unrighteous.

Original sin 1s evident in the history of man and the problem
of history is how to control original sin. The ancilents did it by
putting both the individual and society under God as the judge. To
a God-fearing people, this was a satisfactory arrangement, But
faith is g precarious thing and can be lost.

Later .in history, "Reason" was substituted as the judge in-
stead of God, Naturel law was substituted for divine law, It was
then found that "Reason" with a capitol R is the same as God and so
this was rejected. If "Reason witha small "r" was to be used, then
the question 1s whose "reason"? This 1s where we are today in
history,

In our time, we cannot yield to power which is now able to des=-
troy the world, '"Reason" with a capitol R is no answer. The secu-
lar scclety, therefore, is turning to the church to help hold off
the monster of power, This very seminar is evidence of this devel~-
opment, A siminar sueh as this could not have happened thirty years
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ago. Recognized religion cannot be intimidated by power and the
secular society wants this resistance to be harnessed for the bene-
fit of the commonwealth. Father Weigel cautioned that this can be
a trap for religion, and that religion must be wary of this new
esteem after a period of ridicule.

Neither religion nor society should be aubserviant to one
another.

Since religion does not "adore" the state, what can religion
do for the civic community? Dr. eigel suggested that what religion
can do most effectively to help the civic society is to be itself
genuinely and integrally. If it does so, other things will follow.
Religion cannot run the government nor can 1t be restricted by the
secular society. It is not the purpose of the church to save the
state or to be 1ts minister. The church is here to give witness to
the will of God, It cannot accommodate its prineciples but it can
and must be timely. The best thing the church can do for society
1s to teach its adherents how to live. To love all, even those who¢
hate you. The church can help by preaching austerity, love of God
and church. The church cannot take responsibility for dealing with
secular issues such as atomic energy:. The church can teach austerity,
awareness and love of God. :

EXcerpts fram Questlon and Discussion Pariod

- Drs Martin E. Marty noted that Father Weigel kept using the
word "church" and asked him how he meant the term. Father Weigel
answered he was using the word "church" ambiguously. ' As he used it,
it would mean the Synagogue as well as the Catholic church.

A priest asked Dr. Heschel to explain the difference, if any,
between dehumanization and demoralization. Rabbi Heschel responded
. that a person may be moral and yet be dehumanized. He criticized
the fashionable use of the word "values'". Like the word needs, this
word also had been borrowed from economics. The concept of values
cannot be defined. We can understand the Ten Commandments. The
problem is to go back to basic principles in the biblical sense.

Father Gerard Rooney observed that more and more the Popes and
the Catholic church are considering civic issues., How can this be
explained in light of Father Weigel'!s comments? Father Weigel re-
plied that with respect to realities, the society of faith 1is not
on the same level as the society which is secular. It is not the
funoction of the scociety of faith to solve aecular problems, but it
must be timely.

. Dr, Mackay sald he was in basic agreement with the papers pre-
sented by Rabbi Heschel and Father Weigel. He suggested it 1s im-
portant to analyze afresh the whole concept of freedom which, in his
Judgment, is not emancipation. Freedom transcends emancipation.

It is a commitment to the divine.. Religion must present this con-

cept to the world and this means a re-evaluation of the meaning of

freedom. Father Weigel's concept "be true to yourself" is well es-
tablished in the Protestant community.
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_ Dr. Kenneth Underwood, addressing himself to Father Weigel's
reference to austerity, and the discussions at the seminar regarding
the dialogue, observed that we cannot say austerity on the one hand
and -at the same time overlook practical economic and socioclogical
problems of the day. The theblogans must talk with politicians and .
not on a prudential basis. He argued that the religious leaders and
religion should get into praotical issues. -

Father Weigel agreed, He said that there can be a theology of
economlcs or of austerlity or of anything., Thils is not the time to
free the man of faith from the dialogue with his time.

A voice asked Father Weigel for his views on the ldentification
of religion and culture. Father Welgel replied that there can be
no such identification, Culture 1s secular and timely, while reli-
gion is timeless., Both mové pari passu, but should not be identified
although each influences the other.

Rabbi Heschel stated that we have failed to recognize learning
and the act of study as necessary to sanctification. He suggested
shifting the emphasis fram gadgets to what counts ultimately.

‘ Mws. Leonard Thornton said the idea that culture had to pene-
trate religion Jjust as religion has to penetrate culture seemed to
her not to be in accord with Protestant "conversation". She believes
that insufficient account has been taken of the aspect of the Ameri-
can dlalogue that "we cannot speak unless we first hear,"

FPather Weigel sald that God's will is not identified or identi-
fiable with any culture. At the same time, the church cannot reveal
revelation without the "word." The church may change the "word" in
keeping with the time. The prophet must be a man of God, but also
a man of his time. Church and culture are intermingled but not lden-
tified. Both religion and culture are conditioned by one another,

Session Friday Afternoon -
May 9’ 1958

Dr. Shustar introduced Dri Paul Tillich of Harvard Divinity
School.

- Dr, Tillich said he would talk about (1) criticism of taboos;
-.(2) the authoritarian character of religion. How can society be
free if it 1s subjected to religious authority which can organize
masses of voters who cannot resist the taboos they have been taught
or the general beaching of their religion; (3) the inolterance of
religion. In this connection, he said that tolerance can be many
things. Is it charity? .Lack of conviction? Is charity itself a
religion? There are limits of tolerance. Even Locke wanted to keep
out Catholics and atheists. Is a freesociety possible or does this
concept contravene the limits of tolerance?

: Dr. Tillich spoke about the transcendentant character of reli=-
gion. He suggested religion is a vertical line which separates
people from the horizontal line. He made reference to the fact that
the Lutherans in Germany were indifferent to the political events
and attpocities under Hitler until the church was threatened: It
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showed no interest when only the Jews were persecuted.

A free society criticizes its own institutions. If such a
society did exist, would it not be afraid to give a place to reli-
gion° ;

The secular universities such as his own are the only true free
societies. .He referred to recent discussions at Harvard about the
place of religion, the question being whether to give religion a
role or would weligion be a nrdfst divisive force.

Religion can enable a free society in three ways: (1) by judg-
ing itself within the free society (2) by "forming" the bearers of :
the free society and (3) by judging the free society.

