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Yarmulke Story.
I am delighted to be hera, 1 alwayvs &m.
and this 1g especlially true this vears since for a while there.
some morithe &goos
I feavrerd that I might not make it. that I might not be able
to retuwrn to you and to my taasks in full strength.
Rut God was good to mes and so was Rhes. the mate of my soul
whose regolytneness and abounding love literally willed me

to my present place and state.

Baruch rofeh

leem... blessed be they who bring healing to the sick

This is one of my favorite regions
not just because 1ts climate warms the bones,
but because 1ts people brace the spirit.

I have so very many good friends here and 1t is always good to
reembrace them:

my colleagues of the rabbinate.

the lay leaders of the Scuther Pacific Council led as they are

by

The nationecl Board members who are represented here:

e

And lasty but not in the least - acharon acharon chavig ~-—
Lenmny Thals that mischiev—loving. impish genius
who 1 really responsible for everyvithing good that happens here.

I embrace him as & brother of the spirit,

and feel bound to him as David was to Jonathan.
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ALl of us were deeply moved by the Outreach picture
which we have just seen,

It 1e but cne example of the extra-ordinary work which has been
accomplished in this sphere by Lvdia Eukeff and her asscciates.

Ioam prowd of having projected the outreach idea, as well as the
resclution on Fatrilineal descent which cur Outreach program

spawned .

Rut the toilsome task of implementing these ideas fell on Lydia’s
shoulders.,
thider her marvelously able 19;d&r5hip the conversicn curricula were
reviseds
congiregations were stimulated to integrate Jew-by-choice more
effectively into thelr synagogual lives;
and together with Lenny Thal Lydia desigred and carefully
tested a program called "Times and Seasons” intended primarily
for interfaith couples with uwnconverted partners,
which has been remakable effective
and of which the movie which we have seen is but a

dim 1f moving reflection.

Yet our peerfnrqfnce cammot be measured sclely by specific programs
or evern the rnumber of families we have helped individually
and regairned for ow pecple.

It must be measured by the impact which we have had on the larger

American Jewlsh commanity.
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Here oy sncoess has been stunming.

ke have transformed American Tewry s mindscape.

The subject of intermarriage 1s no longer taboo.
and the concept of cutresch. even conversionary ocubtreachs
1s o longer a heresy within the American Jewish community.

We have taken the discussicon of intermarviage cut of the house
of mourning and into the house of study
== Apndesd, into the sanctuary itself.

Without condoning intermarriage. we have recognized its reality
and heve begun to grapple with i1t

hobh nit kaym moire wen du hest nit kayn andered breyire.
== holds & yiddish proverk ——

"Dov't be aftraid 1fs when vou have ne other choice.”

Thus we have counselledy and the Jewish community listened.

Indeed, not long ago. the last bastion of opposition to the Cubveach
idea began to topple.

Fav Soloveitchik, the most respected voice of mainline Urthodouy,
i & recently!publiahed HADOAR interview. voiced what he himself
described as an opinion of revolutionary significance. one that
wolld surely draw the lre and five of his own traditional

cmlleagues.

And this 1s what he said:
"Regarding the plague of intermarriage. from which the Ovthodos
have not been saved, 1t 1z necessary to do what the Reform Jews

ave dolng —— with, of cowrse. &n orthodor cornbent.”

Traveol



And so evervbody 1s doing it

== the conservatives, the reconstructionists. liberal arthodox

S L e -

groupings. communal orgamizaticons, fund ralsing ag
all have accepted DUﬁ fundamental approach. esch v his cows WLEY o
nonethless joined in a kind of Jewish patchwork aquilt of ocutreach
which has forever altered the landscape and the mindsoapes

of American Jewry.

Despite this wider acceptance of the outreach idesa.
the concept remains a cause of considerable misurnderstanding
betwer rthodosy and Reform.
The impressicn persists, that Reform is somehow encouraging
of intermarriage

that we embrace anvone and evervone as & Jew

without restraint or reguirement.

This i1s simply net the truth.
It 1s an wwarranted accusation.
Refcrm is unalterably opposed to intermarriage.
even as are the UOrthodox and Conservative religicus communities.
The full rescuwrces and program of the Reform movement are devoted to

building Jewish identity and literacy in the hope of

forestalling intermarviage.

But the reality is that ouwr best efforts do not suffice.
ne do those of the other bvanches of Judaism.
We Live in an open sccliety and intermarriage dse bthe sting

which comes to us with he honey of owr freedom.



FMove than ever before our young people go to school and work
and live alongside noo-Jdews,

Mtimately many determine to choose them as Life-partners —- =
not to escape from being Jews,

but simply because they have fallen in love.

When they doy what should cour policy be?
Tt is here that Reform diverges from the pattern of the ety
foor we have determined not to sit shiva over our children.
We vefuse to veject them.
(i the contrary we have resolyed to love them all the more.
to dyeaa them closer to us
to involve them in Jewish life.
v the hope of bringing the nov-Jewish partoer to Judaism
croat least to make certain that the children issuing From
these marirlages,
owr children™s children and their children in turn
will. 1n fact, be rared as Jwews and share the dedstiny

of this people Israel.

We believe this to be the wiser course.

Aid we believe that this course in no ways vioclates the
Jewish trad}tiﬁn,
indeeds that it is in harmony with tradition®s more compassiconate
strain as it is exemplified in the Chassidic story of the father
who came to his rebbe with the plaint that his son iz a wastrel.
"What should 1 do with my son," asked the father in his despair.
and the Rebbe snjoined: "Just love him all the more.”
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Let me says 10 this contexts, - and I now go to the heart of my sulbrject

the subject of Jewish unity ——

that 1 am not nearly as alarmed as some pecple appear to be.
that these religicus issues will tear Jewish life asunder.
that there 1z danger of a schism in ouwr midst.

T held a different judoment about the imminence of such & breach.

First of ally I would observe that ow disputationss such as they

arey aire limited almost solely to the professiconal class
rabbl vs. rabbi —-

and have not truly inflamed the passicns of ouwr people.

Seconds T would remind us that feuding is hardly new to Jewish 1ife.
S much of the present—day foreboding is predicated on the srronecus
assumpticon that all was sweebness and light iv the past
that before these latest sltercations betwesen Orthodoxy
ard Reform, harmony prevalled.,
that there was then in thet golden and peaceful past

a universal ildecloglical consensus uniting the Jewish world

That is a gross midreading of Jewish ristory. of course.
At no time did such an ideclogical consensus obbain.
In virtually every era of ow people’s past
thene were sharp ideclogical disputaticons setting Jews
1 opposition to one ancther
ot just on peliticel and scocial isswesy but in the religlious
frealm ss well - especially in the latter -

vl the Jewish world did ot fracture.



Remember the conflict between the Fharisees and the Sadduceess.
oy the contentions between Sasadyve Gaaon and Ben Meir
when thelr respective folowers celebrated Fosh Hashono
and FPessach on different dates.
Oy think of the refusal of the Sephardim to heed the Cherem of
Fabbemn Gershon on polvgamy.
h recall more recent times when the Chassidim opposed the Misnagdim.
Roth opposed the Maskilim, who split inte Zicnists left and right,
zecular and religicus, as well as Bundists.
And 10 every age there weve Halachik authorities
who rejected one another.
Despite all of these conflicts and many more

the center of the Jewish world held.

et 1t be noted o moveovers that some of these conflicts were infinmitely
more fierce and even vioclent than are today’s argumentations.

The strife between the misnagdim and the chassidim was
the most bruthil of all.

These antagonists did not limit themselves to cccasional vhetorical
outbursts. as we do today.

They attacked one ancther phyvsically.
dencunced thelr oppornents to the authorities

ared had them lmprilsoned.

‘\}
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Ferhaps even more to the point. not a few times before ouwr own time .,
did the extremists of one camp refuse to give their
chiladiren pﬁrmisegmn too mairry the sons and daughters
of the cpposing camp.

Hut cooler heads prevelled.s and the Jewish werld remaiced intact.

I such insistence on ethnic exclusivity and ideclogical purity

did vt woork in the pe

1t cevtainly will not work v our day.
Char children wil} insist on making that decision themselves.
If twe Jews fall in love and wish to marry, they are going to marrvy.
Wheo will stop them?
They will scarcely be put off by the fear of not being
halakhically pure.
oy will o thely parents.
FMost of them will thank their lucky stars that their children have
chosen a Jew as a life mate.
Irv the final analysis. the laity. the people, will shape the terms
1)
of communal interaction, and a sane and sensitive rabbinate
will respond to its will,
yeay even an Orthodox ebbinate which, I am confident.

will find & helachic remedy as 1t always has.

After ally the reluctance to exclude Jews from the family fellowship of

Isiael 1s & domivent motif which permeates tradition

along with its more restrictive strains.



e that as 1t may. time and again through our long and stormy past
we have seen the chasm stretoh,
in peaceful contempleation and viclent conflict.
over that most elusive definition of Jewishness: are we a religicon?
a people? a nation? do we constitute a national minority
o perhaps & velliglous civilization?
Without ever agreeling on one answers we have nonetheless defined

crrselves as one.

Moreover we share & living history which is partner to the Torah
in defining Jewish identitv.
Tnowr cwn dayys for instance. all but the most extreme forces of the
right and left -— such as the Satmer Chassidim or the
fading velics of the Amevican Council Ffor Judaism —-—
have adjusted thelr perspectives on Jewish life to admit
to the influence of history.
And thus the struggle to secure the satety of Israel. or in behalf of
Boviet Jewry, or against anti-Semitism, continues to unite us.
(hrthodox s Conservative and Reform Jews, ves even the very prescgs §e
who aire most fievce in voilcing their disagreements
on the theological level.
nonetheless stand shoulder to shoulder

= am phrothers and sister shouwld ——

when 1t comes to these and Bindred issues.

The fact remains that the evolving historical identity of the Jewish
people will continue to grows for Jewish historys like the Torah.
belongs to no one single person or movements but to all Jews.

toe all who share the destiny of this people lsvaesl.



ALl this 1z not to minimize our differences.

to discount those divergences of view which obtain
between orthodoxy and non-Orthodxys in our day.
These differences are veal encough.
They invelve such pivetal issues as the religicus divorce and conversion
and patrilineal descent.
They canmot easily he resalved.
Tndeedys they are not likely ever to be rescolved.
But if they canmmot be resclveds we will simply have to live with them.
And we can Live with them as we have 1n the past,
provided we accord each other mutual vespect
and refrasin from guesticoning the integrity and intentions

of those whose views we do not share.,

I speak heres in the first instance, self criticallyid mark that.

Lo my vollevs with Orthodoxy I have in the heat of response
too what I saw as attack more than once indulged in the anger of
the outcast, wsing words and evoking images and bitter analogies

whith I now rerret,

I confess toos that there were times when I did not take fully into
account the halakhick difficulties that certain Reform innmovations
preéent to Orthodox Jews.

I have responded in kind to the iﬁtranﬁigaﬂcm arnd zeal of Orthodosy’™s
most extrems spolkesner Sors .
nsing thelr scorn as an excuse for not btruly striving

to lessen the pailn of others.
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This 1s not to sav that 1 vetreat from  any of the steps taben by
Feform Judalsm this past decade -—-
cnly theat these steps might have seemed less precipitous
and threatemning had we achieved a higher level of dialogue

i advance of public promouncement.

Eut the Orthodox, on theilr part, must realize how very deeply
thelir intolerance wounds us, how we fesl, for instance.
when a leading halakhik authority rules that a Feform Jew’ s

aliyah is not an alivah and his blessing is noet a blessing

because we don’t believe 1n God and hence God does net
hear the prayver of Reform Jews.

Does that not have a chilling resonance?

And I plead with the Orthdox to feel how we Tesl.
when the graveside of a revered Reform Rabbi
whoo made alivah some yvears ago after a distinguished career
1 Chicago
1s viclated as 1t was in lesrael some weeks ago
L
when Orthodox extremists built a stone wall around his fFinal

resting place to segregate him from the other Jews

who are burilied there.

FAyes and they must understand bow deesply pained we we are
when ancther "posek"s ancther decisor of halachas
crdained as he did earlier this yvear. that 1 a Jew
muet sscape impendlng danger and he can Find refuge
tinoa ohwroch oo & Conmservative and a Reform synagogue.

the church is to be preferred.

1%



Lema’an Hashem, 1% 1t fair to ask us to remain silent

i the face of all this and much more?

Can we veally be eupected to interpret these things as anything other

than an effort to delegitimize us,

to vead us all out of the Jewish fold?

..:!. ‘-3
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Ohy T know that Orthodoxy sings the praises of abiavat yi

33
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as a foremost victue.
and yet these excesses, let 1t be recognized,
convey just the oppesite message.
And so does the eloguent silence from the overwhelming e joa ity

of (hthodoy leaders.

And what shall we say about the persistent efforts to amend the
Law of Hetuwn -
speay ~headed as they are by Chabad. the Lubavitcher movemernt.
and endorsed, at least publiclys by all of mainline Orthodosy?

Hew ave we to vead that?
L]

We are told that such an amendment will affect only a scant fews
since only non-orthodox converts are intended to be eécluded,
and how maw of them choose to go on alivah?

Wells to begin withs the number of such converts and their
childiren is scarcely insignificant.

They number in the hundreds of thousands by nows In America alone.

and theiy childven exceed the half-millicn mark by far..



True encugh, few of these Jews-by-Cholce plan to go on alivabh —— today.

it was lsrael creatéd only for a time such as this?

Israel was established as a haven of refuge for all who are
potentially victimized because of their Jewishness.

The attempt to narvow its definition. therefore, is unacceptable.
indeedy, it 1s morally veprehensible.

Safe harbor for Jews,

the wr eserved e&brace cf E'lal Yisrael for its persecuted children
== that i1s what the Law of Return represents.

Tt 1 & life presevver 1n a world that asks not
"What kind of a Jew are voub."
befocre dirowning us  1n hatvred, intolerance and oppression.

Ta tamper with the Law of Returin
1s to btamper with Jewish life and flesh and bone and heart

and soul .

Shall we not ciry o&t iy pain?

Shall we not bend every effort to resist this amendment?
Ancd we will.

We will ﬁot bre r;ad cut of the Jewish folds

ot in Israels nor i Euwropes nor anywhere else

o this God's earth.



bet me note 1o this commection that while I have on cccasion
been guilty of hyperbole 1n defending Feform agalinst the
cnslaughts of thé politicized Urthodox establishment
I have never been guilty of attacking
either Orthodox Jews, or Orthodos Judaism per se.
Indeedy I deem Orthodoxy essential to Jewish life.
I was vaised by parents who taught me to repect Ch-thodosy
and those who practice it.

But that Drthudm;y which I was tauwght to revere. as a young mar.
manifested a good deal of modesty.

Tt did not lay claim toe an all-exclusive authenticity.

It did not presume to know with & certainty what the Holy One Blessed
be He demanded, and whom He deemed scceptable in His eves.

It did not wear armor in the name of rightecusness

or wield the sword to trim the beards of other Jews.

Religions triumphalism must be banished from our table.
Simply put —— thouéh ot simply achieved, I kEnow —-—
what s reguired is the emergence and amplification
of Jewish voices —— be they rthodox. Conservative or Reform ——
whm.are detérmined to bulld bridges
and ot clitadels of intolerance.
We neesd to seese them strengthen thelr bhand.
vie mor e actively for influesnce.
reach cut especially to the lalty who 1T believe

would welcome the refreshing breese of dialogue among Jews.



Aves, we must lesrn to dialogue with one anothers we Jews.,
building as many chammels of discourse as are humanly possaible.
Wes on o party must reach beyvond the four cubite of cur FReform Temples
to Jews from Conservative and Rweform congregaticons
in a sincere effort to understand sach other.
too learn from one another.
I a weod, we must retuwrn the synat chinam, the umvveasoned hatred
of orthodox estremlsm
with a ahavat chivam, with an 1llogiccal love that enbraces

even o detractors.

This does not means of course, that we Feform Jews must give up our
principles,
that we must alter cur essential way
on Ontreachy on Fatrileaneal descents on the eguality of
men and women in the religious life.

AlL that is asked is that we approach one ancther in mutual respect.

ITndeed, we cammot flatter curselves into the good graces of the Orthodox
establishment'by becoming more adaptive in ocwr religious
practicess move halachically conformings if you will.,
This is but amn i1lluscory guest.

There i1is no accomodation iv thely arena.

Only swrrender will gain full acceptance.

Adaptive change 1s &lien to the spivit of FReform.
It substitutes political for religicus judgmernts and does viclence to

o essential nature.



et us not hecmﬁﬁ sycophants.
truckling for favor by becoming what we are not.

It will not availl us.

We will only demesn cwrselves and lose owr distictive character.

Our forehears did not forge Reform Judaism to have us trade it in
foor & tinself imitation of Orthodosy.

We cowe halacha a vote not a veto.

And we owe ocuwrselves that self respect and integrity

that holds fast to our fFinest values and most cherished beliefs.

And let us stop ramanticizinghﬂrthodoxy ever comparing theivr best with
cur wmorst .

Yes, Orthodoxy 1s rich and beautiful and meaningful in many ways.

But it has its blemishes too.

