
I NT E R F A I T H  DI AL OG UE  IN I SRAEL 

R E T R O S P E C T  A N D  P R O S P E C T

Opening lecture by 

Professor Shemaryahu TaJmon

I

The 25th anniversary of the State of Israel certainly may be const- 
dered an occasion which invites an attempt to take stock of the interfaith 
dialogue in Israel over the last fifteen years or so. There comes a time 
when a review of past activities, and an assessment of the present state of 
affairs, may help in mapping out prospects and plans for the future. Our 
meeting today seems to mark such a juncture.

I cannot aim, in the present context, to present a full-fledged ana- 
lysis of the issues involved or even to provide a comprehensive review of 
all that has been done by members of the interfaith community in Israel 
and especially in Jerusalem. I will have to concentrate on the presentation 
of some thoughts which I have been entertaining over recent years, and 
which I bring before you in the hope that they may help in opening up a 
discussion which may lead to certain conclusions with regard to our tasks 
in the future.

There are two major aspects to the interfaith dialogue here in Israel, 
as also on the more comprehensive international plane. There is first the 
ideonic-theological dimension to the problems and issues involved which re- 
quires us to try to establish a common ground for our concerted endeavours, 
without; minimising the basic differences which arise from the different tenets, 
beliefs and historical experiences of Christianity, Judaism and Islam. There 
is the situational-social dimension and its problems engendered by the co- 
living of men of different faiths, political expectations and cultural back- 
grounds in the limited space of Israel and of Jerusalem. These two dimen- 
sions cannot be kept apart. Our thoughts and concepts necessarily reflect on 
our appreciation of actualities, and indeed should reflect upon them . We 
cannot be content with simply airing our views on the ethereal level of a 
scholarly dialogue without looking for their applicability to the real and re- 
alistic issues of our present-day life.

If, therefore, in my presentation, I shall repeatedly be crossing the 
border lines between these two dimensions, this should be accepted as a 
legitimate way of viewing the interfaith dialogue situation, in our own group 
as well as in others.



It is unavoidable that I speak as a Jew who represents, as it were, 
a specific historical and existential experience of one partner in interfaith 
deliberations. The expectable resulting imbalance will be rectified to some 
degree by my attempt to speak as an individual, an individual of a specific 
persuasion, who freely enters into an open exchange of views with other 
partners who are of a different persuasion. We may expect some further 
rectifications of my necessarily subjective presentation from the contributions 
of the other speakers on our panel, who will illuminate the issues common 
to all of us from their own specific points of view.

Regrettably, our discussion will centre on the Jewish-Christian dia- 
logue. In making this statement, I simply reiterate what has been said so 
often by participants in interfaith discussions. We have not yet reached that 
stage at which Muslim thinkers could or would effectively enter into the 
interfaith setting. We cannot give up hope that the unevenness of a dialogue 
restricted to jews and Christians in Israel will indeed one day be amended 
by the participation of Muslim theologians in the exchange of views.

Stock-taking with regard to interfaith activities in Jerusalem must be 
done against the background of the Christian-Jewish dialogue as it has de- 
veloped in the western world over the last three decades or so. Although 
all of us are aware of the special nature of interfaith activities in Jerusalem 
and in Israel it is obvious that we are not cut off, nor can we cut our- 
selves off, from the interfaith experiences of Jews and Christians in other 
countries. I do not intend to present here a historic survey that penetrates 
deep into history, nor a detailed exposition of the more recent history of 
the Jewish-Christian dialogue -  no such analysis is called for. However, it 
seems appropriate to delineate some major turning-points in the development 
of the dialogue situation over the last twenty-five or thirty years .

The first impetus to initiate interfaith meetings between jews and 
Christians was given in the early post-second world war years by the expe- 
rience of the Holocaust. The perpetration of the most horrible crimes in all 
history propelled Jews and Christians into an endeavour of analysing the 
psychological, social and theological factors which had made possible the inde- 
scribable events of the war years. Jews had to discover for themselves to what 
degree a meaningful renewed co-existence with Christians was yet possible. 
Their endeavour was complemented by the heart-searching of conscientious 
Christians in the western world who on their part scanned their own past 
as individuals and analysed basic tenets* of Christianity in the attempt to 
diagnose the theological-historical roots of antisemitism, aiming at conceiving 
ways and means of interpretation and self-education which would safeguard 
Christians and Jews -  indeed safeguard humanity -  from the very possibil- 
ity of another such hellish debacle. It would be difficult to establish whether 
it was Jewish or Christian initiative that set the dialogue on foot. However, 
on the face of i t , it appears that the decisive factor was the bitter necessity



experienced by Jews in the western world to reassess their chances of a 
continued existence as individuals and as a minority group in a Christian 
majority setting.