There are two elements with respect to religion judging itself,
The first 1s the unconditional which 1s ultimate and the second
which is the concrete expression of the ultimate by symbols. The
first element does not threaten soclety. The second does. The first
element gives religion power to Jjudge itself. The roots of criti-
cism of religion is in self-criticism of religion. Changing some-
thing finite to something infinite is what endangers the free
soclety. Churches which suppress the prophetic spirit of self-
‘criticism endanger free society. In this respect, Protestants and
humanists are on the same slde. At the same time, if the priest
(used generically) disappears, the prophet loses the substance on
which he growse.

As regards religion "forming" bearers of the free society,
Dr. Tillich said this happens directly through religious education.
He believes the purpose of religious education is to initiate into
concrete symbols, leading reople into a religlous group with con-
crete symbols. Religious education should not be teaching about
religion as 1s done 1ln some Sunday schools. If religious education
is effective, it produces absolutism, but without its continuing
effect other "formings'" of citizens are hot possible. Danger can
be averted by inserting a critical element into religious education
at the right moment. It is right at first to give youngsters the
symbols of the religlon. Otherwise, they are left in a vacuum,
However, at the time when children begin to ask critical questions,
religious education should have an empathy for such questions and
explain that the symbols they have learned should not be taken
realistically or literally but as representing answers to their
questions.

Religion also forms society iIndirectly 1nasmuch as all human-
isms have a religious substance. Secularists cannot escape the fact
~that the morals of society were shaped out of religion.

With respect to religion judging the free society, Dr., Tillich
- finds that this task is not necessarily for church people but those
who are religiously committed, Specific suggestions to soclety
should not be made by the church in its own name, but rather by the
religiously committed. In this connection, he recalled the discus-
sions in the Socilalist Party in Germany when Dr. Tillich took the
position that religious soélalism should not be taught, but instead
principles should be taught which would result in religious social=-
ism.



=27~

In a period of chaos, in a disintegrating society, an empty
soclety, the church can show in a vertical dimension that religion
can furnish fulfillment. = In a period of rest, the church can stir
unrest. A free soclety can be destroyed in a time of chaos. A
time of complacency is also a time when freedom is forgotten in the
concern -over the good. 1ife. _The church, by stirring unrest and un-
easiness about this complacency, can help to save free society.

Excarpts frdm Question ‘and Discussi on Perlod

The first part of the discussion period was given to Rabbi .
Heschel, Father Weigel arid Dr., Tillich as a panel of three. This
reporter was out of the room at the time and missed this part of
the discussion.

A segond block of time was given over to questions addressed
to the speakers,

A priest asked a "secularist" if any were in the audience to
react to the papers, .

Dr. Horace Kallen spoke briefly making reference to his book
"Secularism is the Will of God." Dr. Kallen's comments were in sup-
port of the principle of separation of church and state,

Father Weigel, addressirg himself to the religious dimension
in the United States, recalled the Mormons had to change a religlous
tenet because of this religious dimension., Father Weigel suggested
the avowed atheist is in fact a religious person and the real atheist
is the one who does not claim to be one., He noted also that the
religious dimension was at least in part responsible for the dis-
repute of communism in the United States and driving communism under
ground,

; Dr. Kallen said that secﬁlarism which stéted another way 1s
democracy, guarantees the security of each religious group. In this
sense, secularism is the religion of all religions.

Dr. Tillich observed there is a danger that secularism may
become a religion.

Dr. Bryar noted an odd disagreement in that Father Weigel gave
the aristotelian analysis of society, while Dr. Tillich seems to
have insisted on the impossibility of separating anything from any-
thing elB8,.

: Dr, Tilllch recalled two verbs used by Father Weigel - "level"
and "vertical". The word level puts one stratum over another. The
church on one level and the state on another. This way each may
interfere with the other. As against this, 1f the metaphor of dimen-
sion ls used, there is no danger of interference as between society
and church.

The balance of the afternoon was given over to a general discus-
sion in which Father Bosler said that while it was beneficial to

have had an extremist like Dr. Nichols, the program should have made
provision for a Catholic spokesman who would have presented a similar
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extreme Catholic view about the concern of Gatholiciam with Prot-
estantism. '

St. John Stevas qbserved the last four days were a critique of
the Catholic churchi #He sald that .this conference should be warne
ing to- Catholics to give thought to the image which the general
American community: haa of Catholicism as a power structure.

Mr. Powell of Gonnecticut said that if the Protestants should
be in control, they will try to impose Protestantism and that Ameri-
can schools would be Protestant, In this kind of a situation, what
protections do Catholics have? He suggested to Catholics that the
" Legion of Decency is not welcome and suggested that Catholics es=-
tablish a "Legion of Political Decency" which would see to it that
the use of law would not be resorted to for evangelical purposes.

He urged Catholles to promote recognition of the idea that the
church should not use the force of law for its own purposes.

Father McCluskey sald that he has no anxiety about what Prot-
estants will do to Cathollics if Protestants were ever to be in full
control., He added that to him the value of the seminar, lies in the
re-evaluation of traditional concepts of freedom, He suggested that
freedom includes freedom to take guidance from the church as a cor=-
porate body.

Pat Malin, identifying himself as the Director of the ACLU,
seid that he speaks as a religious man. A free society he suggested
is free to the extent that it promotes among its citizens the search
for knowledge and the capacity for cholice. The professional church
people owe it to their constituents and to all others to foster the
right to challenge and to disagree. All of us have a double loyalty
in a free society. One is to help society to see the good and the
beautiful. The second i1s to help in the '‘search for lknowledge and
truth. He made reference to the statement by Judge Learned Hand
that "Ehe spirit of liberty 1s not to be too sure you are always
right.

Jules Cohen inquired if the papers which were presented at this
" seminar would be avallable and whether there would be a report of .
this conference and possibly more conferences sponsored by the Fund
for the Republic, preferably on a regional and local basis,

Dr. Shuster ended the confersnce by thanking the participants
on behalf of the Fund for the Republic, He said that the Fund is not
sure precisely where it 1s going, but it seemed to him that on the
basis of the success of this seminar that there would be more. The
papers which were presented at the Seminar will be available in book
form. Also, a report will be published. What the Fund may do de=-
pends in part on the Walter Committee which thinks the Fund should go
out of business and is trying to have the tax exemptlion of the Fund
withdrawn, It 1s certain however that the participants will hear
from the Fund for the Republic.