Ty thodoxy 1n practice is alsco fanatics huwrling stones on fellow Jews
o defacing bus stops.

rthodoxy in practice is also the placement of full page ads
in the Mew York Times to defame Ilsrael.

4
Foliticized rthodoxy 1s also an Israell Intericor Minister

who maligns his fellow Jews and defilies Israeli law.

plo my friends. thelrs i not the way to preserve Judaism.
Judaism has survived best when plurlism is the rythm of Israell scciety.
Where Orthodeosy alone prevalls,. stale repression

fossilized tradition and ethical corruption often hold sway.

This is the danger in Israel itself and iv may parts of the woold.
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Dt where Reform 1s free to chal lenge

to compel thought

too affirm the power of Jewish ethics.

to thhow change against the rusted fortresses of pilpulism & habit
there can be found new energys new lifes healthy competition

and a new vitality

ot just for the Reform Jewish community but for all of Israel.



Let me end as [ began with the assertion of cur essential unity
which has persisted and will continue to presist,
please God. degpite our divergences.,

We allowed for such a diversity even in times when we were endageread
and embattled.

Bhall we not do so today when we are so very much more secure?

We have become a people who need not hunker down into cornformity
for survival's sake.

We can afford to proliferate and to evolve.

Indeed, we must, if we are to survive and grow in creative continaity.

Let us therefore view those words which dencte us in cur marny-—splendored
diversity
= weids like Orthodox. Conservative, Reforms secular. and
arnd what not -
let us regard those gualifving words for what they really ares
adjectives and not nouns.,
The noun is Jew.

WOz

Whaetever we may be, we may bey, but this above all, we are, we are Jews.



Richard Cohen Associates
PUBLIC RELATIONS COUNSEL

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

JEWISH GROUPS, IN COALITION WITH FARM ORGANIZATIONS, LAUNCHING
NATIONWIDE CAMPAIGN TO ALLEVIATE PROBLEMS OF ECONOMIC HARDSHIP,
FAMILY BREAKDOWN AND ANTT-SEMITISM ASSOCIATED WITH FARM CRISIS

NEW YORK -- A nationwide drive to alleviate problems of economic hardship, family break-
down and anti-Semitism associated with the nation's deepening farm crisis was anncunced today
(Wednesday, Oct. 22) by a coalition of farmers' and Jewish organizations.

Appearing together at a news conference were:

Cy Carpenter, president of the National Farmers Union.

David H. Goldstein, executive director of the Jewish Community Relations Bureau of Kansas
City, Mo.

Rabbi Alexander M. Schindler, president of the Union of American Hebrew Congregations.

David Senter, executive director of the American Agricultural Movement.

Gertrude White, national president of Women's American ORT.

The news conference took place at the offices of the Union of American Hebrew Congreg-
ations, 838 Fifth Avenue, in a sukkah —-- the traditional temporary shelter erected during
Sukkoth, the Jewish festival that celebrates the agricultural roots of the Jewish people.
Speaking for the UAHC, Rabbi Schindler declared:

"Judaism teaches a respect for the land and those who till it. It reminds us that the
earth is the Lord's and that those who make it yield its increase are priests, partners of
God in the act of creation.

"We must revere the farmer as much as the scholar, for both do the Lord's work. It is
our solemn obligation to make certain that they will not be denied the fruits of their labor.
We owe them so very much, and our Sukkoth festival, which we celebrate this week, reminds us
of our dependence on them."

In welcoming the efforts of the Jewish groups, Mr. Senter of the American Agricultural
Movement stated: "The involvement of coalitions is essential if there is to be any hope for
the future of family farmers. By standing together we move one stepcloserto solving thiscrisis."

Mr. Carpenter of the National Farmers Union praised the Jewish community for "undertaking
to help us correct the injustice that is being imposed on American farmers. We look forward,"

he said, "to working very closely and effectively together on this and any other issues where

people's rights and dignity are being denied." ,

How the Jewish Community Became Invoived

Mr. Goldstein, whose agency in Kansas City was among the first Jewish groups to help family

farmers, told the news conference: "Initially it was our alarm over anti-Semitic propaganda in-

tended to exploit the frustrations and anxieties of farmers facing economic devastation that
led us to examine rural conditions. In doing so, we learned that thousands of family farmers --
300 a day —-- were being stripped of their land and their livelihood. We also learned of social
instability 1linked to economic stress —- suicides, alcoholism and violence within families.
"For the security of the Jewish community, we felt it necessary to combat this flaring up
of anti-Semitism. And in keeping with our religious tradition and social values. we determined

that we must come to the aid of our rural brothers."

Million-Signature Petition Drive Launched
Mr. White of ORT and Mr. Goldstein announced the launching of a national petition campaign

to Congress calling for an immediate moratorium on foreclosures, which have claimed 300,000

(more)
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farms in nine Midwestern states since 1980. The petition -- copies of which were made public
at the news conference —-- also calls for fair prices for farm products and an emergency assist-
ance program for victims of farm bankruptcies, foreclosures, rural unemployment and business
failures stemming from the farm crisis.

The petition drive will seek one million signatures and will be conducted by the 800 Reform
synagogues of the Union of American Hebrew Congregations and by the 145,000 members of Women's
American ORT's 1,200 chapters, most of them in large urban centers.

Mrs. White explained that, "as the vocational and technical training arm of the Jewish people,
ORT appreciates the importance of productive labor, both as a means of livelihood and because it
cannot be separated from the dignity of the individual or the wealth of society.

"We feel a tremendous affinity for these farm families,” she said.

A Model Program

Women's American ORT, which funded the Kansas City farm crisis project, "sought to create a
model program that could be emulated and joined by other organizations across the country," Mrs.
White said. |

In addition to the petition to Congress, the Kansas City project has included programs to
re-train farmers who have lost their farms, visits to rural areas so that Jewish community leaders
could learn farmers' problems at first hand and letter-writing campaigns to support legislation
aimed at alleviating the farm crisis, she said.

The Women's American ORT leader added: '"The anti-Semitic, racist and extremist groups
exploiting the farm crisis are still relatively small, but their activities are spreading and
are having serious and destructive consequences."

Mr. Goldstein reported some extremist groups in the Midwest were advocating violence
against Jews, blacks, law enforcement officers and public officials. He said such organizations
as Posse Comitatus, Christian Identity, the Populist Party and a group that calls itself The
Covenant, the Sword and the Arm of the Lord were "aggressively spreading their propaganda in
dozens of farm states."

The National Farmers Union president, Mr. Carpenter, noting that federal legislation has
been introduced "to restore economic justice" to farmers, warned that "if fairness and equity
are not provided through government, people in despair will turn to whatever they see as a
necessary course of action." He added: '"History has demonstrated the damage that can result."

UAHC Mobilizing to Help Farmers

Rabbi Schindler, the UAHC president, noted that the organization's forthcoming nationwide
effort grew out of a resolution by the Reform movement's Commission on Social Action in April
supporting steps to alleviate the plight of family farmers. The resolution, terming the rural
economic crisis "the most severe since the Great Depression," urged passage of emergency leg-
islation "that would stem the tide of farm foreclosures, dffer reasonable and immediate debt
relief to farmers in severe economic crisis and address the ongoing social service needs of
farm and rural populations."

The Reform resolution also calls for a "re-examination of United States food and farm
policies to bring about constructive changes that will result in the continued viability of

family farms and rural communities, including a fair market price for farm products."
Noting that Reform synagogues in Kansas, Minnesota and Ohio had already involved their mem-

bers in legislative campaigns and person—to—person meetings with farm groups, Rabbi Schindler -

said the UAHC would urge other Reform congregations acro;s the country to join in this effort.
Toward this end, he said, the UAHC has retained the services of a consultant on farm issues who
is now preparing a manual outlining a Jewish response to the farm crisis.

The Reform leader also reported that the UAHC planned to hold a two-day meeting of syna-
gogues and other Jewish groups in St. Louis early next year to mobilize action on behalf of
family farmers.

Mr. Senter of the American Agricultural Movement declared: "The farm crisis has become a
national crisis affecting everyone —- not just rural families. I am honored to be here with
leaders of the Jewish community as they offer their help and support."

10/22/86 #H#t##H



Soehindlers  Bave the Family Farm
Mews Conference
UAHC . Ococtobey 222 1984

Te begin with and since I am host here as it were
wotld like to welcome vow to this place

Headgauerters of Reform Jewry. . 800 congregations
aveEr L omillicn mesbers through length and bhreadth
I welcome voul paziigglgz}yrto this owr ohapel decorated ss 1t is
with the symbols of Succots the festival which Jews
all over the world celebrate this week

Sukbot celebrates the agricultural roocts of Jewish people

A dominant theme of this festival ls owr dependence on
God, and the interdependernce of humankind.

Morme of us can survive alone.
We depend on the fruitage which many have plmu!wd aed harvested,

—

And therefore 1t is owr duty to give thanks
and to lend our strength to one ancother.
My presence on this podiam is noet just as a dispassionate obhserver
May comse as news to many of my colleagues. but for btwoe vesr s
cf my 1iTe T was & Farmer.

I kEnow what it s to teill day i day oult without swwoesse.
o N,
I know what it is when disease ravages Hfe-s :
and the labors and dreams of vears go down the drain.
S TR Sor thrravte
frd T know what Jt is to be badgered by graln merchants
ard boo worry abrﬁf et L g fhe mnnthly mu?thQH arvicd loan

s
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Of cowrse 1 stand here alsc as a rabbil responding te the admonitions

AT

of our faith.
o S

Judaism teaches a vespect for the land and those who till it
(‘H
Tt reminds us thalt the esorth is the Lord’s and the s b
T 3 o —————— o o % S
make 1t yvield its incvesse are priests, parbners of God 1o the
. .\_\_- A et Te—
act of cresticm.

It enjoins us to vevere the farmsr as much as the scholare
/ iin aanenan SR

———

or both do the Lord’s work.

fAngd so 1t s owr solemn obligeation to stand at the side of
farmers and make tertaln that they will net be denied the frultage
of thelr arducus labor. o =

We ows them so very muach, and cour festival of Booths veminds us
of  owr dependance on them. - *

religious commanity we are saddensd by the devastabion
which has come to the farmers of this land and we sare resclved to
cloe everyihicg o owr powsr btoe &lleviate thelr plight.

We mean to help with more than words.

Ouy congregations in the Mid West have already enlisted
~ = WD RN, ¥ . . . ) -
in the effort to seek remedial legislaticon in their states.
ORTBIL ~ SEBIC ' : |
We have esmployed a special consultant on Farm lssues
too advige ws what else we might to do bhelp. and to
stimalate cuwr congregations on grass-roots level
~ B e
L <t . e sl .
e Fracess - biabe & national petition campalgn
calling on owr government to order immediate morabor lum

T
ar Farm foreolosures., Tt is cuwr determination to
frave 1 o millilcow signatuwres for this campaiagn.
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In this manmer we hope that we cann meet in some small seasure

our indebtedness to the farmers of our land as well

as e duty  as Jews and human beilngs.



Let me conclude by reciting from the litwagy of this festive

SO .

On this day we give thanks for the creative power that pouwrs forth

The earth snd its fulvess s vouwrs, O God. Youw are the seed within the
seed giving it life.

For this we gilve pralise and pledge that more than words shall show
cur thankfulness.

“\

\\He shall cheris the good earth vou have place in our kesping.
We shall share with others the food we have gathered.
We shall help them to harvest the crop rave planted.

Al owe shall labor to mabke this & world where only good s sown
soc that ow harvest may Dbe contentment and peace.
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eedless to say, I am overjoyed to be here, to be with you, to re-embrace you. For a while there, some

months ago, I feared that I might not make it, at least, that I might not be able to return to you and to my
tasks in full strength. But God was good to me and so was Rhea, the mate of my soul, whose resoluteness and
abounding love literally willed me to my present place and state. Boruch rofe choleem. . .blessed be they who
bring healing to the sick.

I am grateful to those who kept our communal home in order during the days of my illness: to Edie
Miller,who managed my office so faithfully, and to that troika of Rothschild, Vorspan and Syme who assumed
responsibilities beyond their many own. They did exceedingly well. I was discomfited by the knowledge that I
am not indispensable, even as I was reassured to know that leadership reins of the Union are in superior
hands.

Of course I am grateful to all the members of this Board of Trustees, for gathering around me during my ill-
ness, for helping to inspire my recovery, and for taking concrete steps to show kindness to me and my family.
We reciprocate your friendship with a full and grateful heart.

This Board meeting is devoted to the theme of Outreach: Retrospect and Prospect. But before I delve into
this theme, I feel compelled to make brief comment concerning those startling events of the day, events that
touch us not just as Americans but as Jews. I refer of course to the Iranian fiasco, Israel’s involvement in it, and
the risk that the Jewish State will be scapegoated for these misadventures.

Our country's outreach to Iran's political moderates might well be justified on geopolitical grounds, and it
demonstrated a compassion for the hostages. But by paying the extortionist's price in weaponry, two essential
principles of American foreign policy were squandered: neutrality in the Gulf War and a hard line against ter-
rorism and against the states that sponsor it.

It was a foolhardy gamble. . . the stakes were too high. And the moment the game was over, the Iranian
players went into hiding, but not before they had pulled the wool over the eyes of our players: three new
Americans were quickly taken hostage to replace the three that had been released. Some players! Some game!

But if all this was sheer folly, and a dealing in deception, the endeavor to divert the Iranian arms-sale prof-
its to the contras was a moral abomination which cannot be mitigated by the claims of a greater compassion or
of a more sophisticated geopolitical understanding. It was but an imperious seizure of power by the President's
men, who arrogantly assumed that they were above the law.

The wisdom of Israel’s involvement can also be questioned, although its response is more plausibly
justifiable. To begin with, America asked Israel to send these arms to Iran, and the requests of so faithful an ally
can scarcely be refused. Israel also hoped to buy safety for Iran's still substantial and endangered Jewish com-
munity. Lastly, Israel, too, has long-term geopolitical considerations at play; it calculates that the Persian na-
tion distant from Israel, yet hostile to the Arabs, is not as great a threat to its security as Iraq. Nonetheless,
Israel was tainted by the blunder of this multi-nation gamble, and the moral authority of its own stance against
state-sponsored terrorism was severely impaired.

Various attempts are now being made to scapegoat Israel for this misadventure. Early on, as the fiasco un-
folded, a White House official declared that dealing with Iran had been Israel's idea in the first instance. At his
first press conference on the subject, President Reagan claimed ignorance of any arms being shipped by a
""third country.” And in an interview which appears in the current issue of TIME magazine, he declared:

Another country was facilitating those sales of weapons systems. They then were overcharging and
were apparently putting the money into bank accounts of the leaders of the contras. It wasn't us fun-
neling money to them. This was another country.

True enough, the President didn't say it was Israel—just maybe he had Saudi Arabia in mind—but everyone

else assumed that he meant Israel, and columns and editorials are appearing across the land demanding to
know just why Israel is given arms by America, when it but turns around to sell them for gain.



What a base canard! What a slanderous malignity! It isn't Jerusalem, but Washington, that has an obses-
sion with overturning the Sandinista regime. In the welter of rumor and fantasy surrounding this affair, one
fact is clear: Israel acted at the behest, with the knowledge, and with the consent of the Reagan administration.
It did so as a faithful ally of our country. To say otherwise is to pervert the truth and to betray a friend.

Alas, our enemies were given further wood for their axes by the several scandals which have been break-
ing about us: the insider trading cases, and the municipal bribery scandals here in New York. Not unlike many
of you, I suppose I found myself turning the pages of newspapers with some desperation, and in the vain hope
of finding at least one non-Jewish name in the listing of those who were or were about to be indicted. Whatever
has happened to the moral fibre of our co-religionists?

Perhaps I am, we all are, too sensitive about such revelations. Certainly, anti-Semitism will not increase
because of them: the anti-Semite victimizes the Jew, and only then finds reason in the Jew's conduct to justify
his foul deeds.

We also ought to remember that critical mass has something to do with it all. Jews predominate in New
York's municipal government. When I lived in Boston, there was a scandal a week at City Hall and those who
were indicted invariably were Irish because so many of the municipal employees were Irish. Similarly, Jews
predominate in the investment banking field; better than eighty percent of all such bankers are Jews, so I have
been informed. Is there any wonder, then, when crooks are found that Jews should be found among them?

All this does not condone their acts, to be sure, nor does it lessen the shame and the pain I feel when I see
our people’s moral state suffer such tragic diminution. Forgotten the injunction that we be exemplars of moral
behavior. Neglected the demand that Jews conduct themselves in such a way that those who see them will say:
behold, the prophets of Israel and their righteousness live in these people, let us come and be like unto them,
let us be a part of their community.

Which brings us full square to the leitmotif of our Board weekend, does it not: Outreach, the enlargement
of our fellowship by being inclusive rather than exclusive, the opening of our communal doors to all who wish
to enter, especially to the intermarried and their children.

Outreach was launched eight years ago, and it is predicated on the assumption that the intermarried have
not ipso facto turned their back on our community; that they don't necessarily wish to stop being Jews; and that
therefore we need not sit shiva over them and regard them as lost to the Jewish people forever. We proposed,
rather, that we develop a variety of approaches to reintegrate them into Jewish life, to encourage the conver-
sion of their non-Jewish spouses, and to effect the Jewish socialization of their children.

