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Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground"—this came from the
carth—"‘and he breathed into his nostrils the breath of life''—this is
the spirit from the Holy One, blessed be he. This, then, is the mean-
ing of "In our image, after our likeness™ [Gen. 1:26]: dust in your
image after your likeness, and spirit in my image after my likeness.
This too is the meaning of the verse, “By the sweat of your brow
shall you eat bread till you return to the ground, for out of it were you
taken™ [Gen. 3:19], and of Solomon’s words, ““The dust shall return
to the carth as it was, and the spiric shall return unto God who gave
it" [Eccles. 12:7].

“'Let us make man."" The heretics say that “'Let us make’’ im-
plies two, and they are the father and son. You can put offsuch a here-
tic by answering: Indeed, the matter is as you say. The father told the
son, "My son, help me, and let you and [ make man.”” However, the
son rebelled and did not wish to help his father, and so the father
made man alone without the son’s help, as it is written, **And God
created man,” with a singular rather then a plural verb. Conse-
quently, the father became angry with his son and said, “If the time
should come when you need my assistance, I shall not help you just
as you have not helped me."”" So when the day came for the son to be
stoned and hanged, he cried out in a bitter voice, "My Lord, my Lord,
why have you forsaken me? Why are you so far from saving me . . 2"
and he begged for his help [Matt. 27:46). Then the father told him,
“When I asked you to help me make man, you rebelled against me and
did not come to the aid of the Lord, and so my own power availed me
and I made him without you. Now you too help yourself, for [ shall
not come to your aid.”

[ 6]

Moreover, if he [i.e., the son] is God, why did he cover him-
self with flesh and why did he not appear publicly to renew his Torah
and give it openly so that the people of that generation would not err
and the people of the world not be misled? He should, on the contrary,
have done his dceds openly and in a clearly recognizable fashion so
that all would believe in him. Indeed, the loss that resulted from this
disguise outweighed the salvation; people refrained from believing in
him, since the disguise involved separation from holiness and purity
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The Church keeps ever in mind the words of the Apostie about his kinsmen: "theirs
is the sonship and the glory and the covenants and the law and the worship and the
promises; theirs are the fathers and from them is the Christ according to the

flesh” (Rom. 9:4-5), the Son of the Virgin Mary. She also recalls that the Apostles,
the Church’s main-stay and pillars, as well as most of the early disciples who
proclaimed Christ's Gospel to the world, sprang from the Jewish people.

As Holy Scripture testifies, Jerusalem did not recognize the time of her visitation,(9)
nor did the Jews in large number, accept the Gospel; indecd not a few opposed its
spreading.(10) Nevertheless, God holds the Jews most dear for the suke of their
Fathers; He does not repent of the gifis He makes or of the calls He issues-such is
the witness of the Apostle.(11) In company with the Prophets and the same Apaostle,
the Church awaits that day, known to God alone, on which all peoples will address
the Lord in a single voice and "serve him shoulder to shoulder" (Soph. 3:9) (12)

Since the spintual patrimony common to Christians and Jews is thus so great, this
sacred synod wants to foster and recommend that mutual understanding and respect
which is the fruit, above all, of biblical and theological studies as well as of fratcrnal
dialogues.

True, the Jewish authoritics and those who followed their Iead pressed for the death
of Chnist;(13) still, what happened in His passion cannot be charged against all the
Jews, without distinction, then alive, nor against the Jews of today. Although the
Church is the new people of God, the Jews should not be presented as rejected or
accursed by God, as if this followed from the Holy Scriptures. All should see to it,
then, that in catechetical work or in the preaching of the word of God they do nol
teach anything that does not conform to the truth of the Gospel and the spint of
Christ.

Furthermore, in her rejection of every perseculion against any man, the Church,
mindfiz! of the patrimony she shares with the Jews and moved not by pohtical
reasons but by the Gospel's spiritual love, decries hatred, persecutions, displays of
anti-Semitism, directed against Jews at any time and by anyone.

Besides, as the Church has always held and holds now, Christ underwent His
passion and death freely, because of the sins of men and out of infinite love, in order
that all may reach salvation. It is, therefore, the burden of the Church's preaching o
praclaim the cross of Christ as the sign of God's all-embracin g love dnd as (he
fountain from which every grace flows.