Jules Cohen
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JUDAISM AND RELIGIOUS LIBERTY

Robert Gordis

The centrality of re!igious liberty in the democratic worldview in general and

the American vision in particular is highlighted by the fact that it is set forth in
the opening sentence of the First Amendment, “‘Congress shall make no law
respecting an establishment of religion or prohibiting the free exercise thereof.””

Unfortunately, the familiarity of these words has tended to blunt their revo-
lutionary impact, and the concept is all too frequently taken for granted. Many
Americans find themselves in a position similar to that of the highly cultured but
rather straitlaced old lady who was very well read but had never gone to the
theater. Her grandchildren finally persuaded her to see a performance of Hamlet
on the stage. When she returned, they were non-plussed by her reaction, “Noth-
ing but a string of old ions.”” This Bicentennial Conference on Religious
ITWW—&My significant service to the American people,
by freshly exploring all the dimensions and implications of religious liberty and
indicating the long and difficult struggle that lay behind its being incorporated in
the First Amendment.

Religion has been a universal phenomenon, present in every human society
since human beings emerged upon this planet. On the other hand, the doctrine of

Wunemﬁy recognized as an ideal mlxm

two hun years. To be sure, there were individual, great-souled believers who
had espoused the ideal of freedom of conscience before the modern era. There
have also been a few religicusly motivated communities which had established
religious freedom before the eighteenth century. Perhaps the earliest instance of
such societies is the Tartar kingdom of the Chazars in Central Russm betwcen
the Volga and the Don Rivers, which lasted from the-sixth t
The rulers and upper classes of Chazaria had adopted Jidaism as thezr faith in the

th century, and they accorded fall religious: liberty “to ‘Christians and
Moslems as well. The Dutch kingdom established by William the Silent in the
sixteenth century adopted the principle of toleration, though there were limita-
tions on the doctrine in practice. Roger Williams, in establishing the colony of
P;Ewgsﬁ Rhode Island, in the New World, made full freedom
of conscience the basis of the commonwealth. The Catholic Lord Baltimore
extended the right of worship to Protestants. But these were rsolated and excep-) -
tional cases.

By and large, the principle of freedom of conscience became widely held and *
increasingly operative only with the Age of Reason and the spread of the ideas of
the Enlightenment. Perhaps the oufstanding expression of religious tolerance in

Dr. Robert Gordis is Professor of Bible and Professor of the Philosophies of Religion at the Jewish
Theological Seminary, New York, NY.
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the literature of the period was Lessing's famous drama, Nathan der Weise. The
drama, which had a Mohammedan Sultan and a Jewish sage as its protagonists,
contained the fmﬂ;pm_'%m:uﬁggg ' These rings, which were
identical in appearance, been fashioned by a' father for his three sons,
because he could not bear to give his priceless, ancestral heirloom to any one of
them. The overt message of the parable was clear. The three rings symbolize the
three monotheistic religious of Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, all of which
represent an expression of God’s love for humankind and of the reverence they
owe God in return. Scarcely beneath the surface was another implication—none
I of the three faiths can reasonably insist that it alone represents the true revelation
( of God and should therefore be granted a privileged position in a free society.

Elsewhere I have had occasion to point out that because of its secular origin
the modern concept of religious liberty suffers from certain weaknesses and
limitations. _

Today, we need to recall that the con igious liberty possesses three
distinct yet related aspects. Like so many ethieal-values, its roots lie in the
instinct of self- ation. In other words, the first and oldest aspect of reli-
gm’%‘whch a group claims for itself to practice its faith
without interference from others. The extension of this right to other individuals
and groups is a great leap forward in both time and insight. Frequently it requires
centuries to achieve and too often has remained unattained to the present day.
Indeed, even in our age, instances are not lacking of groups in virtually every
denomination who define the right to religious liberty as the right to deny reli-
gious liberty to those who differ with them, In this respect, religious liberty is no
different from any basic right, such as freedom of speech or assembly, which is
first fought for and achieved by a group in its own behalf. Only later—and often

 half-heartedly—is freedom of conscience extended to other groups who differ in

belief and practice. Finally, the third and most difficult stage in religious liberty

emerges—and it is far from universal—when a religious group, dedicated to its

( belief and tradition, is willing to grant freedom of thought and action to dissi-
dents within its own ranks.

The Jewish people have played a significant role in the emergence of reli-
gious liberty in its first aspect. With regard to the two other aspects, we believe
that Judaism and the Jewish historical experience also have some significant
insights to offer all people. No other large religious group has as great a stake in

« the present and future vitafity of the doctrine as has the Jewish community.

While it is true that virtually every religious group finds itself a minority in
one or another corner of the globe, Jews have been a minority almost everywhere
and alwa ere is, therefore, historic justice in the fac people for -
whom religious liberty is so fundamental were the firS{totake-up-arms-in defense
of this right. The earliest recorded war for religious liberty is the struggle of the
Maccabees against the Syrian Greek King Antiochus Epiphanes, which broke out
in 168 B.C.E. The Maccabean struggle was inaugurated not for the sake of

! political liberty, territorial aggrandizement, national honor, or booty. It repre-
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protect their religious faith and way of life in a world where a determined effort
was being made to impose a uniform pattern of Hellenistic culture and pagan
religion on the entire Middle East. )

Had the Maccabees not fought, or had they fought and lost, the Hebrew
Scriptures would have been destroyed, Judaism would have perished, Chris- -
Jlianity would not have been born, and the ideals of the J Christian heritage, e
basic to Westerni civilization, would have perished. There was, therefore, ample R
justification for the practice of the early church, both in the East and West, which L
celebrated a festival on August 1 called *‘the Birthday of the Maccabees.’” It
testified to the debt which Christianity, as well as Judaism, owes to these early, |
intrepid defenders of freedom of conscience. Thus the long struggle was{
launched for the first and oldest aspect of the concept of religious liberty. .