I am exceedingly proud of having projected this idea, as well as the resolution on patrilineal descent
which our Outreach program spawned. I am even more proud that you, the leaders of Reform Judaism, en-
dorsed and institutionalized these ideas. You decided that the standard construction tools of Jewish life were
not sufficient for the need, that in order to contend with the very real and the very present danger of Jewish
communal enervation by intermarriage, we would have to lay aside our traditional approaches and tolerate,
and even encourage, some rather unusual activities: to make ourselves known, to make our faith known, to
convert a situation of neglect into one of compassionate embrace.

The toilsome task of implementing these ideas fell to the Commission on Outreach, chaired by our
remarkable friend, David Belin, and representing the combined efforts of the UAHC and the Central Con-
ference of American Rabbis.

Lydia Kukoff is the director and guiding spirit of this commission, and I could not possibly praise her
enough. Under her marvelously able leadership, the conversion curricula were revised to represent Judaism



not only as a set of concepts but as a way of life, as an emotional and not just an intellectual reality. Congrega-
tions were stimulated to integrate Jews-by-choice more effectively into their synagogal lives, to break that
sense of isolation and alienation that is spurred by the absence of a more genuine communal support.

And with the help of her associates, Lydia designed and carefully tested a program called ''Times and
Seasons,'' intended primarily for interfaith couples with unconverted partners. These couples, most of them
unaffiliated, felt stigmatized by lingering attitudes of non-acceptance within the Jewish community; they felt
misunderstood by their Christian families; they felt challenged by the religious yearnings and cultural confu-
sions of their own children. "'Times and Seasons'’ offers them information, guidance, and a forum for the gen-
uine exploration of conflicts and harmonies.

The outstanding success of this program has been revealed in the outpouring of gratitude, continued in-
volvement, and constructive suggestions from participants. Incandescent in its accomplishments, it is now
maturing and reproducing itself; we have forty trained facilitators, a completed manual, and a film that is be-
ing readied for Outreach use and which you will have a chance to preview this weekend.

But our performance cannot be measured solely by specific programs, nor even by the number of families
we have helped individually and regained for our people. It must be measured by the impact which we have
had on the larger American Jewish community.

Here our success has been stunning. We have transformed American Jewry's mindscape. The subject of in-
termarriage is no longer taboo, and the concept of outreach, even conversionary outreach, is no longer a heresy
within the American Jewish community. We have taken the discussion of intermarriage out of the house of
mourning and into the house of study—indeed, into the sanctuary itself. Without condoning intermarriage, we
have recognized its reality and have begun to grapple with it. Hob nit kayn moire wen du host nit kayn andere
breyre—holds a Yiddish proverb—''Don't be afraid when you have no other choice.’” Thus we have counselled,
and the Jewish community listened.

Indeed, not long ago, the last bastion of opposition to the Outreach idea began to topple. Rav Soloveitchik,
the most respected voice of mainline Orthodoxy, in a recently published HADOAR interview voiced what he
himself described as an opinion of revolutionary significance, one that would surely draw the ire and fire of his
own traditional colleagues. And this is what he said:

Regarding the plague of intermarriage, from which the Orthodox have not been saved, it is necessary
to do what the Reform Jews are doing—with, of course, an Orthodox content.
Bravo!

And so, everybody is doing it—the Conservatives, the Reconstructionists, liberal Orthodox groupings,
communal organizations, fund raising agencies—all have accepted our fundamental approach, each in his own
way, nonetheless joined in a kind of Jewish patchwork quilt of outreach which has forever altered the land-
scape and the mindscape of American Jewry.

Not everyone in our midst is pleased by all this. Some feel that our primacy in this sphere has been
diminished, that those who emulated us have now outpaced us and that we are lagging. This simply isn't so.
Here and there, an individual effort may merit recognition as innovative, but institutionally, we remain in
the vanguard. Thus, for instance, the long-heralded JTS Chair on Outreach is still only an idea left aborning.
Contrast that with our efforts: a national director, an assistant, ten regional coordinators—one of them full-
time—and forty trained facilitators for the "Times and Seasons’’ programs. And when others seek guidance
and ideas, they can find them only in our publications and at those historic national conferences convened by
us, but at which every sector of American Jewry is represented.

But what if this weren't so. What if others had bettered our instruction and were now outpacing us. We
would still have reason to rejoice. We claim no monopoly on anything we do. Quite the contrary. We want



others to follow those newer directions which we deem needful. We cannot possibly do the job alone. It is our
task, rather, to be a prod, a goad to American Jews, ever to spur them on today in Outreach, as we did yester-
day in religious action, and before that in liturgical reform, and in the struggle to gain full equality for women
in the religious life.

Now this does not mean that we should ride at anchor and be content to stay where we are. And so I wish
to make some modest programmatic suggestions tonight, proposing newer emphases within the realm of
Outreach, whose proper implementation will require the approval and the cooperation of this Board.

I would like to see our movement turn with a greater determination towards the children of interfaith
families, to try to win them for Jewish life and the Jewish future. There are probably half-a-million such
children in the U.S., and far too many are reared in a manner in which two religions are blurred together so
that neither comes into focus. '’"We will expose them to both religions,'’ explain the parents. ''Once they grow
up they will make their own decision.”” Such a democratic sentiment usually represents a side-stepping of
parental responsibility, a postponement of the parents’ own most difficult decision on how to shape their off-
spring's religious identity. I empathize greatly with these difficulties, especially in cases of devout but separate
religious identities within a marriage. We must realize, however, that such indecisiveness or indifference often
results not in an open-minded, but a two-headed child, not in one who is versed and comfortable in two tradi-
tions, but one who will eventually mutter: ''A pox on both your houses."

Perhaps some of you read about an association of such children, now adult, who call themselves ''Parveh,"
neither fish nor fowl, neither Christian nor Jew, and their badge is a medallion emblazoned with a magen David
on the one side, which, when turned around, becomes a St. Christopher's medal.

Young children crave certainty and a sense of belonging. An uncertain, ''mixed’'' religious upbringing
destroys those very elements of the religious life that appeal to young people. Think of it—of your own Jewish
identities, without rich childhood memories, memories of belonging deeply embedded in the soul. Where
would you be, what would you be, without that original magic, without the memory of Eden?

We must provide those memories for as many children of interfaith couples as we can, that is, if we are
serious about retaining or regaining them for our people. Specifically, I would like you to call on our congrega-
tions to suspend those rules which restrict religious school to the children of Temple members, and to admit
the children of unaffiliated mixed married couples, without charge, provided those children have not been
promised to either religion and their parents belong neither to a synagogue nor a church. I do not speak here of
an open-ended free service that will somehow deprive our congregants of limited resources. I speak rather of a
two-year rule suspension that will reap profits more surely than any other investment.

I know that this proposal will raise many hackles, even more questions. Why pay dues? Why be more con-
cerned about not yet Jewishly committed children than those who are?

Somehow we will have to overcome these objections and lift the vision of our congregants beyond the
walls of their own synagogues and to see the wider need. Perhaps we should learn some tricks from our com-
petition—from the drug peddlers and the cultists. They always entice with a free taste; they don't wait first for
parental encouragement. We cannot afford to be more ceremonious and more parsimonious in our approach to
the problems of intermarriage.

More to the point, the approach which I endorse has been tried and it works. Rabbi Steven Foster of Con-
gregation Emanuel of Denver, Colorado has developed and implemented such an 'open door’ policy in his
superb ''Stepping Stones to a Jewish Me'' program. Steve is really a remarkable rabbi, unusually gifted and
persevering. His is the only congregation in the land that has a full-time outreach worker on the temple staff.



Because I respect him so much, I will not steal his thunder. He will tell us about his program in some detail
tomorrow. Suffice it to say, that it is preeminently successful. Close to forty percent of the interfaith families
affiliated with the congregation during the first year. It was their entry point into the synagogue, their means to
opt into Jewish life. And their children will be Jews. Not so marginally noted, Rabbi Foster made this program
a community-wide venture and received funding from the Denver Federation to operate ''Stepping Stones.'’

Be that as it may, there is the program that I want to see extended nationally. This is the success that I want
to see reproduced. For as Theodor Herzl wrote of the Chanukah menorah which we will kindle just a few
weeks hence:

When there is but one light, all is still dark, and the solitary light looks melancholy. Soon it finds one
companion, then another, and another. . .

Herzl also noted that ''the light comes first to the young. .."

I want to see the light kindled as well in our camps and our youth groups. Here, too, we need to provide a
""guest pass'’ to the children of unaffiliated interfaith families.

We ought to open our tours to Israel to children of intermarriage, and raise the scholarship funds required
for this purpose.

I ask you to authorize our youth and camp committees to effect these programs. We should not ask of our
congregations what we do not first demand of ourselves.

Lastly, I call on our Outreach Commission and its talented staff to devote some thought and develop ex-
perimental programs in a still untried, untouched realm. I speak of an approach to "‘adult’’ children who are
the products of intermarriages of long ago. I speak of the "'parvehs’’ now, of those adults who have not quite
recovered from their childhood, from the intense stigmatization and spiritual confusion to which intermarried
families were subjected. More than any other group, these survivors of old-fashioned prejudices are lost, deep-
ly alienated from a religious or communal identity. They are therefore deeply isolated, beyond our easy reach,
and yet we must strive to reach them. That requires patience, caring, and respect. It demands that we learn to
speak our language of outreach simultaneously to the adult, and to the child within that adult. We must be
willing to reckon with the hurts of the past, as well as the hopes for the future.

I believe that eight years of creative exploration of the concept of outreach have prepared us practically
and emotionally for taking the next step: that we are ready like Jacob in Egypt—when he placed his hands on
the heads of Ephraim and Manasseh—to bestow our blessing on the children of intermarriage. In so doing, we
will come ever closer to the fulfillment of the Outreach idea:

® to be missionaries for Judaism,
® to assist in the active conversion of the unchurched,
* to embrace those seekers after God who come to our door.

Have we the resources to be so bold? Are we, by going out on a limb, forgetting to nurture the roots and the
trunk of Reform Judaism?

Jack Stern, surely one of our generation's most beloved and respected rabbis, sounded this caution in his
elegant Rabbinic Conference address last June. ''The success of Outreach,’’ he said, '‘should not deflect us
from an essential purpose of our movement, which is to help Jews grow up with a sense of their own Jewish
connections and with their own Jewish convictions."

Jack’s caution is well taken. We cannot be distorted in our response to the many and disparate needs of our
pluralistic community. There must be a balance between those programs which focus on the inner core of
Jews, and programs addressed to those who stand at a greater distance.



Right now, just under five percent of the Union's budget is devoted to Outreach. All the rest goes to youth
activities and to camping and to religious education and to religious action, and all those many other valuable
programs designed to enrich the core. It is a reasonable balance, I think, although, to be sure, our total program
including Outreach would be considerably advanced were more material resources made available to us.

Fear not, Jack, ""Outreach' is not overwhelming the Union's other vital concerns. ''Inreach’’ is by far our
raison d 'etre as an organization. Outreach may be making headlines, but inreach is writing volumes, inscribing
a Jewish identity in the hearts of thousands of Jewish children.

Let it be remembered also that the two forms of "'reaching'’ are not in opposition. Almost invariably, when
we succeed in touching the non-Jewish partner of an intermarriage, we bring the Jewish partner of that mar-
riage much closer to the core. And by engaging in the process, we transform ourselves. We become better Jews.

Harold Schulweis defined the outreach-inreach dynamic perfectly when he wrote:
Something happens to the student who is called upon to teach. Something happens to the Jew who is
asked to explain the character of his tradition to one outside the inborn circle. . . knowing how to
answer is as important to the Jewish responder as it is to the non-Jewish questioner.
Let us therefore think of this not as an arm-wrestle, but as an embrace of Torah scrolls, not as a tug of war, but
as a push-and-pull effort to elevate Reform Judaism, prophetic Judaism, to new heights. Then will we be a visi-
ble beacon on this troubled American landscape and in this bewildered, frightened world.

= N



Bohindlers

Milton 8. Eisenhowsr Symposiam
FMeligion and Politios:

The Separaticon of Chuwroh and State
Johns Hopkins Unidversity

Ootober, 1986

It is & delight te be here, and to participate in this symposium.
Let me confess to a measure of awe which fille me in this place.
After alls I am only a preacher
and preachers ave far more at home in the pulplt
than they are on the lectwe platform of a university.
especially when that university is as great and as
itllustricus as is Jobns Hopkins.,
1 am alsc flattered to have my name asscciated with that of Milton &,
Eisenhowar in whose honor this lectuwreship was gstablished
Dy Filsenhowsr was a public servant of the first ranks
a statesman of uncommorn abilities,
an educator who taught not just as books enable

but also by the example of his life.

The subject before us. &8 you know. is
"Religicn and Politics: The Separation of Church and State.,”
I was asked to address this theme from the perspective
of the Americarn Jewish commanitys
with particular reference to such issues as abortion

school praver, and Mew Right Christian Fundamentaliam.






I suppese [ cught to begin by reminding vow that American Jewry

ie scarcely a monistic grouping whoese adherents are of one
mived ldeclogically snd politically.

We are a pluralistic community holding & wide variety of views.

Indeed, we are well bEnown For cur disputaticousness.

We argue with one ancther passionately.

We even dare argue with God.

Stills on the issue of Churoh and HBtate a broad
concensus obbtains o ouwr midst.

In unites wus as few other subject dos eveking & response as earnest

as is owr concern for Terael.

Consider the last Fresidential electicn, Lf you will.
O the scale of sympathy for Israel, Fonald Reagan vanked mach Bigher
tharn his opponent Walbter Mondales
the latter cavvied the double burden of Jesse Jackson and
Timmy Oarter
whilst the Fresident, during his fivset term in offices
Fad been singularly supportive of the Jewish State.
In conseguences just pricr toe the Republican Conventlion that summer
pells indicated that for the very first time in history
& majority of the Jewish electorate was prepared to vote

for the Republican incumbent.
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Bt then came Dallas where the Fresident charged that those
whioo apposes prayver o bthe school wesre against religion.
In Dallas, too, the electronic preachers appeared toe dominate
the party cormventlion.
They claimed ready access bto the oval office. even whilse they
virtually declared that God Almighty was & Republican.
v the face of all this, American Jews gquickly swang "rouand
and ran from Feagan.
Church and State, rather than Isvasl, was the pivotal ilssue for Jews

in that historic election.

There simply is no dowbt about it
The separation clause is a "gubt issue" for American Jews.
We hold this principle to be ouwr fundamental protecticon, the wltimate
ground of that unigue freedom which we Jews have experienced hevre.
Evervwhere else in ow wanderings we suffered persecution —— never herve
In all cther countries there was an established faithi
Fresve bhers Was mores,
and heve., in thisz blessed America,. we were able to stretob
curselves to the very limit of cw talent and aspiration.
That is why we prize the Firvst Amendment as the very

cornerstone of owr liberties in this land.

But note. and note well., that we veverence the Bill of Rights not only
hecause of owr historic experience
but alse because of cur love for Judaism and ite value system.
Our celebration of the separation principle doess not stem.
as some have Talsely charged,

from a secular humanist antipathy to religion.



O the conbrary.

e regard owr faith as too precious to be tvivilislized and voalogae ized
as & playbthing of politicians.

We believe that strict separation has protected bthe integrity.
the independence, the vitality of all religicons in America
e gy @i it left them free to oviticize the government

and to speak truth to power.

Which brings me Tull sguare to the very first peint I want toe mabke
concerning owr attitude to Mew Right Christian Fundamentalism.

We uphold the vight of fundamentalist preachers
to speak out on public poelicy.

We do not see the Firet Amendment &s precluding a pelitical
irvolvemnsnt by the religicus community.

Indeed, the right to such an involvement s secwed by the Free

Excercise clause of that Amendment iteself.

The constituticon may reguire a high degree of separation betwesn
church and stabte.
But at the same time 1t presumes & high degree of interaction
petween religicus values and the values undergivding
American sceoieby.
Ao Jefferson said.
"The liberties of a nation carmmot be secuwred when we have

removed their only firm basis...a connection in the minds
of the pecple that their liberties are the gift of G .
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We Jews certainly olailm the vight to spesk up on lssues of
public concern, and we do so with a passion.
Wes therefore. camict and will not deny that right to others.
howsver divergent thelv views.
IF Sohindler can hold forth on nuclear disarmament and economic justice
why then Fat Robertson has every right toe take the stump
for praver in the public schools

ever as Cardinal O Cormnmor bas the right to invelgh agsinst abortion

The public debate is emriched when different groups bring theily
divergent moral perspectives to bear on the issues of the day.
Evern sc has the Christian Right vefooused cwr abttention on concerns
we had neglected:
the detericration of the family.
ared the debassemsnt of sex

amg the indiscriminate permissiveness of cowr scoiety.

Morne of these lssues has ever eveoked an appropriate moral ve

by the liberal Jewish community - and we might as well admit it.

If this be sc., then what is owr problem with the Christian Right?