5. We cannot truly call on God, the Father of all, if we refuse to treat in 2 bratherly
wily dny man, created as he is in the image of God. Mau's relation to God the Father
anid hus relution 10 men his brothers are so linked together 1hat Seopture says: "He
who does not love does not know God" (1 John 4:8).

No foundation therefore remains for any theory or practice that leads to
discrimination between man and man or people and peeple, so far as their human

dignity and the rights flowing from it are concerned.

The Church reproves, as foreign to the mind of Christ, any discrimination against
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Speaking of history, let me tell you at what point in
history I came to be interested in Jewish-Catholic
relations. History is best appreciated and gains ethical
significance when one’s own personal story is connected
with the larger story of the community and communities
in which he or she lives and works.

I came to Jewish-Catholic relations at a pivotal time in
my own life history and at a much more pivetal time in
the relationship between the Jewish people and the
Catholic Church. In my own case, I feel privileged that
this was during my youth, when I was unformed
enough to be able to give Jewish-Christian relations a
prominent place in my life's work as a Jewish scholar
and thinker. In the early 1960’s, 1963 to be exact,
while studying for the rabbinate at the Jewish
Theological Seminary in New York, I became the
student - indeed, the close disciple ~ of 8 man who to
the mind of many was the most impeortant Jewish
theologian to work in America, my late revered teacher,
Abraham Joshua Heschel. At that time, Professor
Heschel was engaged in serious discussions with the
leadership of the Catholic Church at the highest levels,
especially with the late Cardinal Augustin Bea, in
preparation for Vatican Council 11, which in 1965 issued
a landmark statement Nostra Aetate ("In Our Time")
about its view of Judaism and the Jewish people, a
document that is undoubtedly the most significant
statement of the Church regarding the Jews in modern
times, perhaps ever.2 I rermember how hopeful my
teacher was for this new attitude that was emerging in
the Church then, and the tremendous chance he was
taking in becoming the chief Jewish advisor to the
Church in this whaole enterprise. And not only was he
taking a chance, but Cardinal Bea and Pope Paul VI
were also taking a chance, and for similar reasons.
Professor Heschel was taking a chance because of the
harsh criticism to which he was subjected by some
other prominent Jewish scholars, guite unfairly I think,
for assuming that a new relationship was even possible
with the Catholic Church.? That criticism sometimes
took the form of verbal abuse, both private and public.
And the leaders of the Church took a chance because
there were elements in the Church, powerful elements,
who argued that since the Jewish people had rejected
Jesus of Nazareth as the Christ, what kind of positive
refationship could there be with such a people? Yet
there was encugh moementum on both sides of this
great divide to take the chance on developing a new
relationship as something important, something good,
and perhaps even something holy in the world,
especially in a secular age.

We are all the heneficiaries of those chances taken over
thirty years ago. In the wake of what happened "in our
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Number 43
Two Responsa Concerning the Prohibition Against Attendance at a

Meeting wilh Christians on Matters of Rapprochement in Faith and
Association with Them

119 Adar 1, 5727 — March 1, 1967)

In regard to the matler wherein you promised to altend a
gathering on 23 Adar 1, 5727 (March 5, 1967) where Catholics and
Protestants will assemble together with Jews who are members of the
Synagogue Council of America as well as rabbinical colleagues from
the Rabbinical Council of America, LBven though whal you will discuss
there wilt be nontheotogical in nature,” il is clear and simple thal such
participation constitutes a grave violation of the prohibition against
appurtenances to idolatry, For a plague has now broken out in many
tocales on account of the initiative of the new pope, whose only intent
15 to cause all the Jews to abandon their pure and holy faith so that
they will accept Christianity  Indecd, it is much more convenient to
convert them in this manner than to employ the melhods of hatred
and murder that popes prior to him utilized® Consequently, all
contact and discussion with them, cven on worldly matters, is
[orbidden, for the act of“drawing near”is in and of itsell forbidden, as
it falls under the category of the grave prohibition against
“rapprochement with idolatry—hitkaront ‘i ‘ovodalt zaral”

And one should also consider this [drawing neas] as falling under
the category of prohibition against the “the one who entices (Ha-
neisify and the one who leads astray (Ha-madinh) "™ For cven though
vou and the other Orthodox yabbis (ralibanind™ who will go there will
swiely be cavtious about what you say, and will also not behave
obsequiously toward the pricsts and their faith, as is the wont of the
Reform and Conservative rabbis (rablis)” who by definition fall unde:
the category ofthose who entice and lead astray,” nevertheless, many

A Jemish Lewnd Anthorsty Addresees Jewoish-Chyistinn iogne

people will learn from vour examnphe and they will attend the sermons
of missicmaries and (he like. Simitarly, you should pot even send a
letter Lhere expressing what you might be prepared to discuss, fir all
contact with them assists them in their most evil plot.