Freedom of religion in an open society today must necessarily presuppose
two elements which were less obvious in the stratified societies of earlier dayg_{i
must include religious equality, for there can be no true religious liberty if the
formal freedom msmmogm, or financial
liabilities. To be sure, the minority group Cannot reasonably expect the same
Tevel of importance in society as the majority, but it has the right to demand that
there be no restrictions or liabilities placed upon it by the state. In other words,
full religious liberty means that the state will recognize the equality of all believ-
ers and nonbelievers, even though in society the relative strengths of various
groups will niecessarily impose disadvantages upon the poorer and less numerous

There is one additional element essential to full religious freedom; reli, ous\ e

sented the armed resistance of a group in Palestinian Jewry who were resolved to‘}

eowen

liberty is not being truly safeguarded if it is purchased at the cost of religious
vg______'alhy. Frequentlythe position of the Jewish community on questions of church
and state is misunderstood, because it is attributed solely to the desire to avoid :
religious disability for itself and other minority groups. Itis true that the position =~ =
of minorities in regard to freedom of religion may parallel that of secularists who :

- also oppose utilizing the power and resources of the state to buttress the claims of

religion. But there is another and at least equally deep motivation for the Jewish S
position: a sincere concern for the preservation of religious vitality. Here major- R
ity groups have as direct an interest as do minorities, for religious vitality is based :

on voluntary commitment and sacrifice.

provisions of the First Amendment can be safeguarded and the cause of religion ]
advanced by the introduction of ‘‘non-denominational’’ practices into the schools C
and other arenas of the public estate, such as prayer, silent or otherwise, or Bible '
reading. They frequently overlook the fact that non-denrominational religion is -

M@ﬂxﬁm&iﬂ_ﬁsiw@d religion, lacking the specific content, the
* color, and the warmth of @ living réligious tradition. Moreover, it places the-

authority of the state or the public schicol behind a brand of ““official religion,"’
often called “‘civil religion,’” that carries the clear implication that the specific
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practices or doctrines of a given tradition are secondary and may be dispensed
with. As anyone genuinely committed to religion knows, there are some ‘‘non-
sectarian’’ beliefs and practices that are more nonsectarian than others!

We have dealt thus far with the first aspect of the ideal of religious liberty: the
right which every religious group claims for itself to practice its faith freely,
without restriction or interference from others. With regard to the other two
aspects of the ideal of religious liberty—more theoretic in character—we believe

—the specific Jewish historic experience has significance for other rehgmus groups
and for the preservation of a free society itself..

As we have noted, there is, theoretically at least, no problem with regard to
the doctrine of freedom of conscience for those who maintain that all religions
are equally good—or bad. Years ago, when communism was making substantial
inroads among American college youth, the writer participated in a symposium
on ‘‘Communism and Religion.'’ Among the panelists were a Methodist bishop,
a Presbyterian minister, two rabbis, and Earl Browder, then a leading spokesper-
son for communism in the United States. As the various speakers far religion
sought to develop their positions vis-2-vis communism, Mr. Browder turned to
us and declared, to the manifest delight of the youthful audience, ‘“The com-
munists are the only ones who can establish peace and equality among all the
religions—because we do not believe in any of them!"* The history of twentieth-
century totalitarianism has demonstrated that religious intolerance is far from
impossible under communism and fascism. The crude and brutal persecution of
religion by atheistic regimes today makes the classic instances of religious
intolerance of the past seem almost idyllic by comparison. In the Soviet Union
today, all religion suffers grave disabilities, but Judaism has been chosen for
special treatment: no religious education is permifted to young or old, no
seminaries for the training of rabbis exist, and Hebrew has the distinction of being
the only language the study of which is proscribed within the borders of the
communist *‘paradise.’’ Antireligious bigotry has proved itself second to no other
prejudice in its virulence in the Soviet Union. .

Nonetheless, it is true that the problem of evolvmg a theory of religious
tolerance and practicing it is genuine and complex. This is a major moral and
intellectual challenge for those believers who are convinced that they are the
repositories of religious truth and that those who differ with them, whether within
their group or without, suffer from a greater or lesser degree of error. In this
connection, the attitude of Jéwish tradition is highly intéresting. It arose within a
religion which believes profoundly that it is the repository of God’s authentic
revelation and that all other faiths possess, by that token, a lesser standard of
truth. Since such a standpoint is widespread among communicants of most
creeds, it should be useful to examine the theory and practice of religious liberty
within Judaism—the approach of the Jewish tradition toward dissidents within its
own community. Even more significant for the world at large is the unique theory
in Judaism of rebg:au; s liberty for non-Jews and their right to maintain their own
worldview and way way of life. - =
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The key to the Jewish attitude toward religious differences within the com-
munity is to be found in the historical records. Judaism was always marked by a
vast variety of religious experience, which is given articulate expression in the —
pages of the Hebrew Scriptures. The Hebrew Bible contains within its broad and
hospitable limits the products of the varied and often contradictory activity and
thought of priest and lawgiver, pmmw

- the tem ents of the mystic and of the rationalist, of the simple believer and
- of the q%mmmtr&ﬂ are part ofm
language of the Talmud, the war:ts‘bf‘ﬂx?’l‘h
~ This charactms_tl?ﬁf the Bible set its st stamp upon all succeeding epochs in the
history of Judaism. It is not accidental that perhaps the most creative era in its
hmary after the Biblical era, the period of the Second Temple, was the most

_~"'sect-Tidden.” Even ouf Tragmentary_sources disclose the existence of the

Pharisees| the S :the Essenes, hnd the Zealots—to use Josephus' classic
tabulation of the *‘Four Philoso .~ The Pharisees, the dominant group in
number and influence, were divided into various groups which held strongly to
opposing positions. The Talmud, which had its inception duri i iod, is a
W wxmﬁrmand individual scholars Hiffer-
ing and debating hundreds of issues. Although much less is known abdut the
Sadducees, the same variety of outlook may be assumed among them. With
regard to the Essenes, the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls has indicated that the
term *‘Essenes’ is best used of an entire conspectus . of sects who differed among

e e ! e T e e
themselves passmnately The Samaritans were also a significant group of dissi-
dents, Righly articulate i n their divergence fr from a Jerusalem-centered Judaism. It
was in this atmosphere that the early Jewish sect of Chiristiafis first appea appeared, :
* adding to the charged atmospheére of vitality and variéty in Palestinian Judaism. —
There were also countless-additional patterns. of- rehgmus nonconfoi-lmf'y in the ]
various Diaspora communities.