Te begin with, we find the scope of its agenda to be
entirely to narrows
ethically inadeguate

urfaithful to the fullness of religlous witness.,



Mayvire my own conceptlon of religion is at fault.
but I canncet understand how an agenda that calls ltself religious
could have opposed our government’s ratification of the

Gencoide Convention to the very last breath.

I carmoet understand how & religlious agenda can concern Ltself
almest exclusively with personal rather than with public morality,
more with what happens in the privacy of the bedroom

tharn with what bappens in owr wban ghettoes.

I camnot understand bow & o

Adgicus agenda can identify itself
with a particular economic theory

- learly secuwlar in its essential natuwre -

which leaves 1t up to Geoed to take cave of boxic waste dunps
and rent gouging.

arich weemp byment s

and equal pay for women.

and all those other scarcely self-correcting by-products of
rigid lalssex-~falve approachs
the approach that the religicus right has elevated into an

article of faith.

Ard finmallys while I will yield to ne one in my love for this land
for which I fought and bled
I camict understand how those who speak in the name of a veligion
that claims adherents in every corner of owr world
can nonetheless be so narvowly nationalistic

as to atiain to a bhlatant chauvenism.



The embrace of the Thristian right ls scarcely global.
Ite preschemmts opposing nueleasr dissarmamnent and Favoring the
enlargemnnt of America’s nuolesr capacitys
make it almost impeessible for me toe believe
that the move traditiconal Christian guest for peace
e ik as expressed in the Cathoelic Rishops Fastoral Letter

o Nucleasr Disarmenet

ensrged from the same Holy Soriptures in woorship of the same Lovrd.

Forgoetten is the injunction aboulbt “turning the other cheebk™to
corie T E @Temnles.

Mo ivspiration is devived from God's promise to Moah
epalad by the rainbow sign
that God would never ageain destroy the earth.

Foreign policy decision are made with with an eve toward
ar approaching Armageddon.

Every act of every opponent of Sceviet influence is justified
including dictatorships and death sguads and grinding pover by
arnd aparitheld and evern nueclesr brinkmanship.

311 these appear condoned if not blessed by the Christiao vight,

It is & puzzlement!

* S E

Mow while there may be some or even many Jews in this audience
who disagree with one or another of my views implicit

in this critigues

few here will disagree when I say that the Amevican Jewlsh commuandty
most perturbed about the fact that the Christian vight has made

"prayer in public school & centerpiece of its national agernda.

i



We are exceedingly sensitive on this subjiesct
and the reasson is not far o sesebs

We see the public classroom as the basico element of cwr demooracy.
the prime instroment for mabing one nation out of many.

It is the public school that has forged thoese values of self-respect
and respect for obthers,
that has made owr country great and owr people strong.

Grnd that 1s so because every child in that classcoom s eguals
hecause ne student is sepsarated from bis fellow because bhe

worships a different God or prays in a different bongue.

Evern the slightest chip in that wall separating chwfh and state

evokes our andious concerve and properly so.

For instances couwld there be anything more innocucus than the
"egual access" program adeopted by Congress & vear or s ago’

It sesmned so harmless!

America’s secondary schools were to be opened to a wide variety
of religicus activities.

Everything was to be voluntary, nething requived.

Yet look at what has happened throughout the land.
inm Illinois. the Jews for Jesus established chapters in various
high schools.
v one West Coast community the Moonies asked for egual time and spad

In ancther it was the American Mazi FParty.
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O Long Tsland so omany cwlits and missionary groups competsd for
avallable vescurces that despaiving school officials recommencded
the eliminaticon of all extra-curricular activity.
including sports - just to get cut from uander.

Mext thing vou know, Lowils Farakkban will ask for high school space

too spew his venow —~ in the name of his Black Maslim sect.

Thus it is that the Amgvican public school system threstens bto bheoome
a battleground for competing sectarian interests.

Ard this is why we Amsrican Jews will continwe mest vigovously
to resist every effort to breach the separating wall

especially in the vealm of public educatiorn.

We are certainly opposed to the granting of federal aild to
parochial schools.
We believe with Jefferson that
"hoo compel & man to Furnish contributions of money for the
propagation of opinicns which he dishelieves is sinful and
byvanmical v
We believe with Madison that taxation for religicus purposes would
"destroy that moderaticn and harmony which the forbearance of our
laws to intermeddle with religicn has produced among its
several secbs.”
frd we believe with John F.o Fernedy
"in oan America where...ne church scheoeol is granted any public
funds or political preference.”
These basic principles of American freedom are imperiled today

by fundamentalist groups and some government officials whycose & ldm

is nothing less than to advance their sectarian purposes by

ra-writing the laws of this land.



We will counter these aims relentlesslya
@VET &8s wWe are opposed bto the teaching of "oreationism”
and to the censcrship of texts
and to the display of religious syobols on school propec by
amd to the intreoducticon of praver in the schools

aroary of its endless legislative variatlons.,

We will counter such efforts, lest the separating wall orusble and
burn into & moat where the sharks of religiocous hatved

thrash abeut and sharpen thelr teeth for victims.

Ahorticon is ancther centerpiece on the table of the Christian Right.
aned o bhis subject tocos the American Jewish community finds
iteelf substantially on the copposite side of that
sl -sear ing debate.
Most American Jews hold to the propoesition that women or thelr families

have the vight to terminate pregnancy.

It is a vight that is net granted casually by cwr traditions
Feverence for life is central to Judsiss no less than it is
e Christianity.
And s Judaism vegrets abovtion in mest clvoumstances.
bt by oo means o oall.
in every case

aver when, for examples 1t is the result of vape or incest.



Jewish theclogy, moveover, does not regacd the fetus as & belng

apart from the mother, but rather as fully & part of her.

Judaism alse affivrms & kind of principle of development
that assigns a greater worth to that which s actualized
cver that which s merely latent or potential.

In ather words, the life and hesalith of the moither

takes precedence over the potential life of the fetus.

I I am not mistakeny, traces of & like dectrine can be percelved
iy Uhristian theologys
from St. Augustine to Teldlhard de Chardin.

They too saw veality in terms of a becoming, assigning an ever

greater worth to that which is more fully realized.

What I am really trying to say s that perhaps the twoe positicons

public debate might lead one to believe.
Certainly noe belileving Jew
- civern Judalsms solemn commitment to life's sanctity -
can take comfort in the knowledge that we live in a society

in which better than a million aborticns take place each yvear.

Hegel was right: the greatest orises in buman history are
it those of vight verses wrongs
but those of right versus vight.

CBut that is not the way it is percelved by zealots

with all their firve and fanaticism.
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Be &ll this at it may, aborticon remalns & cwrrent issue
that divides the Christian Right as well as Oatholicism

From the Smeriloan Jewlsh commuanity.

Now the fact that we are oppoesed to this or that aspect
of the Moral Majority manifesto doess nobt resally goe to the
oot of ouwr distrust of the Christian Right
e cppose many other groupings on & variety of lssues.
Yet we don’t held these groupings suspect.
We don™t refuse to cooperate with them on lssues of common Covoey o

We den™t fret and fume about them &s we do with the religious right.

Chur alarm is incited not by the substance, but vather by the manner
i which those whe seek to inject sectarian values into
the public sector advance thelr agenda.

There is entirely too much hyperbole.

Everyithing is cast in apeccalypbic terms,
as a struggle betwsen good and evil, bebween God and satan,

between the forces of light and of darkness.

Thus those whoe faver the BEgual Rights Amendment for Women
are labelled "anti-family."

And those whe insists on egual vights for homosexuals
are called "perverits.”

frd those who oppose school prayer ave dencunced as "anti-Ohrist, "

and those who believe in abortion are designated "murderers,”

"the Mazi like perpetrators of ancther holocaust.”
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This kind of language smacks of a MocCarthyism veborns
mew wearing colerical robes.
This kind of language alsce vicolates the bounds of & reasonable
demcoratic discouwrse.,
in effect, it forecloses such & discourse,
for if a pelitical opponent is misguided or even stupid,
e can be dealt with in the market place of ideas.
But when he iz labelled immoral and & sivoner, the case can be made

that he does not deserve to be in the debate at 11,

There is alsce too great a tendency among these groups to invobke
the name of God in order to sanctify thelr pesitions.

This troubles me on theologicosl grounds.

I realizes of course, that Christian sinisters draw on Boriptuwre
For inspivations
that they believe the RBible to ke the revealed word of God.

I respect these beliefs, and I admire the steadfastness with which

they turn to the Bible for guidance to make thelv life decisions.

But can we really know Bod®s will on all the issues facing owr nation?
Can any being of flesh and bleood know with & certainty what
God Almighty wills on a particular poelicy matter?

Surely that is a knowledge which nelther Christian nor Tt

however learned or picus, has the right toe claim!

13



Some time agos Henator Fenenedy made a similar poeint when he ashed
respect "for the independesnt judgment of conscilence.”
Me saids
"Those who proclaim moral and religous values can offer
moral counsel. but they should oot casually treat & position
iy & public lssue as a test of fealty to faith.”
Illustarting the problem, the Senator gquoted Jerry Falwell's own
statemnsnt to the effect that

Prho stand against Israel iz to stand against God."

Sadd Fernmedys
"Theve is no ong in the Benate who has stood more fivrmly for
Israsl than I have. Yet I do oot deubt the faith of thoese
o the other side. Thelr ervor is not one of religions bul
gf policy.”

The senator’s example is well chosen.

Many congressional leaders who recelived extremely bhigh sarks

e bhe "movality index” published by the Christian Volce
hecause of their conservative position on suoch "holy” soabjects
as gun control and US relaticons with Zimbabwes,
have only mediccre i not poor vobing records on ITsrael.
Where they saints on some lssues and simers on others?

Did their religion lapse on the AWALs vote?

Surely not.

Surely they had other consideraton that came into play.
such as the extension of US influence in the Middle East
and the dampening of Syrilan power s

and the need to recapture petro-dollars.

14



I this be scy it s & confessicon that the AWALs sale was a complicated
matber that lovolwved many considerations all at once.
And AT that confessionis made, 1t must apply as well
toe domestic gun control
arnd to US relaticons with Scubth AFrica
arnd all of theose other lssues which the Christian Right

crowns with the halo of divine approval.

The hazard —— indeed the blasphemy -—-
of proclaiming "God's will" on specific issues 1s well

demonstrated by Senator Hemnnmedy s illustrative example.

Smerican Jews are obvicusly much discomfited by efforts
to Christianize Americas

to make this a vepublic vuled by Christ.

Early along the way of his pelitical career.

Falwell called for a Christian Bill of Rights.
HMe declareds:

"omeyica was founded by Godly men whoe had in omind
gatablishing & republic net only Christian in nature
but & republic designed to propagate the geospel worldwide,”

ard the Rev. Pat Robertson had this to says

“The Constitution of the United States is a marvelous

instrument for self-govermment by Christian people. But

the minute yvouw turn it inte the hands of non Christian people...
they can use it to destroy the very foundations of our wods ety .



Since then both be and Jerry Falwell have medified their
language and they they now speak of the need to restore
Judeo-Uhristian valuess in our society.
Btillsy the suspicion persists that they really wish to promote
a Fundamentalist Christian America which will excluade

all those who are not "borr-again.”

Orly last summer, just a few months ago. after hils initial succoess

i silgning up precinct candidates in Michigans

Fobertson sent out & letter sayving:

UTHE CHRISTIANS HAVE WON. .. .What & breakthrough for the Fingdom!”
Subsequently he averred that Christians "feel more strongly

about patrictism, love of God, love of country” than any one

elas.,

How shall we interpret all this?
How can we read this as anything other than an endeaver to excluds

non-Chiristians from the poelitical process.

It is in this context that I commented some vears agts
in words that were later misinterpreted to imply that I deem
the Christian Right to e anti-Bemitic.

I osaid no such thing.

16



What I did say, and vepeat, is bthis
veethat the extrems and absclutistic language of the Cheistian
Fight "creates a climate of opinion which is hestile to veliglous
tolerance. Such & climate...is bad for civil liberties. for
Frumar rights. for interfaith understandings and for muatual
respect among Americans. .. Therefores it is also bad for Jews. ...
I do noet accuse Jerry Falwell and Balley Bmith of deliberately
inciting anti-Semitism. But I do say, that thelr preachments
have an inevitable efect. Jerry Falwell tells ws that only one
brand of pelitics is acceptable to God, and Bailey Bmith tells
ws that only omne brand of belilever is acceptable to Ged. Tt is
v wonder then that those who hold different poelitical views
should be branded "satan” and thoese who hold different religilous
beliefs shouwld becoms the vicitms of vandals....”

That s what I szald and I stand by every word.

The health of the American process demands civility, temperateness

and a genuine respect for divergent views, even 1f these views

invelve a divergent interpretaticon of Bovipture.

Mow I don®t believe that there is anvone in the American Jewish
community whoe fears that Fat Robertson will prevail
it his ambiticon to becoms the chilef defendey
of owr Constituation.
Fut we are concerned that the vision of the Christian Right

will become the reality of this naticon.

True, thiroughout cur history as a nations we have heard
wutremist and nativist veices clamering for the Christianizing
of Amevica.
But never before were these voices amplified by the bully pulpit

cof the White House.
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Far worses. the Bill of Rights, indeesd, the entirve Constitubions
relentlessly assaulted by the bizarve briefs of the
Justice Deparibment.
ook at what the press reported only this morning.
The Attorney General of the United States has just declared
that the High Couwrt’s interpretations of the constitution
are NOT the suprems law of the land
that they are binding only on the parties to the suit
that other peopley including government officials
ahiculd feel free to be guided by thelr cwn reading of

constitution.

What dangevous nonesense this!

What an invidicus perversion of the democratic process!

What an invitation to anarcohy and chaos!

Arwe we to remalin a natlion under the laws or a nation vuled by

wilfull men?

Lhie

The prattle and the badgering of Attorney General Meese undermines

the very foundation sof owr sociebty.

Srd look what is happening to owr courts!
Our judiciary
e braditiconally the gusrdian of the constitution -~
ie enfeebled by new appointments which reflect
narvow ideclicgical ohsessions.

This is what agitates the American Jewish Commard by .
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Py friends, we live - togethsr - it & breathtaking era.

Daily we gasp in wender at the petential of owr inventiveness)

daily we bhold owr bveath for fesr of estincbion.
Frobing ethical guestions press for an answer.
Daily, we are compelled to judge whether this or that technologioal
invention is a Towesr of Habel or & Jacebs ladder,

whether swords or plowshasres should be used to bhresk the

chains of human misery around the worlds

whether to visk peace or to risk wses

whether to bolster or take apart the boundaries and walls

that both divide and protect us.

The millenium is appreaching and we are each bholding & stoep watoh.

The Five billicnth human being was born on earth this swmmer

accerding to computer estimates

------ and we are each its parent.

This is the religicus truth, common to all faiths, that confronts us

at this crossroad of human historys

that we are all one.

This is the truth that we must recognize in life, lest it be imposed

upen ws in o a grim and total holocaust.
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It is less chuwroh and state that we need to unite today.
thav chuwreh and chureh and state and state.
Tt ds nobt Soriptuwre set in stone that we nesed to wheelbaryrow
from church to office to school to home.
It is the living, breathing word of God,
with echoes and overtornes and constant simaltanecus bramslation

that we need to be carryving in owr hearts and minds.,

Ae oa religlious leader, I should not have to waste precious time
stragaling to protect or prove the integrity of my faith
and the faith of my children.
I shouwld be spending that time holding council with other religious
leadars.,
each from beneath his own vine and fig tree

i full secuwrity and full bhumility.

Let us acknowledge that we are all petiticoners to
rather than spokespeople for the Almighty.
Let us attribute cwr religicus differences to the unknowability
of God's sssence
—e oy 1F that evades cur common consent, let us attribute
cur differences to human fallibility -~

and then emhbirace that fallibility as the seedbed of creativity.



We aproach the millenium.
Ouwr country alveady has one foot iv the 2lst Century.
It ds & century of suwrvival and vrenewal.
We must be brave nows and secure encough to take the nest
progressive step
== Lo walk humbly with cwr God into the Tuture.

nat to stumble awbkwardly back towards an improbable past

while smashing the institutions of democracy on our way.

If the roof that arcghes over these United States of AGmerica has

battered by the elements.

if the past three decades of scoclial modernizeation have produced

a Tew leaks.

then let us repsair the voof with &ll owr sundry btools and skhills.

But let us leave the kevstoness of the house intact.
et us bubtbtress them
ey Comstbitubtion and ouwr BLI1L of Rights -
For there s noe Fiemer feundation for scclial progress

and social harmory Ao the modern woreld.
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Milton B
Feligion and Folitlics:

Thies Uhureh and
Jobis

Bwmproes Loum

Do hobeyr

It is & delight to be heres, and to participate in this symposium.,

Let me confess to a measure of awe which fills me in this ple

Sfter alls I am anly & preascher
and preachers are Tar more at home in the pulpit

e platform of & universlity.

than they are on the lectw
especially when that university is as great and as

Pllustricus as is Jobhns Hopkins.