Similarly, it is {orbidden to participate in any way in meetings like
the oncs [ heard that they propose to hold in Boston and Rome.
Armyone whe participates with them, whoever they may be, "f"'” b
corsiderod r.|1‘|r'r'.:.'{"'| hose who entice and bead the community ol Farsie)
(kin! yisnel) asteny. Catholic missionaries have labored for vears to
rorvert the: Jows, Mevertheless, i TEY-BLICCEQOET TRy 10 e sl anmces.
God forbid that it would be possible that many more Jews wuld
convert Lo Christianity on account of such joint ventures and becnuse
of rabbis like these, rabbis who lack good sense and who desite to
cnpage in sdch joint meetings with them. And one cannot pul
ferrward o claim on behall nf the"one who entiges” that this wae not
his intent, [or their souls will be culpable, God forbid, in this worh! and
in the world to come

You ehould pay oo attention 1o the fact that yvou will nit hove
fullilled your promise to go there ond spealk. On the conbary, (v haps
through vauir decision oot fo aftend on occount of the profilaion,
otlrers boo will not go. T this way, you will bizamong thte by grain
merit for Lhe public

1T tAdedressad 1o B Juseph Solevefichik on 9 Adar 1T 5727 —Warch 21, THET)

b arn writing because of myv concern over those young rablis who
ate trapped in the snare laid by the [ead of the Priests in the \atican
it the name of the Ceumenical Councl, whose intent is 1o cause alf the
Jews to convert to their faith, God forbid  The cardinals and the
bishops ate commanded by him Lo establish connections belhween
priceta ond mbbiz through commilees and gomventims Inoevery
(e, Thig desd al Satan has suecesded, aga numibor of mablis hisve
engaged in such associations on the basis of a ficter (permissioni that
allows for interrcligious dialogue on social-political, albeil nat
tehigions matkers. For, oside from the Rael that nearfy every pistler is
|||-|_: il |-_'-I|5._I||;'-l'._ az the privsis lave gredbher way of il sty
malters, and aside from the fact their onfy intention is to evploit these
meetings Lo arrive at matlers of faith, 1t is obvious that there is an resir
(prohibition) against any connections with them, even nn astencibly
social-political matters, at alt times during every cra. Tt ic all the e
s0 now as regards this evil desigh (hat emanates from the Flead of the
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53. On RCA Participation in an interreligious
Conference

Letter to Rabbi Pesah Levovitz, president of the Rca at the time.
Wednesday, April 12,1967

Dear Rabbi Levovitz:

We reconfirm our previous guidelines that any dialogue,
debate or symposium on dogmatic and theological subjects is
not only futile, but damaging as well to the best interests of the
religious communities involved in such a debate. It would only
result in an attempt, conscious or unconscious, of one community
to impose its theology upon the other. Therefore, we appeal to all
segments of the Jewish community, regardless of their diverse
philosophies, to refrain from discussing theological problems
which will only cause embarrassment to and inflict untold harm
upon the good relationship prevailing between the Jewish and
non-Jewish communities.

We reassert that, as loyal citizens of our great country, we arc
all, Jew and non-Jew alike, interested in the welfare of our peopie
and in their material as well as their spiritual and moral advance-
ment. Therefore, it is desirable that full coaperation and coordi-
nation of efforts in the fields of social legislation and ideology be
furthered and promoted. Since joint action must be preceded by
mutual understanding, discussion of social and meral problems
in terms of universal humanitarian and religious categories is
essential and will hetp promote goodwill and mutual understand-
ing among the various communities in our land. However, even
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COMMUNITY, COVENANT AND COMMITMENT

the dialogue on social and civil problems must not be construed

as an act of acquiescence on our part in the absurd idea that the

Jewish community is involved and participates in the ecumenical

movement initiated by the Second Vatican Council. Ecumenism

as such is rooted in Christian theology and tradition, and we as

Jews, as a non-Christian community cannot and will not join this

movement which is alien to us. Our concept of the brotherhood

of man, solidarity of individuals, love and understanding of each

other is rooted exclusively in our Judaic tradition which is basi-
cally a universal one.