‘In the Middle Ages a variety of factors combined to counteract this latitude of
rellgrous outlook in the Jewish community. The constantly worsening conditions
of ‘exile and alien status required, it was felt, a greater degree of group-
homogeneity. Secondly; most of the earlier dissident viewpoints disappeared.
Thus, the standpoint of the super-nationalist Zealots was totally meaningless
after the loss of national autonomy. Similarly, the outlook of the Sadducees, who
centered their religious 1ife in the Temple at Jerusalem, was completely irrelevant
to the life of an exiled people. Thirdly, the widespread emphasis on religious ~
conformity imposed by the medieval world on its aberrant sects also proved a
miodeland example. Fr. Joseph Lecler points out in his massive, two-volume
work, Toleration and the Reformation, that St. Thomas Aquinas was *‘relatively ¥
tolerant toward pagans and completely intolerant toward heretics.”’ As Fr. John
B. Sheerin notes, St. Thormas explicitly stated that “‘to accept the faith is 2 matter
of free will, but to hold it, m_m_heanacmpted,_:s_a_o_maier_o_f_mty ”

Nevertheless, the attempt to impose conformity in religious belief never }
succeeded in medieval Judaism, even when undertaken by so august a figure as
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Maimonides. Several attempts were made to expel from the community indi-
viduals or groups that were regarded as ‘‘heretical.’” The rite of excommunica-
tion, which was essentially an instrument for enforcing community discipline and
obedience to the courts in legal and judicial matters, was invoked to this end.
Noiie of these attempts proved either successful or enduring. Maimonides, the
greatest Jewish thinker of the Middle Ages, confidently proposed a set of Thir-
teen Principles, which he hoped would serve as a creed for Judaism. Though his
statement attained wide popularity, and was was printed in the traditional prayerbook
as an appendix, lesser persons did not hesitate to quarrel with both the content
and the number of articles of belief in his Creed, and it never became an official
confession of faith.

An even more striking ﬂlustranon of the enduring vitality of the right to

religious diversity in Judaism may be cited. Uncompromisingly rationalistic as
he' was, Maimonides declared that to ascribe any physical form to God was
tantamount to heresy and deprived one of a share in the world to come. Nowhere
is the genius of Judaism better revealed than here. On the same printed page of
the Maimonides’ Code where his statement is encountered, it is challenged by the
remark of his critic and commentator, Rabbi Abraham ben David of Posquieres,
who mww men(tham Maimonides) have ascribed a physical

form to God, basing Ves on their understanding of Scriptural passages
and even tiore so-omrsome Tegends and utterances, which give wrong ideas.”

_ The Grific’s Standpoinl 15 clear. Rabbi Abraham David agrees with

Maimonides in denying a physical form to God, but he affirms the right of the
individual to maintain backward ideas in Judaism without being read out of the
fold on that account. The right to be wrang is the essence of liberty. Nonetheless,
it is clear that the spirit of medieval Judaism was far less hospitable to religious
diversity than Rabbinic Judaism had been in the centuries immadiatdy before
and after the destruction of the Temple.

In summm'y, religious liberty within the Jewish community exlsted and still
exis 0. It is recognizéd de jure by all groupsinKel - ative

Jumwmmm practice [ags behind .
theory, but the conclusion is unassailable that the nature of Judaism, buttressed
by its historic experience, makes the freedom of religious dissent a recognized
reality for virtually all members of the community de facto, even by those who
would not recognize it de jure. :

What is the attitude of Judaism toward religicus liberty for those professing
other creeds? It is frequently argued that with the appearance of Judaism intol-
erance became a coefficient of religion. It is undoubtedly true that, ina is-

tic world view, tolerance of other gods is implicit, smoe there is always room for
oi—eﬁm syncretism bears out

is 1dea. hand, the emergence of bellef in one God necessarily
demands the demal of the mhgmw, The "jealous God™" of the
Old Testament who forbids “‘any other god before me’ therefore frequendy

became the source of rehgmus intolerance. So runs the theory.

e e e
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It sometimes happens, however, that a beautiful pattern of invincible logic is
contradicted by the refractory behavior of lifeitself. An apposite illustration may
be mmr'e/nc—hgﬁﬁaa—r Emést Renan, declared that the monotony
of Et_he_des;e;t_mifmggpensnty for monotheism among the ancient Hebrews,
whereas the variety in the physical landscapé of Greece, for example, with its v
mountains and hills, its valleys, fiveis, and streams, necessarily suggested a
mult:tuii_ of divinities indwelling in them, This plausible theory enjoyed consid-
erable vogue until it was learned that the pre-Islamic nomadic Arabs, who inhabit
the vast stretches of the Arabian Desert, possessed a v uriant polytheism, v/
and that all pecples of Semitic languages whose original habitat was the same
desert, also had very elaborate pantheons. Thus the list of gods in the library of
WZ ,500 gods, and modern scholars have -
added substantially to the number from other sources.

Now it is true that Judaism was strongly exclusivist in its attitude toward

paganism. It insisted upon the mising unity of God and refused to
ot v 3 bz oF ey ' T e gods. Nongatiss, Bl Josis
reckoned with the existence of paganism from two points of view. Though

logicians might have recoiled in horror from the prospect, the fact is that Hebrew
monotheism, the authentic and conscious faith in the existence of one God, did @
accord a kind of legitimacy to polysheism—for non-Jews. In part, this may have
derived from a recognition of the actual existence of ﬂouﬁs_hm
fm we believe, it was a consequence of the particularist ethnic
aismr. Dedicated to preserving the specific group character of the
Hebrew Taith, the Jewish tradition was led to grant a similar charter of justifica-"
tion to the specific ethos of other nations, which ich always included their religion.
Whatever the explanation, the fact is clear. No book in the Blble not even
Isaiah or Job, is more explicitly monotheistic than Deuteronomy: ‘‘You shall
know this day, and consider it in your heart, that the Lord is God in heavem—
above, and upon theearth beneath; there _;mo.onulse'_’_&é?)_ Yet the same
book, which warns Israel against polytheism, speaks of *‘the sun, the moon and
the stars .. . which the Lord your God has assigned to all the nations under the
sky’’ (4:19, compare 29:25). Thus the paradox emerges that the particularist
element in Judaism proved the embryo of a theory of religious tolerance.