1 am also flattered to have my name assccliated with that of MLl

homor this lectureshi

Eilseniiomar

a public servant of the first rark,

Uy Eisenhowsr

a shtatseman of uncommon abilities.

arn sducator who taught not just as gypain L

bt alsc by the sxample of his life.
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Foalitics: The Separaticn of Church and Btate.'

there from the pasrspective

as abortiar.




Eut then came Dallas where the Fresident

who oppose praver in the school were sgainst religion.

In Dallas. toos the electronic preachers appearsd to dominate
the party convention.
They claimed ready access to the oval office. even while they
virtually declared that God Almighty was & Republican.

"

In the face of all this, American Jews gquickly swang "rooond
avdd ran Trom ReEagar.

Church and States rather than Israsl, was the pilvotal ilssue for Jews

in that historic slection.

Theve simply is no doubt about it:
The separaticon clause iz a "gut issue" for American Jews.
We hold this principle to be our fundamental protection, the witimate

groeund of that unigue freedom which we Jews have experienced bere.

Fyarvehere elss in owr wanderinos we suffered EEYT
¥ 7

G E T

In all cther countries there was an established faithi

and here. in this bhlessed America, wse were able bo tretoh

i

curselves to the very limit of cur talent and aspicaticn.
That iz why we prize the Flrst Amendment as the very

cornerstoans o

cur liberties in this land.

But rmiote. and note waell, that we reverence the vl ly

hecauwse of owr historic experien

but also because of cur love for Judaism and its

Our celehration of the separation principle dogs not

SE g hHave Talsely chargeds
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i
i

scular humanist antipathy to religion.
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Jews certainly claim the right to sped

and we do =o with a

public concerns

ey therefore., cannot and will not deny that

Fowesver divergent thelv views.

I Schindler can hold forth on nuclear

why then Fat Robertson has every right t

for praver in the public schools

EVETT AE Cardinal 07 Conmcr has the vight
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The embrace of the Christian vight il scarcely global.
Ite preachemnts opposing nuclear disarmament and Tavoring the
enlargemnt of America’s nuclear capacltys
make it almost impossible for me to believe
that the more traditiconal Christian guest for peace
—— smuch as expressed in the Catholic Rishop’s Fastoral Letter
an Muclesr Disarmengt -

emerged from the same Holy Socriptures in worship of the same Lovrd.

Forgetten is the injunction about “turning the cother cheek™to
o’ s @nenles.,

Mo inspiration is derived from God's promise to NMoab
sealed by the rainbow sign
that God would never ageain destroy the sarth.

Toreign pelicy decision are made with with an eye toward
ar approaching Armageddorn.

Every act of evervy cpponent of Soeviet iﬁ%lu@ﬁce iwmo osustified
ipcluding dictatorships and death sguads and grinding pover by

and aparitheild and even nuclesr brinkmanship.

411 these appear condeonsd F oot ble vy bhe O

It is & puzzlement!

Mow while there may be sone or @

= many Jews in this awdisnce
who disagres with one or another of my views impliclt
in this critigue,

Few here will disagree when I that the American Jewlsh commind by s

most perturbed about the Tact that the Christian viabht b

in public school & centerplece of its national




On Long Island so many cults and missicnary groups competed for
available vesources that despairing school officials recommended
the elimination of all extra-curricular activity.
including sports —— just to get cut from under.

Mext thing vou know. Louls Farakkban will ask for high school spece

to spew his venow — in the name of his Black Muslim sect.

Thus it is that the Amevican public school system threatens bto bex

a battleground for competing sectarian interests.
And this is why we American Jews will continue mest vigovously
o resist every effort to breach the separating wall

sepecially in the realm of public education.

We are certainly opposed to the granting of federal aid to
parochial schools.

We beliseve with Jefferson that
"o compel a man to furnish cnntribﬁtiuhﬁ of movey for the

propagation of opinicns which he dis
tyranmical .

#lieves i1s sinful and

He believe with Madison that taxation for rveliglous purposes would

tdestroy that moderation and harmony which the forbe
lawes to intermeddle with veligion has produced among its

ot o

e Ay 3 = i saie i e 1
sevaeral sects.

S e jeve with Jobhn Fu

L
b

iy oan America where...no church scheol is granted any public
funds or political preference.

These basic principles of American freedom are imperiled today

by fTundamentalist groups and some government of

£

s noething less than to advance thelr sectarian

- PR B - pou e fo 3 g o vam aeed
e A b Ivig bhe laws of this land.
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Jewish thecology, morecver, does not regard the fetus as a being

apart Trom the mother. but rather s&s fully a part of her.

Judaism alsc affirms a kind of principle of development
that assigns a greater worth to that which is actualized
cver lhat which is merely latent or potentisl.

In other wordss the life and health of the mother

takes precedence over the potential life of the fetus.

I I am not mistakens traces of a like deoctrime can be perceived
i Christian theologys
from Bt. Augustine to Tellhard de Chardin.

They too saw veality in terms of a becoming. assigning an ever

greater worth to that which is more Tully resliz

Whiat I am really trying to say is that perhaps the twoe positions
are really not so far apart &s the ntensity of the
public debate might lead one toe believe.
Cartainly no belie?ing Jew
—-— given Judailsms solemn commitment to life's sanctity —-

can takes comfort in the knowledge that we live in a sociasby

i which better than a million abortions take pl

MHegel was vight: the greatest crises in human history are

et those of vight versus wrong

-

but those of right versws right.
CBut that is not the way it is perceilved by zealots

with all their fire and fanaticism.
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Thizs kind of language smacks of a MoCarthyism rebarv
oW wearing clerical robes.

This kind of language alsc viclates the bounds of & reasonable
demccratic discourse.

In effect, it forecloses such & discoursea,
for if a political opponent is misguided or even stupid,

e can be dealt with in the market place of ldee

deas .,

Hut when he 1e labelled immoral and & sinner. the

i

ase can bhe made

that he does not deserve to be in the debate st &l11.

There i1s alsc too great a tendency among these groups to livvoke

the name of God in order to sanctify theilr pezitions.

me on theologicsl grounds.
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iz of courses, that Christian miniﬁtﬁrs dirsaan o Boripturs
for inspiration,
that they believe the RBible to be the revealed word of God.
I respect these beliefs. and I admire the steadfastness with which

they turn to the Bible for guidance to makse

But can we really know God’s will on all the

ary being of flesh and blood b with &

chalvity whiat
God Almighty wills on a particular policy matter?
Surely that is a knowledge which nelther Christian noor Tl
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learned or pilcus. has the right to claim!
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If this be sas it iz a confessicon that the AWALs sale was & complic
matter that involved many considerations all at once.
And 1T that confessionis made, 1t must apply as well
to domestic gun control
and to US relaticns with South Africa
and all of those other lssues which the Christian Right

crowns with the halo of divine approval.

The hazard —— indeed the blasphemy -—-
of praclaiming "Ged™s will" on specific issues is well

demonstrated by Senator Hermedy's illustrative example.

amevican Jews are chvicously much discomfited by effoerts
to Christianize Americas

to make this a republic vuled by Chirist.

Early along the way of his pelitical career.
Falwell called for a Christian Bill of Rights.
He declared:

"amevica was founded by Bodly men who had 1o mind
sstablishing a republic not only Christian in nature

but a republic designed to propagate the gospel worldweide.

ard the Rev. Fat Robertscon had this to say:

"The Constitution of the United States is a marvelous
instrument for self-government by Christian people. But
the minute yvouw turn 1t inte the hands of non Chyistian peoplée ..
they can use it to destroy the very foundations g A E

o
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What I did arnd repeat. 1s thise
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vesbhat the extreme and sbsclutistic
Right
tolerance. Buch & climate...is bad for civil
human rightss for interfailth wnderstanding.

respect among Americans...lherefores it is also
I da net accusze Jervry Falwell and Bailey SBmith

inciting anti-BSemitism. But [ do says
have an inevitable efect.
brand of politics is acceptable to God,
ws that only one brand of believer is acce
i o e
shouwld be branded "satan’ and those

beiliefs should becomg the vicitms of
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That’s what I said and I stand by every word.

The health of the fmerican process demands civility.

and a genuine respect for divergent views, aven

Lanmguage of
"creates a climate of opinion which is hestile to religlous
liberties,
arnd  Foor
e for
it
that thel
Jervy Falwell tells us that only one
ard BHail
pltable to God.
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invelve a divergent interpretaticn of Bovipture.

Mow I don™t believe that there is anvone in the

commurity who

it his ambiticn to become the chief

of our Constitution.

Bk concerned that the vision of
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will become the reality of this nation.

True, thyoughout ocuwr history as a nations we have

sutremist and nativist veodces clamoring

af America.

Bt before were these voloes amplified by
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My friends, we live —— fogether -— in a breathtabing era.

Daily we gasp in wonder at the potential of ocur inventiveness)
daily we hold our breath for fear of extinction.

Frobing ethical questions press for an answer.

Daily, we are compelled to judge whether this or that technologioal
irvvention is a Tower of Babel or & Jaceb’s ladders
whether swords or plowshares shouwld be used to break the

chains of human misery around the worlds

whether to risk pgace or to risk v

<
i
&

whether to bolster or take apart the boundaries and walls

that both divide and protect us.

The millenium is approaching and we are each holding a stop watoch.
The five billionth human being was born on escrth this summer .
according to computer estimates

—-— and we are each its parent.

This i

ifi

the religicus truth. common to all faiths. that confronts us
at this crossroad of huwman hilstory:s
that we are all one.

Thiz is the truth that we must recognize in life, |

upen us in a grim and total bholocaust.

=
i
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We aprocach the millenium.
Our country already has one feoot in the 2lst Century.
It i a centwy of survival and renewal.
We must be brave now. and secure encugh to take the nest
progressive steap
—— bt owalk humbly with our God into the Tutures
not to stumble awkwardly back towards an improbable past

while smashing the instituticns of democracy on our way.

Mas besn

If the roof that arches cver these United SBtates of
battered by the elements.
if the past three decades of sccial moedernization have produced
a Tew leaks,
then let us repair the voof with all owr sundry tooels and skill
Eut let us leave the kevetones of the house intact.

Let us buttress them

- cur Conetitution and owr BI1l of Rights —-

far there is noe firmer foundation for scocial progress

and sccial harmony in the meodern world.

i



Rabbi Alexander M. Schindler October 22, 1986

Charles J. Rothschild

Enclosed is the statment that | made today. Please
note that | carefully eschewed using the name of the

Union even for 1.D. purposes.



STATEMENT OF RABBI ALEXANDER M. SCHINDLER

ENDORSING MARK GREEN FOR U.S. SENATE

October 22, 1986

I am today contributing my full and enthusiatic personal

support to Mark Green's effort to become United States Senator
from New York.

Over the years, I have had the opportunity to know many
political leaders. Few have demonstrated such outstanding
qualities of intelligence and integrity that I have been moved to
issue a public endorsement.

Mark Green will be a pillar of strength and principle in the
United States Senate. On the important challenges facing
America, the Jewish community and Israel, including the struggle
to preserve and protect our Constitutional rights, Senator Mark
Green will serve in the tradition of excellence epitomized by
such leaders as Jacob Javits and Robert F. Kennedy.

I have endorsed only two other candidates for public office:
Senator Edward Kennedy and Senator Lowell Weicker. Like them,
Mark Green is a person of dedication and vision.

A vote for Mark Green is a vote for Israel's security. As
someone who lost relatives in the Holocaust and who has spent his
entire professional career in the struggle for justice, Mark
Green has a deep understanding of and commitment to our friend
and ally Israel as a nation that shares America's democratic
values. He recognizes that a strong a secure Israel is vital to
America's strategic interests.

A vote for Mark Green is a vote for the defense of American
liberties. He has a deep understanding that American Jews have
survived and flourished in this country because of the freedoms
and opportunities that our Constitution affords, and the
tolerance and decency it breeds.

As a public interest lawyer building upon the legacy of such
great American reformers as Louis Brandeis, Thurgood Marshall and
Ralph Nader, Mark Green is uniquely qualified to help lead the
United States Senate into the third century of the American
Constitution.



e

Schindler Statement
Page Two

Senator Mark Green would not vote to approve a Chief Justice
of the United States who has shown insensitivity to Jews and
other minorities.

Senator Mark Green will oppose, not sponsor, a
Constitutional amendment to allow organized prayer in the public
schools.

Senator Mark Green will be a leader in enhancing enforcement
of the civil rights laws that make our Constitution a living
protector of democracy.

We in the Jewish community care deeply about Israel and
about our people's tradition of compassion and justice. Senator
Mark Green will provide New York with courage and leadership for
Israel and for justice. His voice and vision are needed in the

United State Senate.
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Richard Cohen Associates
PUBLIC RELATIONS COUNSEL

NEWS ALERT -- "SAVE THE FAMILY FARM"

You are invited to a news conference at which spokesmen for farmers' organizations
and national Jewish groups will announce steps being taken by the Jewish community to
(1) help owners of family farms faced with bankruptcy and foreclosure; and (2) counter
efforts by right-wing hate groups to exploit the farm crisis by promoting anti-Semitism
in rural aresas.

WHEN: 2:15 P.M. WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 22

WHERE: CHAPEL OF THE UNION OF AMERICAN HEBREW CONGREGATIONS, 838 Fifth Avenue (at 65th St.)
(The chapel, on the street floor, will contain a sukkah, the traditional temporary
shelter erected during Sukkoth, the Jewish festival that celebrates the agricultural
roots of the Jewish people. Photographic coverage is welcome.)

SPEAKERS: Cy Carpenter, president, National Farmers Union

David H. Goldstein, executive director, Jewish Community Relations Bureau,
Kansas City, Mo.

Rabbi Alexander M. Schindler, president, Union of American Hebrew Congregations
David Senter, executive director, American Agricultural Movement

Gertrude White, national president, Women's Amgrican ORT

BACKGROUND HIGHLIGHTS

# America's family farms and small towns are being devastated by economic conditions
that have reached the crisis stage: since 1980, nine Midwestern states have lost 300,000
farms through bankruptcy and foreclosure. It is estimated that within the coming year
the epidemic will worsen, with 300 farms a day being lost.

# 1In addition to the economic hardships they are suffering, farm areas are experiencing
a dramatic increase in social instability -- suicides, alcoholism and family violence.

# Groups such as the Posse Comitatus, the Populist Party, the National Agricultural
Press Association and The Covenant, the Sword and the Arm of the Lord, publicly blaming
Jews for the farmers' plight, are actively spreading anti-Semitic propaganda in affected
rural communities.

#itit
10/15/86

30 East 60th Street ® New York, N.Y. 10022
(212) 758-6969



Behindler:  Bave the Family Farm
Mews Conference
LAHE ., October 22, 1986

To begin with and since I am host here as 1t were
woarlo Tike to welocoms youw to this place

Headgausrters of Reform Jewry.. 800 congregations
cver 1 omillicon members through length and bveadth

I welcome yvou particularly to this owr chapel decovated as 1t is
with the symbols of Succot. the festival which Jews
all oover the world celebrate this weelk

Sukkot celebrates the agricultural rocts of Jewish people

A dominant theme of this festival is owr dependence on
God s and the interdependence of humank ind.

Mome of s can survive alone.
We depend on the frultage which mary have planted and harvested.

fArd therefore 1t is owr duty bto give thanks
ard to lend owr strength to one ancther.

My presence on this podium is noct just as a dispassionate cbhserver

May come as news o many of my collegsgues. but for twe vears
af my 1ife I was & farmer.

I koo what it is fto toill day in day cut withoult suwwoease.

ITokmoow what 30 s when disesse ravages 1ife stook
and the labors and dreams of vears go down the deain.

v
And 1 oknow what 1t is to be badgeré%}éﬁﬁg;ain merohants
and to worry about meeting the monthly mortgage and loan

e CEO e (i kel
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couwrse I stand here alsc as & rabbil responding to the admonitions

oof o Faith.
Judaism teaches & vespect for the land and those who 111 it.

It reminds us that the earth iz the Lord's and that those who
make it yvield its incrveasse are priests, paritners of God in the
act of creaticn.

It enjolins ws to veverese the farmer as ouch as the scholar §
or both do the Loerd®s work.

Al osmo it s owr solemn obligsticon to stand at the side of
Farmers and make certain that they will not be denied the frultage
of theilr arducus labor.

We cwse them so very much, and cur festival of Booths reminds us
of oy dependance on them.

religlious communilty we are saddernsd by the devastabion
which has come to the farmers of this land and we are resclved to
doo everyvihing v owr powsr to alleviate theiv plight.

We mean to help with more than words.

Owy congregations in the Mid West have already enlisted
in bthe effort to seek remedial legislation in thelr states.

We have emploved a special consultant on Farm lssuess
oo advise us what else we might to do help, and to
timulate ocwr congregatlons on grass-voots level

We have resclved to intiate & naticonmal petiticon campalagn
calling on owr govertment to order an immediate mooraborium
o farm foreclesuwres. It ls our detersminaticon to

Fave 1 million signstures for this campaign.

C — Qe {

In this marnmer we hope that we canm meedt o some small measwre

our indebtedrnesss to the farmerve of ocur land as well
as o duty  as Jews and human beings.

i



Let me conclude by reciting from the litwrgy of this festive
GO0

O this day we give thanks for the crestive power that pours forth
its bounty In grass and grain.