In light of the above I request the Executive Committee of
the Rabbinical Council of America to refrain from participating
in, sponsoring or endorsing the interreligious conference on con-
science 10 be held in Boston during May. My objection to partici-
pation in this conference is not so much based on the list of topics
which are to be discussed, since the vast majority of those belong
within the sphere of social morality, but on the unfortunate man-
ner in which this conference has been arranged and publicized.
The impression has been conveyed that Orthodoxy has revised its
attitude to ecumenism and plunged into the mainstream of dia-
loguing and debating the most delicate and intimate theclogical
ideas, which will neither contribute to mutual understanding of
the Jew and non-Jew nor toward the promotion and strengthening
of the religious cause in general,

We members of the RCa, were, after all, the first who, over
SiX years ago, pointed out the vicissitudes and dangers implied in
undisciplined and completely unintelligent and vulgar dialoguing
about ideas which are irreconcilable. It is, therefore, incumbent
upon us to be cauticus and careful, even as regards problems of
social morality, not to become unintentionally involved in the
type of dialogue which is presently in vogue.
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Rabbi Joseph Soloveitchik on Interreligious Dialogue:
Forty Years Later

Dr. David Berger November 23, 2003

Lct me begin by conceding that Rabbi Soloveitchik was not entirely unconcerned by the residual
problem of outright polemic. Dr. Korn correctly notes that he uses the term debale at one point,
and [ agree that the term s revealing. It is also clear that Rabbi Soloveitchik assumed that he
was dealing, even on the eve of Nostra Aetate, with a thoroughly supersessiomst Catholicism
whosc adherents were interesled in converting Jews. But [ cannot agree that the [ull intent of
“Confrontation” is exhausted by depicling it as a warning against engaging in old-lashioned
disputation. First of all, Jews did not need such a warning. Second, it was perfectly clear cven
in 1963 and 1964 that the call for dialogue was not framed in disputational terms. Indced, that is
precisely why Rabbi Solovettcluk had to caution against it. Thus, the preliminary text “On the
Attitude of Catholies toward Non-Christians and especially toward Jews” distributed at the
second scssion of the Council on November 8, 1963 declared that “since the Church has so much
of a common patrimony with the synagogue, this IHoly Synod intends in every way to promote
and further mutual knowledge and esteem obtained by theological studics and fraternal
discussions” (Arthur Gilbert, The Vatican Council and the Jews, p. 262). Third, Rabbi
Soloveitchik provided guidance to the interfaith representatives of the Rabbinical Council of
Amcrica for many years after Nostra Aetate. Ty then it was perfectly evident that interfaith
dialogue was not Barcelona-style disputation, thal the partics were not cngaging in medieval
polemics about Isainh 53 or the rationality of the incarnalion. And yet Rabbi Soloveitchik, on
the whole, held to his guidelines. The entire thrust of “Confrontation™s inspirational rhetoric
about the private character of the religious expericnce is incommensurate with an interpretation
that sees it as a straightforward injuncilion against irying o “prove” your faith; the issue is
explicilly communicating an experience, not demonstrating the truth of a position. In other
words, though the existential character of R Soloverlchik’s stance correctly noted by Dr. Ko is
indced inimical to the netion that religious positions can bhe definitively proven, the larger
argument is that the personal experience of faith cannot even be communicated.  What cair be
communicated is intellectual apprehension of faith. The problem is that such communication is
pitifully inadequate.

This, [ think, is the real thrust ol R. Sclovcitchik’s position. Of course many elements of
religious doctrine, of the content ol religious belicf, can be conveyed. The assertion that the
oreat encounter between God and man cannot be commumecated, applied in the same breath even
to individuals of the same [aith, cannot mean that no theological discourse is possible. It means
that the deepest levels of the faith experience are inaccessible to outsiders, and Rabbi
Solovceitchik applies this to a collective of believers as well as o individuals. Thus, as much as
theological propositions can be conveyed, as much as even religious emotions can be partially
expressed, that which ultimately commits a person to God or a faith community to its particular
relationship with God remains cssentially private, leaving not only a lonely man of [aith but a
lonely people of faith——a nation that dwells alone