- The second factor that helped to grant a measure of value to non-Jewish
religion is one more congemial to sophisticated religious thinkers. A broadminded
exponent of monothetsm would be capable of recognizing, even in the pagan Lngh*
cults against which Judaism fought, an imperfect, unconscious aspiration toward -
mm%wemaps the most striking expression of this insightistobe 45"
found in the post-EXilic Prophet Malachi: ‘‘For from the rising of the sun to its
setting, My name is great among the nations; and everywhere incense is burnt /
and_pure oblations are offered to My name, for My name is great among the
nations, says the Lord of hosts’’(1:11).

This is not the only instance of universalism in our biblical sources. The

human sympathy of the author of the Book of Jonah, who exhibits the pagan
, e .
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sailors in a far more favorable light than he does-the fugitive Hebrew prophet, the ~
warm compassion of the Book of Ruth, and the breadth of view of the Book of
Job, which pictures the Patriarch not as a Hebrew observer of the Torah, but asa
non-Jew whose noble d practice are described in his great Confession of -
Innocence (chap. 31), all testify to the recognition in Judaism that it is possible to ™
maintain the unity and universality of God, while reckoniiig with the values
inherent in the imperfect approximations to be found in the pagan cults.

Thus the two apparenty contradictory elements of the biblical worldview—
the emphasis upon a particularist ethos and the faith in a universal God—served
as the seedbed for the flowering of a highly significant theory of religious -
tolerance in post-biblical Judaism. To this concept, known as the Noachide

~— Nonetheless, it was self-evident that a universal God who was Creator of all
humankind deserved the loyalty of all people. A steady and unremitting effort
was therefore made to counteract the blandishments of paganism and to win all
people for Jewish monotheism through the use of ion. The biblical
Deutero-Isaiah, the Apocryphal Sybilline Oracles, the life-long activity of Philo
of Alexandria—indesd the enfire apologetic literature of Hellenistic Judaism—
were designed to win the allegiance of everyone for the one living God of Israel.
Wﬁm that Judaism alone represents the true faith in
the one God, the Prophets had looked forward to its ultimate acceptance by all
people: ““For then will I turn to the people a pure language, that they may all call
on the name of the Lord, to serve Him with one accord’” (Zeph. 3:9). ‘““And the
Lord will be king over all the earth; on that day shall the Lord be one, and His
name be one’’ (Zech. 14:9). '
The Apocryphal Book of Jubilees, written before the beginning of the Chris-
tian Era, could not coriceive of untold generations before Moses living without a
divine Revelation. It therefore attributes to Noah, who was not a Hebrew, a code -
of conduct binding upon all men: g A o

In the twenty-eighth jubilee, Noah began to enjoin upon his son’s sons the =~ -

ordinances and commandments and all the judgments that he knew and he

exhorted his sons to observe righteousness and to cover the shame of their

flesh and to bless their Creator and honor father and mother and love their

neighbor and guard their soul from fornication and uncleanness and all

iniquity (7:22). - ) ) _
This injunction is elaborated in the rabbinic tradition under the rubric of the Laws
of the Sons of Noah. According to this rabbinic view, all huran beings, by virtue.
of their humanity, are commanded to observe_at least seven fundamental reli-

e ——

gi%nmfal principles. These commandments include the prohibition of
idol sex

immorality, murder, and theft; the avol of blasphemy and
of cruelty to animals by eating the limb of a livin ; and the establishment

of a government based on law and order. When these principles, upon which all
-ﬁ_-__
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civilized society depends, are observed, Judaism regards the non-Jew as worthy
of salvation, no less than the Jew who observes the entire rubric of Jewish law.
Hence, there is no imperative need for the non-Jew to accept the Jewish faith in
order to ‘‘saved.”’

These Laws of the Sons of Noah, it may be noted, seem to be referred to in
the New Testament as well: *‘But that we write unto them, that they abstain from
pollutions of idols and from fmimﬁdm%%ﬁm
biood . . Thal ye abstain from meats offered to idols, fom
things strangled and from fornication: from which if ye keep yourselves, ye shall

‘do well. cts 15720, 29)7 ;
- This doctrine of the No e Laws is extremely interesting from several
points of view. It represents in essence a theory of universal religion which is

binding upon all people. Characteristically Jewish is its emphasis upon good
actions rather than upon right belief as the mark of the good life. Ethical living

rather than creedal adherence is the decisive criterion for salvation. Its spirit is
epitomized in the great rabbinic utterance: *‘I call Heaven and earth to witness, /

that whether one be Gentile or Jew, man or woman, slave or free man, the divine
spirit rests on each in accordance with his deeds’’ (Yalkut Shimeoni on Judges
““Many contemporary religious thinkers are now seeking a theory which will
combine complete loyalty to a specific tradition with accepting wholehearted
adherence to the postulates of a democratic society which is_committed to
pluralisii as a reality and to religious liberty as a good. The issue is one which
oundly Tmericans in our day because of its obvious practical impor-
tance for government and politics, as well as society as a whole.
‘There is more than academic interest, therefore, in this rabbinic adumbration
of a theory of religious tolerance resting upon a concept of ‘‘natural law."” This
doctrine of the Noachide Laws, be it noted, was not the product of religious

indifference. Itarose among devotees of a traditional religion who not only loved
mﬁwwf authentic revelation. Yet
they found room for Taiths other than their own, as of night and not merely on
sufferance. - .

The attitude of Judaism toward religious liberty may now be summarized
follows: (1)_Judaism insists on total freedom of religious belief and practice for
itself, which will include mmﬂiqmmm.pmwm
religious commitment freely given. (2) Judaism accepts the existence of dif-
ferences within the Jewish community and accords to dissidents the right to their
own viewpoint and practice, at least de facto. (3) Judaism recognizes the exis-
tence of other religions among humankind and their inherent right to be observed
e & L . .