The earth and its fulness is yours, O God. You are the seed within
eeed glving it life.

For this we give praise and pledge that move than words shall show
our thanbkfulness,

We shall cheris the good esrth vou have place In owr Hesplng.
We shall share with others the food we have gathered.
We shall help them toe harvest the orop we have planted.

And we shall labor to mabke this & world where only good s sown,
soc that owr harvest may be contentment and peace.

the
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Let me begin by thanking Rabbi [Irving] Greenberg for bringing us
all together. He fears a schism in our midst, a rift so large that it will
tear the Jewish people asunder. And he has resolved to do something
about it. Indeed, he has bent all his energies to the task of averting
the dangers he perceives. For this he has my respect and my affec-
tion, my ear and my active participation. I salute him and I avow
that, if there is even the remotest danger of such a schism within
Jewish life, we ought—all of us—to labor to prevent it.

But having said that, I must quickly add that I am not nearly as
alarmed as Yitz Greenberg and some others appear to be. I hold a dif-
ferent judgment about the imminence of such a breach.

First of all, I would observe that our disputations, such as they
are, are almost solely limited to the professional class—rabbi vs. rab-
bi—and have not truly inflamed the passions of our people. True, our
various synagogue affiliations tend to separate us one from the other
on the Sabbath and the weekdays—some will go to Orthodox shuls
and some to Conservative synagogues and some to Reform congrega-
tions. And many, far too many, of our people go to no Jewish places
of worship at all. This, my friends, is the great problem that all of us
here, in all our denominations, must address—but that's for another
day. Today we are gathered to discuss the differences among those
who do believe in the synagogue, and I say to you that these dif-
ferences are as naught compared with the gulf that divides Jews who
observe the mitzvot in whatever fashion and those who ignore them
in their entirety. Yes, there are differences, but my travels across this
land tell me that they are more often a matter of happenstance than
of ideological fervor, more frequently a question of how convenient
a synagogue is or how friendly the rabbi than of any strong commit-
ment to one branch of Judaism over another.

Perhaps this is a testament to the democratic currents within
American Jewish life. Perhaps, on the other hand, it indicates a
weakness in synagogue life, an arbitrariness to Jewish patterns of
affiliation. However we interpret it, let us be humbled by the fact
that our so-called schism is consciously that only at leadership levels,
and only among some leaders. Truly, the greatest danger arising
from our wranglings is, not that the Orthodox refuse to recognize
Reform conversions or Conservative shofar blowing, but rather that
the great mass of unaffiliated Jews will be so put off by what they see
as pilpul that they will say "'a plague on all your houses."

Second, I would remind us that feuding is hardly new to Jewish
life. So much of the present day foreboding is predicated on the erro-
neous assumption that all was sweetness and light in the past, that,
before these latest altercations between Orthodoxy and Reform, har-
mony prevailed, that there was then, in that golden and peaceful
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past, a universal consensus uniting the Jewish world.

That is a gross misreading of Jewish history, of course. At no
time did such an ideological consensus obtain. In virtually every era
of our people’s past, there were sharp ideological disputations setting
Jews in opposition to one another, not just on political and social
issues, but in the religious realm as well, especially in the latter. Yet
the Jewish world did not fracture.

Remember the conflict between the Pharisees and the Sadducees
or the contentions between Saadya Gaon and Ben Meir when their
respective followers celebrated Rosh Hashanah and Pesach on dif-
ferent dates. Or think of the refusal of the Sephardim to heed the
Cherem of Rabbenu Gershom on polygamy. Or recall more recent
times when the Chasidim opposed the Mitnagdim. Both opposed
the Maskilim, who split into Zionists left and right, secular and
religious, as well as Bundists. And in every age there were halachic
authorities who rejected one another. Despite all of these conflicts
and more, the center of the Jewish world held.

Let it be noted, moreover, that some of these conflicts were in-
finitely more fierce—and even violent—than are today's argumenta-
tions. The strife between the Mitnagdim and the Chasidim was the
most brutal of all. These antagonists did not limit themselves to occa-
sional rhetorical outbursts as we do today. They attacked one
another physically, denounced their opponents to the authorities,
and had them imprisoned.

Perhaps even more to the point, not a few times before our own
time did the extremists of one camp refuse to give their children per-
mission to marry the sons and daughters of the opposing camp. But
cooler heads prevailed, and the Jewish world remained intact.

If such insistence on ethnic exclusivity and ideological purity did
not work in the past, it will not work in our day. Our children will in-
sist on making that decision themselves. If two Jews fall in love and
wish to marry, they are going to marry. Who will stop them? They
will scarcely be put off by the fear of not being halachically
pure—nor will their parents. Most of them will thank their lucky
stars that their children have chosen a Jew as a life mate. In the final
analysis, the laity, the people, will shape the terms of communal in-
teraction, and a sane and sensitive rabbinate will respond to its will,
yea even an Orthodox rabbinate, which, I am confident, will find a
halachic remedy as it always has. After all, the reluctance to exclude
Jews from the family fellowship of Israel is a dominant motif which
permeates the halachah along with its more restrictive strains.

Be that as it may, time and again through our long and stormy
past, we have seen the chasm stretch in peaceful contemplation and
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violent conflict over the most elusive definition of Jewishness:
religion? people? nation? national minority? religious civilization?
Without ever agreeing on one answer, we have nonetheless defined
ourselves as One.

Moreover, we share a living history which is partner to the
Torah in defining our Jewish identity. In our day, for instance, all
but the most extreme forces of the right and left—such as the Satmar
Chasidim or the fading relics of the American Council for
Judaism—have adjusted their perspectives on Jewish life to admit to
the influence of history. And thus the struggle to secure the safety of
Israel, or in behalf of Soviet Jewry, or against anti-Semitism or an in-
ternational terrorism whose primary target is the Jews continues to
unite us—Conservative and Orthodox and Reform Jews. Yes, even
the very people who are most fierce in voicing their disagreements
on the theological level stand shoulder to shoulder—as brothers and
sisters should—when it comes to these and kindred issues (e.g.,
when the presidents and executives of rabbinic associations meet
regularly, Louis Bernstein of the Mizrachi and I usually are on the
same side at meetings of the Zionist Executive; at the White House
and in the State Department, Moshe Sherer of the Agudah refers
to me as rabbi though he may not do so in his shul).

The fact remains that the evolving historical identity of the
Jewish people will continue to grow, for Jewish history, like the
Torah, belongs to no one single person or movement but to all
Jews—to all who share the destiny of this people Israel.

All this is not to minimize our differences, to discount those
divergences of view which obtain between Orthodoxy and non-
Orthodoxy in our day. These differences are real enough. They in-
volve such pivotal issues as the religious divorce and conversion and
patrilineal descent. They cannot easily be resolved. Indeed, they are
not likely to be resolved. But, if they cannot be resolved, we will
simply have to live with them. And we can live with them as we have
in the past, provided we accord each other mutual respect and
refrain from questioning the integrity and intentions of those whose
views we do not share.

[ speak here, in the first instance, self-critically; mark that. In my
volleys with Orthodoxy I have, in the heat of response to what I saw
as attack, more than once indulged in the anger of the outcast, using
words and invoking images and bitter analogies which I now regret.
I confess too that there were times when I did not take into account
the halachic difficulties that certain Reform innovations present to
Orthodox Jews. I have responded in kind to the intransigence and
zeal of Orthodoxy's most extreme spokespersons, using their scorn
as an excuse for not truly striving to lessen the pain of others.



This is not to say that I retreat from any of the steps taken by
Reform Judaism this past decade—only that these steps may have
seemed less precipitous and threatening had we achieved a higher
level of dialogue in advance of public pronouncement.

But the Orthodox, on their part, must realize how very deeply
their intolerance wounds us, how we feel, for instance, when a
leading halachic authority rules that a Reform Jew's aliyah is not an
aliyah and his blessing is not a blessing because we don't believe in
God and hence God does not hear the prayers of a Reform Jew. Does
that not have a chilling resonance? I plead with my Orthodox col-
leagues to understand how hurt we are when the graveside of a
revered Reform rabbi who made aliyah some years ago, after a
distinguished career in Chicago, is violated—as it was in Israel only a
few weeks ago when Orthodox extremists built a stone wall around
his final resting place to segregate him from the other Jews who are
buried there. Aye, and they must understand how deeply pained we
are when another “posek,” still another decisor of halachah, or-
dained, as he did earlier this year, that, if a Jew must escape impend-
ing disaster and he can find refuge in a church or a Conservative or
Reform synagogue, the church is to be preferred.

Lema'an Hashem, is it fair to ask us to remain silent in the face of
all this and much more? Can we really be expected to interpret
these things as anything other than an effort to delegitimize us, to
read us all out of the Jewish fold? Oh, I know that Orthodoxy
sings the praises of ahavat Yisrael as a foremost virtue, and yet
these excesses, let it be recognized, convey just the opposite
message. And so does the eloquent silence from the overwhelming
majority of Orthodox leaders.

And what shall we say about the persistent efforts to amend the
Law of Return—spearheaded as they are by Chabad, by the Luba-
vitcher movement, and endorsed, at least publicly, by all of mainline
Orthodoxy? How are we to read that? We are told that such an
amendment will affect only a scant few, since only non-Orthodox
converts are intended to be excluded and how many of them choose
to go on aliyah? Well, to begin with, the number of such converts
and their children is scarcely insignificant. They number in the hun-
dreds of thousands by now in America alone, and their children ex-
ceed the half-million mark by far.

True enough, few of these Jews-by-choice plan to go on
aliyah—today. But was Israel created only for such a time as this?
Israel was established as a haven of refuge for all who are potentially
victimized because of their Jewishness. The attempt to narrow its
definition, therefore, is unacceptable; indeed, it is morally repre-
hensible. Safe harbor for Jews, the unreserved embrace of Klal
Yisrael for its persecuted children—that is what the Law of Return
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represents. It is a life preserver in a world that asks not, ""What kind
of a Jew are you?'' before drowning us in hatred, intolerance, and
oppression. To tamper with the Law of Return is to tamper with
Jewish life and flesh and bone and heart and soul.

Let me note in this connection that, while I have on occasion
been guilty of hyperbole in defending Reform against the
onslaughts of the politicized Orthodox establishment, I have never
been guilty of attacking either Orthodox Jews or Orthodox
Judaism per se. Indeed, I deem Orthodoxy essential to Jewish life.
I was raised by parents who taught me to respect Orthodoxy and
those who practice it.

But that Orthodoxy which I was taught to revere, as a young
man, manifested a good deal of modesty. It did not lay claim to an
all-exclusive authenticity. It did not presume to know with a cer-
tainty what the Holy One, blessed be He, demanded and whom He
deemed acceptable in His eyes. It did not wear armor in the name of
righteousness or wield the sword to trim the beards of other Jews.

Religious triumphalism must be banished from our table. Simply
put, though not simply achieved. I know what is required is the
emergence and amplification of more Orthodox voices such as those
of Yitz Greenberg and Emanuel Rackman and Eliezer Berkovitz. The
genius of these men is in building bridges, not citadels of intolerance.
We need to see them strengthen their hand, vie more actively for in-
fluence, reach out especially to the Orthodox laity who I believe
would welcome the refreshing breeze of dialogue among Jews.

Let us then earnestly dialogue, building as many channels of
discourse as are humanly possible. Concretely, I propose the
following:

... exchange of pulpits, wherever feasible.

. positive reportage and attitudes in our publications.

. a review of our Jewish educational materials in order to make
certain that the views of those who differ from us are presented
without bias.

. exchanges on a lay level, especially for our youth, through joint

meetings, retreats, and summer camp experiences. Our youth,
alas, is already a victim of our differences.

. joint studies involving the faculty members of our various
seminaries. We might be able to evolve a transdenominational
approach to such vexing, divisive issues as intermarriage and
conversion. But, even if we don't, even if we start with less con-
troversial subjects, such a process of joint study will be unifying.

. we ought to jointly establish a regular, no less than quarterly,
forum or some kind of instrumentality to air differences and ex-
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plore possible compromises—not binding on any one, but at
least with the imprimatur of various schools of thought. Such a
forum could also help define issues of common cause and
strengthen our sense of alliance.

Such a multifaceted dialogue is possible if all of us appropriate
the resources necessary for it—above all, if we accord each other
respect and if the "what'' and not the "who'' becomes the object of
our quest—by which I mean, for example, that we will endeavor to
determine what the requirements for conversion should be, not who
is doing the converting. Indeed, many Reform rabbis insist on exten-
sive preparatory study and many require that the minutiae of
halachah regarding conversion—including milah and tevilah—are
observed. Yet these conversions are disqualified by the Orthodox,
not because of what is done, but because the officiants are not
Orthodox.

In his excellent article in last December's issue of Moment, that
giant of the spirit, Harold Schulweis, points to the historic, pas-
sionate dialogue between the Houses of Hillel and Shammai as the
prime example of respectful Jewish conflict.

Between the two schools, "’so Harold reminds us,"’ a spirit of
trust and respect prevailed. Each informed the other when
practices contrary to the rulings of the other school were be-
ing enacted. . . . And if. . . the House of Hillel was entitled to
have the halachah fixed in agreement with its rulings, that
was. . .due to the kindness and modesty of the House of
Hillel. For the House of Hillel studied the arguments of its
opponents and even mentioned the words of Shammai before
its own.

It is in this spirit that I would like now to discuss most briefly two
issues which are the cause of much misunderstanding between
Orthodox and Reform: (1) Intermarriage-conversion and (2) patri-
lineal descent.

On the first issue there is the wide impression, indeed it is a
charge frequently leveled against Reform, that we are somehow
encouraging of intermarriage and that we embrace anyone and
everyone as a Jew without restraint or requirement. This is simply
not the truth. It is an unwarranted accusation.

Reform is unalterably opposed to intermarriage, even as are the
Orthodox and Conservative religious communities. We oppose such
marriages on human grounds because they are more likely to
founder and end in divorce, as the statistics indeed attest. But, above
all, we oppose intermarriage on Jewish religious grounds because
there is the ever present danger of the attenuation of our identity and
a decline in our numeric strength. And so we resist intermarriage
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with every resource at our command. The resources and programs of
the Reform movement are devoted to building Jewish identity and
literacy in the hope of forestalling intermarriage.

But the reality is that our best efforts do not suffice, nor do those
of the other branches of Judaism. We live in an open society and in-
termarriage is the sting which comes to us with the honey of our
freedom. More than ever before, our young people meet and go to
school, work, and live alongside non-Jews. Ultimately, many deter-
mine to choose them as life partners, not to escape from being Jews,
but simply because they have fallen in love.

When they do, what should our policy be? It is here that Reform
diverges from the pattern of the past, for we have determined not to
sit shivah over our children. Though persisting in our rejection of
intermarriage, we refuse to reject the intermarried. On the contrary,
we have resolved to love them all the more. We do everything we
humanly can to draw them closer to us. We try to involve them in
Jewish life and in the life of our community, in the hope of bringing
the non-Jewish partner to Judaism or at least to make certain that the
children issuing from these marriages, our children's children, and
their children in turn—Iledor vador—will, in fact, be reared as Jews
and share the destiny of this people Israel. We believe this is the
wiser course. We believe that this course in no way violates the
Jewish tradition and that it is more in harmony with its more com-
passionate strain as it is exemplified in the chasidic story of the
father who came to his rebbe with the plaint that his son was a
wastrel. ""What should I do,'" he asked in his despair. The rebbe en-
joined, "'Love him all the more!"

Now to the matter of patrilineal descent. I am sure that most of
you are familiar with what is involved here, but, just in case you are
not, let me offer a brief explanation: As you know, for the past fifteen
hundred years or so, Jewish identity was determined by the mater-
nal line alone. Halachah, religious law as interpreted by traditional
Jews for centuries, ruled that the child of a Jewish mother and a non-
Jewish father is automatically Jewish, whereas the child of a non-
Jewish mother and a Jewish father is not regarded as a Jew and must
first undergo conversion. If the mother is Jewish, the child is Jewish,
no matter what. But, if only the father is Jewish, his children must be
formally converted to Judaism in order to be regarded as Jews. The
recent Reform decision on patrilineal descent eliminates the distinc-
tion between men and women, between fathers and mothers. It
holds that, insofar as genealogy is a factor in determining
Jewishness, the maternal and the paternal lines should be given
equal weight.

But the Reform resolution on Jewish identity does not limit itself
to genealogy, and in this sense Reform is more stringent than is
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Orthodoxy. Tradition confers Jewishness automatically if the mother
is Jewish. Reform Judaism does not. It sets some added re-
quirements. Reform insists that, while the child of either a Jewish
father or a Jewish mother may be considered Jewish, Jewishness
must be further confirmed by "'acts of identification with the Jewish
people'’ and "'the performance of mitzvot."

Let me read the operative section of that resolution since it is
usually quoted, or rather misquoted, only in part:

The Central Conference of American Rabbis declares that the
child of either Jewish parent is under the presumption of Jewish
descent. This presumption of the Jewish status of the offspring
of any mixed marriage is to be established through appropriate
and timely public and formal acts of identification with the
Jewish faith and people. The performance of these mitzvot
serves to commit those who participate in them, both parent
and child, to Jewish life.