" Albert Einstein once declared, *‘I thank God that I belong to a people which
has Been too weak to do much harm in the world.”” But more than mere incapac-
ity inheres in the Jewish attitude toward religious liberty. The balance between .
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of its group-character have impelled it to create a theory that makes room in
God’s plan—and in the world—for people of other convictions and practices. .
Moreover, the deeply ingrained individualism of_the Jew:sh character, its
penchant for estiom_g, and its insistence upon ration rational conviction have made
wwﬂ‘wﬁwy Asaresult, all
groups within the Jewish community have achieved freedom of €Xpression and
practice. Effarts to limit.or suppress this liberty of conscience have not been

totally Tacking and undoubtedly will secur in tie future. But such attempts are
\mvanably accompanied by a bad conscience on -the part of the apostles of

( ‘the universal aspirations of Judaism and its strong attachment to the pms;rVation

intolerance. Thus they reveal their weak roots in the tradition that they are
ostensibly defending-and betray their sense of predﬁuned faﬂure to achleve :heﬂ'
ends.

Finally, the millermjal experience of Jewish dlsabmty and exlle in the anc:ent
and medieval worlds has strengthened this attachment to freedom of conscience.
In addition, the modern world has demonstrated that the @a_rglalandmllmal
position and progress of Jews, individually and co!lel:nvelj, is most eﬂ'ectwc!y
advané'&‘i‘n?n“auﬁ&ﬂere of religious kberty.

Thus all three elunents—ua___c!m_g;._mmmm and hrstm‘y-—-have united
to make religious freedom, for both the Jewish community and the larger family

of humankind, an endurin and not merely a temporarily prudential ar-
rangement. Undoubtedly Jews have fallen short oty sta of their

.| tradition in this as in other respects. Yet it remains true that, by and large, they
have maintained their loyalty to the ideal of freedom of conscience for them-
selves and for all peap]e. :




© Folk TRV RYT e"'cr«'%y w&&\tm&w
PIETI IS INs MORALITY IS @T
Fl \' Pc*o-? ELU-‘IIV S‘th

L In these observations I do mt. presume to the spec:.a‘.l. visdom that
histcr:.cal method, righansly applied, shpuld yield; the subaec‘b matter is

contemporaneous and does not yieldto historical method. This is one
Syvaaa
corcerned dbserverss opinion informed,. one would hope, 'by considerable

raflec'b:.on on the sta.te of religion in America,
When I say p:.ety isinand moral:.ty is out, T obl:gate myself to

def.ma terms. There \:s a piety that denotes man's living experience o:f.‘ God,
wina iy, ¢

whathar mystical or communa.l, theoloaicall,r or ll‘burga.cally expressed.

Theo log!.cal systems of piety, such as Schleiernacher's, deserve resnect for:

There have been pieties of tis sat in America: the Hotesta
thelr serious understanding of piety, Blrb ~that-is-not-what- :i".?g telmnhc_’a > nt
sects, serious thoush often narroy merit respecte Bub tlat is not the - '
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are mandatory for pol:-_t:l.c:u.ans, and have a raa.ssm-:.rg value adl-opt_of- J

m‘ﬁqm“m.&m f‘“f& '-"r'
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By these~tbmms I meé.n a~Bystematic understanding o f right andwrong
towhich all persons, irrespective of wealth, 1earning; ar public position are

subjects A prophebic moral:.ty demands '!:hat God, rather than rulers, be obeyeds
- democracy

‘itdemands |tiat rulers s bnt ma:salvea to God. hw s di_n o4
VrickmsnSteivamg it - demands {o]:at the vhole paoplg submit themsslves to God, conf-

fess their maral faia-.urei anl aubhorize the chen¢es. in public policy and action
that corbravene the laws of God, - - ' o

- There is an interrediate term ‘fhé.t is the oc casicnof vast con fusion
in the American mimh mcrah.sm. Th’é s tem Ii‘s"rioble; the sufrixl renders it
-:Lgno'ble by implying the mre appearance of morals s Or an J.nbrus ive, self-

serving insistence on a n.gh‘baouness that is 1ess than God's. ~Tt= 1S‘Virtrua.1]y
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the_unpopularity-of moralism., To clar fy matters, I will speak of a

prophetic moral concern — pmpheta.c“ denoting the recdmess of—those-who
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in any tradition of the divine order of llie and society, at_the-comvenience -
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be reserved for all who are sensitive in a pmphetz.c way to God's commard.
. religion in the
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Illustrative of our point is the evidence fumished by the Harris poll,
October 23, 1972, By .an 11 point margin (L0-29) voters polled characterized
Nixon as the candidate most likely to keep corruption  cut of government.

- Considering the wide publicity given the abuse of lrs, Mii:.clmill.l, the arrests

TS P
in the Watergate scandal and associatedadiscuss:.on of the use of political

methods among Repub]icans reminiscent of H:Ltler's bully-boys, it cannot be

assumed that the explanation of this poll lies in outright ignorance,
My guess-is-that i :Lt. is disnissed as mn:al electioneering dirt, msoomemixhis
Pt ath ST t‘ \ fa L‘{’ "\-\\ﬂs P.XEVY cHLLi‘
and no-different. fran what- ordman]y\-goas—on- in govemlﬁent and:-in-campaigns.
TR ‘-tff\\b\
My owg__parcenta.on._is_that 'lhera are dJ.ffefent 1evels of immorality in
R \-rm LIPS 4\q~“ va,n‘t“-q\- (\?fn.-t \:' ulng.
public lifels\self-aggranda_zement through gra.ft arﬂ—-mm'mbtla favoring of .

special interests by congressmen and adninistrators, which iscommrrmginingrisrk
COrmpté but can ard often is sdr'iously fought by responsible govemments

Much worse is the d\;ﬁ;::ta attack on the—viability-of the democr\at:n.c progsess

itself by ca.lculabed efforts to misinform the mblic. If the as;;;ca of
successful democracy is plentiful and accurate public infomation and an

open andressentially—fair-minded debate of :'.ssugs, any cieliberate scheme to

destroy that mocess is -a-c;ﬁcai attack upon the natioml institutions themselves.

Su:h has been the character of the Watergate machinations. Information '

whatsoever

available f urm_shes no ground, for exonerating the President from these

incredible schemes. et hﬂwcm'mhmomdmna |

Nothing of this sort has been charged against Senabor McGovern, yet the

public apparently prefers to entrust the national imstitutions to Nixon.