... mitzvot leading toward a positive and exclusive Jewish
identity will include entry into the Covenant (Berit Milah), the
acquisition of a Hebrew name, Torah study, Bar and Bat Mitz-
vah, and Kabbalat Torah (Confirmation). For those beyond
childhood claiming Jewish identity, other public acts or
declarations may be added or substituted after consultation
with their rabbi.

As you can see, we truly are “machmirim,” more stringent than Or-
thodoxy in the respect that genealogy alone does not suffice for us
in establishing Jewish identity, not even if the mother is Jewish.
Something more is needed. Jewishness cannot be transmitted merely
through the genes. It must be expressed in some concrete way
through an involvement in Jewish life and the willingness to share
the fate of the Jewish people.

In this manner, incidentally, Reform eliminates some peculiar
anomalies to which the more traditional approach gives rise. Let me
give you a dramatic case in point: Traditional Judaism denies the
Jewishness of Ben-Gurion's grandson because the mother was con-
verted to Judaism by a Reform rabbi whilst it accords Jewishness to
the grandson of Khrushchev because the mother was Jewish. Reform
Judaism's more stringent approach overcomes such perplexities. We
insist that genealogy alone is not enough, even as we broaden the
genealogical definition to encompass fathers as well as mothers.

Now this broadened definition does not represent so complete a
break with tradition as it might appear. In fact, in the early days of
our history as a people, Judaism followed the paternal rather than
the maternal line. The matrilineal principle did not always hold
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sway. Quite the contrary, there was a time in Jewish life when the
patrilineal principle was dominant, when children were considered
Jewish primarily because their fathers were Jewish, even though
their mothers were not.

Look at the Torah and see: The genealogical tables of the Bible
are overwhelmingly patrilineal; it was the male line that determined
descent and status. In matters of inheritance the patrilineal line
alone was followed. Perhaps even more to the point, throughout the
Tanach, the Jewishness of the children of non-Jewish mothers is
never questioned. Solomon married many foreign wives, and the
child of one of them, Rehoboam, succeeded him to the throne.
Moses married Zipporah, the daughter of a Midianite priest; yet her
children were considered Jews, following the line of their father.
Joseph married Asenath, the daughter of a priest of On. She certainly
was not a Jewess; yet her children were reckoned as Jews because
their father Joseph was a Jew. Indeed, even unto this day every male
child of Israel is blessed with the blessing that he be like unto
Ephraim and Manasseh, and this even though their mother's father
was a priest who worshiped the sun in the heathen shrine at
Heliopolis near Cairo.

In rabbinic literature, evidence of the patrilineal tradition con-
tinues to be manifest. It invokes the God of our fathers in prayer. It
rules that we be summoned to the Torah by our father's name. It
reminds us that we live by zechut avot, by the merit of our fathers
alone. And, when a non-Jew is converted to Judaism according to the
halachah, he or she is designated as a son or daughter of Abraham,
avinu, our father.

Most significant of all, both the Torah and rabbinic law hold the
male line absolutely dominant in matters affecting the priesthood.
Whether one is a kohen or a levi depends on the father's priestly
claim, not the mother's. If the father is good enough to bequeath the
priestly status, why isn't he good enough to bequeath Jewishness?
Reform concluded that he was—and hence its newer, and at the
same time much older, definition of Jewishness.

There were, of course, contemporary reasons, sociological
reasons that also prompted the Reform rabbinate to act as it did, and
all of them have to do with intermarriage. The first is rooted in the
fact that most intermarriages take place between Jewish men and
non-Jewish women. In the case of divorce, the father's right to deter-
mine Jewishness of his offspring must be protected.

Second, we cannot ignore the sensitivity of children issuing from
such marriages, who, barring a declaration on our part that they are
fully Jewish, were bound to believe that they are not really Jewish.
And remember, once again, that Jewish sociologists estimate that
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there are no less than 300,000 mixed marriages in the United States
with twice as many children, and the number of both is growing in
geometric progression.

How do you think these children feel, though they were circum-
cized and reared Jewishly with the consent and cooperation of both
parents, when they hear that only the child of a Jewish mother is
Jewish. When they grow up, some of them find the strength to speak
of their silent pain. Thus, several years ago, I received the following
letter from a young woman named Adrienne Gorman, the daughter
of a Jewish father and a non-Jewish mother:

When I read your speech, I realized how deeply the subject of
Jewish identity has wounded me . . . and how successfully I had
covered the wound through the years. I was raised to be aware
that some part of me was Jewish and that with that birthright
came the responsibility to remember the six million victims of
the holocaust—to remember them, not as a detached humani-
tarian who, on principle, abhors extermination, but on a far
more fundamental level, where the soul of the witness resides.

I can't recall when I first came to understand that my sort
of allegiance was to be considered nothing more than a sym-
pathizer’s or when I tried to answer for myself the question of
what choice I would make if Hitler came again, this time using
the halachic definition of a Jew in rounding up his candidates
for the ovens and the camps. But at some point over the years I
did decide that, where my father’s faith—or more precisely, his
heritage—was an issue, I would without reservation take my
stand as a Jew.

Thus, I effectively bestowed on myself all of the deficits of
being a member of an oppressed group with none of the benefits
of that community. Jews consider me a non-Jew, non-Jews con-
sider me a Jew. ..and, with a despair tinged with as much
humor as I could muster, I began to think of myself as nothing
at all.

How could we fail to respond to such a person? Why should we de-
mand that she undergo a formal conversion? Why should we not say
to the Adriennes of this world:

By God, you are a Jew. You are the daughter of a Jewish
parent. You have resolved to share our fate. You are therefore
flesh of our flesh, bone of our bone. You are in all truth what
you consider yourself to be—a Jew.

I, for one, am glad that the Reform rabbinate has taken its step. The
denial of such a declaration has caused far too many people far too
much suffering. And so I am happy that we have finally offered
them recognition.
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I do not expect what I have said to persuade anyone. I merely
want to explain our motivations and demonstrate the earnestness of
our concerns. Reform does not make changes in order to offend
other Jews. Nor do we make changes in order to make ourselves
more palatable to others and to enlarge our numbers. Our changes,
including the patrilineal resolution, are born of necessity and convic-
tion. They are entirely worthy of our essential character and history
as a Jewish religious movement.

Only one more commentary in this connection: It may seem
"’chutzpadik'' but I do not mean this in any pejorative sense. I do
devoutly wish that the poskim of our times, the Orthodox decisors
of the Law, were just a little bit more daring in halachic creativity,
more responsive to the human needs of men and women—]Jews liv-
ing in a changing world. Maybe then, Reform would not have to be
quite so daring and innovative in its decisions. The two movements
would be infinitely more congruent.

But, above all, do I wish that ever more Orthodox rabbis and lay
leaders would be prepared to admit what is manifestly true—that the
Torah is capable of more than one interpretation and that, of its
many faces, the most authentic is the one that reflects, not only the
wisdom of the Torah, but its heart.

Let me end as I began with the assertion of our essential unity
which has persisted and will continue to persist, please God, despite
our divergences. We allowed for such diversity even in times when
we were endangered and embattled. Shall we not do so today when
we are so very much more secure? We have become a people who
need not hunker down into conformity for survival's sake. We can
afford to proliferate and to evolve. Indeed, we must—if we are to sur-
vive and to grow in creative continuity. Let us therefore regard those
words which denote us in our many-splendored diversity—words
like Orthodox, Reform, secular, and whatnot—let us regard those
qualifying words for what they really are: adjectives and not
nouns. The noun is Jew. Vos mir zaynen zaynen mir—ober Yiden
zaynen mir. Whatever we may be, we may be, but, this above all,
we are, we are Jews.

If nothing else, the memory of the shoah should impel us to do
so. It is a memory that weighs heavy upon us. It constitutes a lasting,
impelling mandate for unity. Let us never forget that those who
sought to destroy us made no distinctions between us. They killed
us all, whatever our ''qualifying adjective,”” yea, even those who
were accepted as Jews by non-Orthodox rabbis or whose fathers
were Jewish though their mothers were not. Even as we were
brothers and sisters in death, so must we ever remain brothers
and sisters in life.

15



V/

NN
mamry
AP
hirigiat s

UNION OF AMERICAN HEBREW CONGREGATIONS
838 FIFTH AVENUE
NEW YORK, NEW YORK



ADDRESS BY

RABBI ALEXANDER M. SCHINDLER, PRESIDENT
UNION OF AMERICAN HEBREW CONGREGATIONS

"WILL THERE BE ONE JEWISH PEOPLE
BY THE YEAR 2000?"

CLAL CONFERENCE ON JEWISH UNITY

MARCH 16, 1986
PRINCETON, NEW JERSEY



’.’7
\\THKH’\

,/”J e LR

I's

Let me begin by thanking Rabbi Greenberg for bringing us all
together. He fears a schism in our midst, a rift so large that
it will tear the Jewish people asunder. And he has resolved to
do something about it. Indeed, he has bent all his energies to
the task of averting the dangers he perceives. For this he has
my respect and my affection, my ear and my active participation.
I salute him and I avow that if there is even the remotest dange
of such a schism within Jewish 1ife, we ought -- all of us -- to
labor to prevent it.

But having said that, I must quickly add that I am not nearly
as alarmed as Yitz Greenberg and some others appear to be. I hold
a different judgment about the imminence of such a breach.

First of all, I would observe that our disputations, such as
they are, are almost solely limited to the professional class --
rabbi vs. rabbi -- and have not truly inflamed the passions of our
people. True, our various synagogue affiliations tend to separate
us one from the other on the Sabbath and the weekdays -- some will
go to Orthodox shuls, and some to Conservative synagogues and some
to Reform congregations. And many, far too many of our people go to
no Jewish places of worship at all. This my friends is the great
problem that all of us here, in all our denominations, must address --
but that's for another day. Today we are gathered to discuss the
differences among those who do believe in the synagogue, and I say
to you that these differences are as naught compared with the gulf
that divides Jews who observe the Mitzvot in whatever fashion and
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* RéT[those who ignore themh Yes, there are differences, but my travels

across this land tell me that they are more often a matter of happen-
stance than of ideological fervor, more frequently a question of how
convenient a synagogue is or how friendly the rabbi than of any strong
commitment to one branch of Judaism over another.

Perhaps this is a testament to the democratic currents within
American Jewish 1ife. Perhaps, on the other hand, it indicates a
weakness in synagogue life, an arbitrariness to Jewish patterns of
affiliation. However we interpret it, let us be humbled by the fact
that our so-called schism is consciously that only at leadership
levels, and only among some leaders. Truly, the greatest danger aris-
ing from our wranglings is not that the Orthodox refuse to recognize
Reform conversions or Conservative shofar blowing, but rather that the
great mass of unaffiliated Jews will be so put off by what they see as
pilpul that they will say "a plague on all your houses."

Second, I would remind us that feuding is hardly new to Jewish life.
So much of the present day foreboding is predicated on the erroneous



assumption that all was sweetness and light in the past, that before
these latest altercations between Orthodoxy and Reform, harmony pre-
vailed, that there was then in that golden and peaceful past a uni-
versal consensus uniting the Jewish world.

That is a gross misreading of Jewish history, of course. At no
time did such an ideological consensus obtain. In virtually every
era of our people's past there were sharp ideological disputations
setting Jews in opposition to one another not just on political and
social issues, but in the religious realm as well -- especially in the
latter -- yet the Jewish world did not fracture.

Remember the conflict between the Pharisees and the Sadducees, or
the contentions between Saadya Gaaon and Ben Meir when their respective
followers celebrated Rosh Hashono and Pessach on different dates. Or
think of the refusal of the Sephardim to heed the Cherem of Rabbenu
Gershon on polygamy. Or recall more recent times when the Chassidim
opposed the Misnagdim. Both opposed the Maskilim, who split into Zion-
ists left and right, secular and religious, as well as Bundists. And in
every age there were Halachik authorities who rejected one another.
Despite all of these conflicts and more, the center of the Jewish world

held.

Let it be noted, moreover, that some of these conflicts were infi-
nitely more fierce and even violent that are today's argumentations.
The strife between the Misnagdim and the Chassidim was the most brutal
of all. These antagonists did not limit themselves to gccasional rhetori-
cal outbursts, as we do today. They attacked one another physically,
denounced their opponents to the authorities and had them imprisoned.

Perhaps even more to the point, not a few times before our own time,
did the extremists of one camp reuse to give their children permission
to marry the sons and daughters of the opposing camp. But cooler heads
nrevailed, and the Jewish world remained intact.

[f such insistence on ethnic exclusivity and ideoloqical purity did
not work in the past it will not work in our day. Our children will in-
sist on making that decision themselves. If two Jews fall in love and
wish to marry, they are going to marry. Who will stop them? They will
scarcely be put off by the fear of not being halakhically pure, nor
will their parents. Most of them will thank their lucky stars that their
children have chosen aJew as a life mate. In the final analysis, the
laity, the people, will shape the terms of communal interaction, and a
sane and sensitive rabbinate will respond to its will, yea even an Ortho-
dox rabbinate, which, I am confident, will find a halachik remedy as it
always has. After all, the reluctance to exclude Jews from the family

fellowshi f 1 i minant .motif i rmeates the Halacha
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Be that as it may, time and again through our long and stormy past

we have seen the chasm stretch in peaceful contemplation and violent
conflict, over the most elusive definition of Jewishness: religion?
people? nation? national minority? religious civilization? without ever
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agreeing on onwe answer, we have nonetheless defined ourselves as One.

Moreover, we share a living history which is partner to the Torah
in defining our Jewish identity. In our day, for instance, all but tne
most extreme forces of the right and left -- such as the Satmer Chassidim
or the fading relics of the American Council for Judaism -- have adjusted
their perspectives on Jewish life to admit to the influence of history.
And thus the struggle to secure the safety of Israel, or in benalf of
Soviet Jewry, or against anti-Semitism or an international terrorism
whose primary target are the Jews, continues to unite is -- Conservative
and Orthodox and Reform Jews, yes even the very people who are most fierce
in voicing their disagreements on the theological level, stand shoulder tc
shoulder -- as brothers and sisters should -- when it comes to these and
kindred issues. e.g., the presidents and executives of rabbinic associa:
tions meet reqularly, Louis Bernstein of the Mizrachi and I usually are on
the same side at meetings of the Zionist Executive. At the White House
and in the State Department. Moshe Sherer of the Aguda refers to me as
Rabbi though he may not do so in his shul.

The fact remains that the evolving historical identity of the Jewish
people will continue to grow, for Jewish history, like the Torah, belongs
to no one single person or movement, but to all Jews. to all who share the
destiny of this people Israel.

A11 this is not to minimize our differences, to discount those diver-
gences of view which obtain between Orthodoxy and non-Orthodoxy in our day .
These differences are real enough. They involve such pivotal issues as
the religious divorce and conversion and patrilineal descent. They can-
not easily be resolved. Indeed, they are not likely to be resolved. But
if they cannot be resolved, we will simply have to live with them. And wec
can live with them as we have in the past, provided we accord each other
mutual respect and refrain from questioning the integrity and intentions
of those whose views we do not share.

I speak here, in the first instance, self critically; mark that. In
my volleys with Orthodoxy I have in the heat of response to what I saw ac
attack more than once indulged in the anger of the outcast, using words
and invoking images and bitter analogies which I now regret. I confess
too that there were times when I did not.take into account the Halachik
difficulties that certain Reform innovations present to Orthodox Jews.

I have responded in kind to the intransigence and zeal of Orthodoxy's
most extreme spokespersons, using their scorn as an excuse for not truly
striving to lessen the pain of others.

This is not to say that I retreat from any of the steps taken by
Reform Judaism this past decade -- only that these steps may have seemed
less percipitous and threatening had we achieved a higher level of dia-
logue in advance of public pronouncement.

But the Orthodox, on their part, must realize how very deeply their

intolerance wounds us, how we feel, for instance, when a leading Halachik
authority rules that a Reform Jew's aliyah is not an aliyah and his bless-
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ing is not a blessing because we don't believe in God and hence God

does not hear the prayers of a Reform Jew. Does that not have a
chilling resonance? [ plead with my Orthodox colleagues to under-

stand how hurt we are when the graveside of a revered Reform Rabbi

who made aliyah some years ago, after a distinguished career in Chicago,
is violated -- as it was in Israel only a few weeks ago -- when Orthodox
extremists built a stone wall around his final resting place to segregate
him from the other Jews who are buried there. Aye, and they must under-
stand how deeply pained we are when another 'posek', still another de-
cisor of Halacha ordained as he did earlier this year, that if a Jew
must escape impending disaster, and he can find refuge in a church or a
Conservative or Reform synagogue, the church is to be preferred.

L'ma-an hashem, is it fair to ask us to remain silent in the face
of alT this and much more? Can we really be expected to interpret these
things as anything other than an effort to delegitimize us, toread us all
out of the Jewish fold? Oh, I know that Orthodoxy sings the praises of
ahavat Yisrael as a foremost virtue, and yet these excesses, let it be
recognized, convey just the opposite message. And so does the eloquent
silence from the overwhelming majority of Orthodox leaders.

And what shall we say about the persistent efforts to amend the Law
of Return - spear-headed as they are by Chabad, by the Lubavitcher move-
ment, and endorsed, at least publicly, by all of mainline Orthodoxy?
How are we to read that? We are told that such an amendment will affect
only a scant few, since only non-Orthodox converts are intended to be
excluded, and how many of them choose to go on aliyah? Well, to begin
with, the number of such converts and their children is scarcely insignifi-
cant. They number in the hundreds of thousandsf, in America alone, and~ f
their children exceed the half-million mark by far. by noy

True enough few of these Jews-by-Choice plan to go on aliyah-- today.
But was Israel created only for such a time as this? Israel was estab-
lished as a haven of refuge for all who are potentially victimized be-
cause of their Jewishness. The attempt to narrow its definition, there-
fore, is unacceptable, indeed, it is morally reprehensible. Safe harbor
for Jews, the unreserved embrace of K'lal Yisrael for its persecuted
children -- that is what the Law of Return represent. It is a life pre-
server in a world that asks not "What kind of a Jew are you?," before
drowning us in hatred, intolerance and oppression. To tamper with the
Law of Return is to tamper with Jewish life and flesh and bone and heart

and soul.
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Let me note in this connection that while I have on occasion been
guilty of hyperbole in defending Reform against the onslaughts of the
politicized Orthodox establishment, I have never been guilty of attack-
ing either Orthodox Jews, or Orthodox Judaism per se. Indeed, I deem
Orthodoxy essential to Jewish l1ife. I was raised by parents who taught
me to respect Orthodoxy and those who practice it.

But that Orthodoxy which I was taught to revere, as a young man,
manifested a good deal of modesty. It did not lay claim to an all-
exclusive authenticity. It did not presume to know with a certainty
what the Holy One blessed be He demanded,and whom He deemed acceptable
in His eyes. It did not wear armor in the name of righteousness or
wield the sword to trim the beards of other Jews.

Religious triumphalism must be banished from our table. Simply put --
though not simply achieved. I know -- what is required is the emergence
and amplification of more Orthodox voices such as those of Yitz Greenberq
and Emanual Rackman and Eliezer Berkovitz. The genius of these men is
in building bridges, not citadels: of intolerance. We need to see them
strengthen their hand, vie more actively for influence, reach out es-
pecially to the Orthodox laity who I believe would welcome the refresh-
ing breeze of dialogue among Jews.

Let us. then earnestly dialogue, building as many channels of dis-
course as are humanly possible. Concretely, I propose the following:

...exchange of pulpits, wherever feasible.
..positive reportage and attitudes in our publications.

.a review of our Jewish educational materials in order to make
certain that the views of those who differ from us are presented

without bias.

.exchanges on a lay level, especially for our youth through joint
meetings, retreats and summer camp experiences. Our youth, alas,
is already a victim of our differences.

.joint studies involving the faculty members of our various seminaries
We might be able to evolve a transdenominational approach to such vex
ing, divisive issues as inter-marriage and conversion. But even if
we don't, even if we start with less controversial subjects, such a
process of joint study will be unifying.

.ve ought to jointly establish a regular, no less than quarterly,
forum or some kind of instrumentality to air differences and ex-
plore possible compromises -- not binding on any one, but at least
with the imprimatur of various schools of thought. Such a forum
could also help define issues of common cause and strengthen our
sense of alliance.

Such a multi-faceted dialogue is possible, if all of us appropriate

the resources necessary for it -- above all, if we accord each other
respect and if the "what" and not the "who" becomes the object of our
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qqest -- by which ! mean, for example, that we will endeavor to deter-
mine what the requirements for conversion should be, not who is doing

the converting. Indeed, many Reform rabbis insist on extensive pre-
paratorx study.and many require that the minutiae of Halacha regarding
conversion -- including mila and tevila -- are observed. Yet these

conversions are disqualified by the Orthodox not because of what is
‘done, but because the officiants are not Orthoedox.

~In his excellent article in last December's issue of Moment, that
giant of the spirit, Harold Schulweis, points to the historic, passionate
dialogue between the House of Hillel and Shammai as the prime example of
respectful Jewish conflict.

"Between the two schools,”" so Harold reminds us, "a spirit of
trust and respect prevailed. Each informed the other when
practices contrary to the rulings of the other schol were
being enacted..And if..the House of Hillel was entitled to

have the halacha fixed in agreement with its rulings, that was
...due to the kindness and modesty of the House of Hillel. For
the House of Hillel studied the arguments of its opponents and
even mentioned the words of Shammai before its own."

{t is in Fhis spirit that I would like now to discuss most briefly
two issues which are the cause of much mis-understanding between Orthodox

and Reform:
(1) Intermarriage-conversion and (2) patrilineal descent.

On the first issue there is the wide impression, indeed it is a
charge frequently levelled against Reform, that we are somehow encourag-
ing of intermarriage and that we embrace anyone and everyone as a Jew
without restraint or requirement. This is simply not the truth. It is
an unwarranted accusation.

Reform is unalterably opposed to intermarriage, even as are the
Orthodox and Conservative religious communities. We oppose such marriages
on human grounds: because they are more likely to founder and end in di-
vorce, as the statistics indeed attest, But above all, we oppose inter-
marriage on Jewish religious grounds, because there is the ever present
danger of the attenuation of our identity and a decline in our numeric
strength. And so we resist intermarriage with every resource at our
command. The resources and programsof the Reform movement are devoted
to building Jewish identity and literacy in the hope of forestalling inter.

marriage. _
y nor do those of the other branches of Judaismse

] i ol i
But the reality is that our best efforts do not éufficéc_ We Tlive in
an open society and intermarriage is the sting which comes”to us with the
honey of our freedom. Mcre than ever before, our young people meet and
go to school, work and live alongside non-Jews. Ultimately, many deter-
mine to choose them as life partners -- not to escape from being Jews,
but simply because they have fallen in love.
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When they do, what should our policy be? It is here that Reform
diverges from the pattern of the past, for we have determined not to
sit shiva over our children. Though persisting in our rejection of
intermarriage, we refuse to reject the intermarried. On the contrary,
we have resolved to love them all the more. We do everything we humanly
can to draw them closer to us. We try to involve them in Jewish life
and in the 1ife of our community, in the hope of bringing the non-Jewish
partner to Judaism, or at least to make certain that the children issuing
from these marriages, our children's children, and their children in turn
-- 1'dor vodor -- will, in fact, be reared as Jews and share the destiny
of this people Israel. We believe this is the wiser course. We believe
that this course in no ways violates the Jewish tradition, and that it
is more in harmony with its more compassionate strain as it is exemplified
in the Chassidic story of the father who came to his rebbe with the plaint
that his son was a wastrel.."what should I do," he asked in his despair.
The rebbe enjoined: "love him all the more!"

Now to the matter of patrilineal descent: I am sure that most of you
are familiar with what is involved here, but just in case you are not,
let me offer a brief explanation: As you know, for the past fifteen
hundred years or so, Jewish identity was determined by the maternal line
alone. Halacha, religious law as interpreted by traditional Jews for
centuries, ruled that the child of a Jewish mother and a non-Jewish
father is automatically Jewish, whereas the child of a non-Jewish mother
and a Jewish father is not regarded as a Jew and must first undergo conver
sion. If the mother is Jewish, the child is Jewish, no matter what. But
if only the father is Jewish, his children must be formally converted to
Judaism in order to be regarded as Jews. The recent Reform decision on
Patrilineal descent eliminates the distinction between men and women,
between fathers and mothers. It holds that insofar as genealogy is a
factor in determining Jewishness, the maternal and the paternal line
should be given equal weight.

But the Reform Resolution on Jewish identity does not Timit itself
to genealogy, and in this sense Reform is more stringent than is Ortho-
doxy. Tradition confers Jewishness automatically if the mother is
Jewish. Reform Judaism does not. It sets some added requirements.
Reform insists that while the child of either a Jewish father or a Jewish
mother may be considered Jewish, Jewishness must be further confirmed by

;%%Eso%f"identification with the Jewish people" and "the performance of

Let me read the operative section of that Resolution, since it is
usually quoted or rather misquoted only in part:

"The Central Conference of American Rabbis declares that the
child of either Jewish parent is under the presumption of Jewish
descent. This presumption of the Jewish status of the offspring
of any mixed marriage is to be established through appropriate
and timely public and formal acts of identification with the
Jewish faith and people. The performance of these mitzvot serves
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to commit those who participate in them, both parent and
child, to Jewish Tlife.

"...mitzvot leading toward a positive and exclusive Jewish
identity will include entry into the Covenant (Brit Mila),
the acquisition of a Hebrew name, Torah study, bar and bat
mitzvah and Kabbalat Torah (confirmation). For those beyond
childhood claiming Jewish identity, other public acts or
declarations may be added or substituted after consultation
with their rabbi."

As you can see, we truly are 'machmirim', more stringent than
Orthodoxy in the respect that genealogy alone does not suffice for
us in establishing Jewish identity, not even if the mother is Jewish.
Something more is needed. Jewishness cannot be transmitted merely through
the genes. It must be expressed in some concrte way through an involvement
in Jewish 1ife and the willingness to share the fate of the Jewish people.

In this manner, incidentally, Reform eliminates some peculiar anomalies
to which the more traditional approach givesrise. Let me give you a
dramatic case in point: Traditional Judaism deniesthe Jewishness of
Ben Gurion's grandson because the mother was converted to Judaism by a
Reform rabbi whilst it accords Jewishness to the grandson of Kruchev
because the mother was Jewish. Reform Judaism's more stringent approach
overcomes such perplexities. We insist that genealoqy alone is not
enough, even as we broaden the genealogical definition to encompass
fathers as well as mothers.

Now this broadened definition does not represent so complete a break
with tradition, as it might appear. In fact, in the early days of our
history as a people Judaism followed the paternal rather than the maternal
ine. The matrilineal principle did not always hold sway. Quite the
contrary, there was a time in Jewish life when the patrilineal principle
was dominant, when children were considered Jewish primarily because their
fathers were Jewish, even though their mothers were not.

Look at the Torah and see:

The genoalogical tables of the Bible are overwhelmingly patrilineal;
it was the male line that determined descent and status. In matters of
inheritance the patrilineal line alone was followed. Perhaps even more
to the point, throughout the T'nach, the Jewishness of the children of
non-Jewish mothers is never questioned. Solomon married many foreign
wives, and the child of one of them, Rehoboam, succeeded him to the throne.
Moses married Zipporah, the daughter of a Midianite priest, yet her child-
ren were considered Jews, following the line of their father. Joseph
married Asenath, the daughter of a Priest of On. She certainly was not a
Jewess, yet her children were recknoned as Jews because their father Joseph
was a Jew. Indeed, even unto this day every male child of Israel is
blessed with the blessing that he be like unto Ephraim and Menasseh,
and this even though their mother's father was a priest who worshipped the
sun in the heathern shrine at Heliopolis near Cairo.



In rabbinic literature, evidence of the patrilineal tradition
continues to be manifest. It invokes the God of our fathers in prayer.

It rules that we be summoned to the Torah by our father's name. It
reminds us that we live by zechut avot, by the merit of our fathers

alone. And when a non-Jew is converted to Judaism according to the
Halacha, he or she is designated as a son or daughter of Abraham,
Avinu, our father.

Most significant of all, both the Torah and rabbinic law hold the

male line absolutely dominant in matters affecting the priesthood.
whetherone is a cohen or a levi depends on the father's priestly claim, not
the mother's. If the father is good enough to bequeath the priestly status
why isn't he good enough to bequeath Jewishness? Reform concluded that he
was, and hence its newer and at the same time much older definition of

Jewishness.

There were, of course, contemporary reasons, sociological reasons
that also prompted the Reform rabbinate to act as it did: and all of them
have to do with intermarriage. The first is rooted in the fact that most
intermarriages take place between Jewish men and non-Jewish women. In the
case of divorce, the father's right to determine Jewishness of his off-

spring must be protected.

Second, we cannot ignore the sensitivity of children issuing from such
.marriages, who, barring a declaration on our/pait that they are fully Jewisl
were bound to believe that they are really/not/Jewish...And remember, once
again, that Jewish sociologists estimate at there are no less than 300,000
mixed marriages in the United States with twice as many children and the
number of both is growing in geometric progression.

How do you think these children feel, though they were circumcized
and reared Jewishly with the consent and cooperation of both parents,
when they hear that only the child of a Jewish mother is Jewish. When they
grow up, some of them find the strength to speak of their silent pain.
Thus, several years ago I received the following letter from a young woman

named Adrienne Gorman;'the dayahter of a Jewish father and a non-lawish mother

"When I read your speech, I realize how deeply the subject of Jewish
identity has wounded me ...and how successfully I had covered the
wound through the years. [ was raised to be aware that some part of
me was Jewish, and that with that birthright came the responsibility
to remember the six million victims of the holocaust -- to remember
them not as a detached humanitarian who, on principle, abhors extermi-
nation, but on a far more fundamental level, where the soul of the

witness resides.

"I can't recall when I first came to understand that my sort of
allegiance was to be considered nothing more than a sympathizer's or
when [ tried to answer for myself the question of what choice I would
make if Hitler came again., this time using the Halachic definition

of a Jew in rounding up his cnadidates for the ovens and the camps.

But at some point over the years I did decide that where my father's
faith -- or more precisely, his heritage -- was an issue, I would with-
out reservation take my stand as a Jew.

"



"Thus, I effectively bestowed on myself all of the deficits of
being a member of an oppressed group with none of the benefits

of that community. Jews consider me a non-Jew, non-Jews consider
me a Jew..and with a despair tinged with as much humor as I could
muster, I began to think of myself as nothing at all."

How could we fail to respond to such a person? Why should we demand
that she undergo a formal conversion? Why should we not say to the
Adriennes's of this world:

By God, you are a Jew. You are the daughter of “Jewish parentg.
You have resolved to share our fate. You are therefore flesh of
our flesh, bone of our bone. You are in all truth what you con-
sider yourself to be --- a Jew.

I, for one, am glad that the Reform rabbinate has taken its step.
The denial of such a declaration has caused far too many people far too
much suffering. And so I am happy that we have finally offered them
recognition.

I do not expect what I have said to persuade anyone. I merely want
to explain our motivations and demonstrate the earnestness of our concerns
Reform does not make changes in order to offend other Jews. Nor do we mak:
changes in order to make ourselves more palatable to others and to enlarge
our numbers. Our changes, including the patrilineal resolution, are born
of necessity and conviction. They are entirely worthy of our essential
character and history as a Jewish religious movement.

Only one more commentary in this connection: It may seem 'chutzpedik'
but I do not mean this in any pejorative sesne. I do devoutly wish that
the poskim of our times, the Orthodox decisors of the Lawwere just a littl
bit more daring in Halachik creativity, more responsive fo the human needs
of men and women -- Jews living in a changing world. Maybe then, Reform
would not have to be quite so daring and innovative in its decisions.

The two movements would be infinitely more congruent.

But, above all, do I wish that ever more Orthodox rabbis and lay
leaders would be prepared to admit what it manifestly true, that the
Torah is capable of more than one interpretation and that of its many
faces, the most authentic is the one that reflects not only the wisdom
of the Torah, but its heart.

Let me end as I began with the assertion of our essential unity which
has persisted and will continue to persist, please God, despite our
divergences. We allowed for such diversity even in times when we were
endangered and embattled. Shall we not do so today when we are so very
much more secure? We have become a people who need not hunker down into
conformity for survival's sake. We can afford to proliferate and to evolv
Indeed, we musty if we are to survive and to grow in creative continuity.
Let us therefore regard those words which denote us in our many-splendored
diversity -- words like Orthodox, Reform, secular, and what not -- Tet
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us regard those qualifying werds for what they really are: adjectives
and not nouns. The noun is Jew. Woz mir zennen zennen mir..ober yiden

zennen mir. Whatever we may be, wé may be, but this apbove all, Weé are,
we are Jews.

If nothing else, the memory of the shoa should impel us to do so.
It is a memory that weighs heavy upon us. It constitutes a lasting,
impelling mandate for unity. Let us never forget that those who sought
to destroy us made no distinctions between us. They killed us all, what-
ever our "qualifying adjective," yea even those who were accepted as Jews
by non-Orthodox rabbis, or whose father were Jewish though their mothers
were not. Even as we were brothers and sisters in death, so must we ever
reamin borthers and sisters in life.

~13%



	ms0630.024.006.pdf
	img20241213_10492204.pdf
	img20241213_10502991
	img20241213_10504857
	img20241213_10524165
	img20241213_10530199
	img20241213_10545738
	img20241213_10553194
	img20241213_10555253
	img20241213_10572263
	img20241213_10574648
	img20241213_10585591
	img20241213_11015368
	img20241213_11033774
	img20241213_11040409
	img20241213_11043336
	img20241213_11045970
	img20241213_11053778
	img20241213_11062839
	img20241213_11070857
	img20241213_11074579
	img20241213_11090530
	img20241213_11093927
	img20241213_11102494
	img20241213_11110343
	img20241213_11113706
	img20241213_11122793
	img20241213_11125971
	img20241213_11140689