Ona can only conclude d;hat ibrw - the-same—cynicisn-pervades_the-public—as

parvades—ﬂ:\.xon s~hatchet-men, that the Spec:.al moral sensitivity that discmms

a difference between a goverrment that fights corrupt.:.on in its own aoparatus

and a govemment that uses methods both éynical and destmctive of the
o Qﬁuﬂcﬂ‘ &-\\V\"\\\‘ P; ¢
very roots of democracy is lost to the voters who feel-mare. seewre-with Nixon.
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Such a public prefers to believe-the-pimkx trust the mablic piety of their

President ratier than ask the truly moral questions raised by the Watergate

outrages, I hawvenot 'mys elf been more disturbed by any phenomenon inthe

d_ywc'svb\q
publi.c life since I hava been votirg, by—this terrible window into the

state of American publ:l.c piety .,’ ,'Ffe are looking at a truly de-moralized publice

, ?“{ i .
What of the sitvation of the/\churches in this moment of American history?

Their financisl aﬁd organization erisis is -;wll-kmm What caicerns me
is the strengthening movement to dull the sociazl 'w_:'&'lzhéss of the churches. .
The view that the church should stick to religion is a blade aimed at
the sean that lies between religimn as pieby and religion as marals, thm

Inplicit fmockim i.n this distinction is a divorce between religicn and &ocial
o NNBC L2

responsibility,.which privatizes religion, leaving it only attitudinal piety

- (and possibly familial)

and personal, moral code, To deny the pertinence of religion to séckely is to

cut away =mmmpoe nino-fenths of the data upon which moral concern operatesj
and, if the individual be.vieﬁed in total solidarity W mankind, all of ite.

Such a cleavirg of religion from society destroys the moral component of
essentially
religion and leaves only an, a-moral p:uaty. If its protagonists could only

understand 'ﬂhat they are ding, the division of religion from society
© in the personal realm as in the public, a-roral
opan s the road to every nsw a-moral e:q:»erm.ant‘ to tie dcm:.nat:.on of etkimsl
systems of behavior Yot 2 ;.zm/.k (\,‘ o ’\(, «L
b3 cloair 3 Machiavellian and pragmatic,in the pubdic spheree ‘No basis weuld ka Vianr
X9

Sy
exist for denying the p:opr:.e’oy of Wa‘oer@.tism, :.mluch.lg the Florentins
personal abuses suffered by

Sorembrenkoaaf Maytha Mitchell,
Yhen

£ liberalism in American religion ¥xx erred in i‘orgetting the basic
proposation that God is s’c.ruggl:.n,, with man o M lfil the ;;%;tr*s purpse in
him, it gave basis for a truly reli :Lg:LouB reaction agaimt it,, but that isnot
the natwe of the cmtempor_ary Pmtestan‘b -_reapt:.on agairst prcphetic mora.'l.lw.
Whether the tfue alternative for American Protestant life can be identified
m in a vay that will swing the churcts s as a whole back toward their

truly religions, and theréfcre noral, basis is uncertain, In hundreds of
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parishes there are preachers who understandd this is sue very well, whose
preaching is neither liberal in the sense here critic zed nor
pietistically a-moral, but infused by a vaid apprehension of the moral,

They were taught well by Barth and, to a lesser extent, Niebuhre-—
the social, and the evangelical. % shey do not compose a momement that\\ —

~>>But there never emerged a solid social thrust in the church on those bases and A

is clearly dis tinguishable from th exddbosxsiisw non-evangelical liberalism

mmhmmmmmm in which the socidl movements of Frotestantism
were nurtured. The new leadership in Protestant scial Christianity is

N
a far cry from the liberalism of the 20's and 30's, but it doesnot ome

through in such declarations as that it is the church's responsihi lity to

- speak to the great moral and social problems of our time, as it is commonly

stated. Perhaps that is because XereomExmamxeymx talking to the society is -

all that the churches have ever been abk to do and talk is the method of
and preject in soclety

moralismgcgod iy is self-sacrificing action alore that can capt’are}\with

full seriousness the divine struggle with man, Ths model of Jesus, max

vhos e dea-'q:\h&s econstrued by Christians as an essential canponent of

hunan mquation,_ is not followed by XitomsX jaw-boning, wietler by
non-evangelical liberals or Niebuhrian social-democrats. —tet neither

What the d,ying of the churches cam amd must be, if it be tle means ®
the renewal of the evangelical sxmiczixmumyzk and prorhetic moral witness,

is hard to ééy; Working out of the imagery of a pewrfeet God-sént mmx~

_prophet losing his life in a”bment of cinabtic symbolish, the dying he

church is doing today looks more like the breakirg ocf up of a di sobedient

A -ts 8 .
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Isyael —— the object of the mophetls. attentions.-- wather than
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theimitation of Christe <+tmay be that a church whose prophetic
and moral voices are separated and mxExx seem to lack power to bring
the church back to evangelical and moral coherence must break up, and

that from thet breaking up will emerge a streigth now hidden,
_ facet
The breakirg-up of the church is but one f£ammk of & general social

breaking-up and it may be that a church as we know it —_ a large
self-identified national or regicnal body of persons agreed on
prof ssion of faith, life, and litrugy -- cannot take on new fom
until the society at large beging to sort itself out.

The fact remains that Protestants in considerable numbers are
able to identify the issues, to reject a-maral piety as untrue to

their rootage g.n Scripture and tradition md to return to a study of
fourdationq,%_.i:; 'g'ery hopefuls I an no predictar, but I would nct be
surprised tosee, in my lifetime, a fresh coherence dawn anong

Pyrot estants, probably in company with CR;&;%:;.;% and Jews wro will lave

come to kindred moral perceptions aboub the relaticn of faith to
- While its gereral social
civil life. Rummchits fomm remains wholly obscure to me, its categories
: d
are quite clears There are a vast number of Protestants, Catholics.
Lality
Jews who are one in krowing that the disappearance of mrophefic r
NOgie .
into public piety i5-£alse, that public piety is false, and tbs

— :qs Lo
" we have ample resources in our sacred books and 11Ving traditi®

reapticulate a prophetic address to the rublic 1i fe,