The founding of the State of Israel in 1948 introduced a new di- 
mension into the dialogue situation. It is an issue with which historians 
will have to occupy themselves to decide upon the degree to which the Ho- 
locaust experience generated or enhanced the forces which were at work in 
the creation of the Jewish State, and to analyse the theological, political and 
sociological motivations of individuals, groups and nations who assisted Jews 
in the realisation of the age-old hope of taking charge of their own fate. 
One thing is certain: the mere phenomenon of Jewish sovereignty brought 
about a tangible shift in the dialogue which barely had gotten under way. 
For many Jews and Christians, the major issues of the dialogue soon be- 
came centred on the Israeli Jew and on Jewry in the State of Israel. This 
shift could best be discerned in the direction which the dialogue took in 
post-war Germany. Wittingly or unwittingly, the Christian-Jewish encounter 
became pinpointed on the encounter of the new, or supposedly new, Ger- 
many with the sovereign State of Israel.

Still, for a good many years after the founding of the State of Is- 
rael, Christendom had not yet formulated any official institutionalised reply 
to the issue raised by the shattering experience of the Holocaust. Almost 
two decades had to pass before at Vatican II, within the framework of the 
intra-Christian ecumenical endeavours, the authorities of the Catholic Church 
tried formally to redress and redefine the position of the Church vis-a-vis the 
Jews. We all know that the final proclamations on the matter did not quite 
meet the expectations that had been harboured by Jews and many Christians 
alike. However, one acknowledged with gratitude that some serious begin- 
nings were made to create an atmosphere in which the animosity between 
the Church and Synagogue that had developed in history could be partially 
overcome, or at least alleviated. It should go on record that, whether for 
organisational reasons, namely the lack of a comparable hierarchical struc- 
ture, or for other causes, the Protestant Churches never produced a docu- 
ment which would be comparable to the Vatican II statement on the rela- 
tionship of Christians to Jews.

New developments set in more recently after the Six Day War. We 
all remember the almost complete breakdown of a renewed Jewish confidence 
in Christian endeavours to ameliorate the tensions that had accrued between 
them over the centuries. The disappointment of many Jews who had been 
partners in the dialogue, even then still in its bud, about the unconcern cf 
the other partner over the fate of the State of Israel, which was correctly 
identified by most Jews with the fate of Jewry, almost brought about the 
complete silencing of the dialogue. It then became apparent that many 
Christians who previously had engaged in the renewed exchange with Jews
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had done so under the silent assumption that Jewry as a national political 
entity had been doomed and was expected to disappear. It seems that the 
surprising success of the State of Israel in surviving that immensely critical 
period shook Christians into the recognition that their understanding of Ju- 
daism had been wishful thinking, since it had left out completely the insis- 
tence of Jews in Israel and in the Diaspora to safeguard their sovereignty 
as an achievement never to be lost again. It was also at that time that the 
interpretation of religious tenets and political beliefs within western Chris־ 
tianity became most apparent. To illustrate my point, let me quote from an 
open letter to a Jewish dialogue partner written in September 1971 by at 
Christian who had been involved for several years in the Jewish-Christian 
dialogue on the American scene: “What has happened to the Jewish-Chris-
tian dialogue? Why is it that the dialogue, which five years ago seemed so 
hopeful, has for the most part ground to a halt ? . . .  Clearly, Israel, as it 
has come to be understood since the Six Day War in 1967, is the most 
important new factor in the Jewish-Christian encounter . . .  In those first 
years when we were planning and sponsoring dialogue, concern for Israel 
influenced the dialogue differently. For example, as I recall, your report of 
our four clergy evenings in 1965 doesn’t mention the nation Israel. (Nation- 
al Catholic Reporter, Dec. 8, 1965) The curriculum for the courses which 
we sponsored . . . which was planned in consultation with Jewish scholars . .. 
deals with the land in only a peripheral way. There is no question that 
survival was an issue, but Israel as a nation was not as important then as 
it is now.” He then goes on to say, “Six years ago, when I defined Juda- 
ism in dialogue, the response was, ‘How profoundly you have understood 
us’. Today, if I give that same definition, the response is, ‘Like Christians 
always and everywhere, you do not understand, and are guilty of blatant 
bias’.” It appears to him that “. . . something has gone wrong. At a time 
when our nation (that is to say, America) is deeply threatened by national- 
ism, when the Third World is being consumed by American national self- 
interest, Judaism is consumed not by zeal for world peace and international 
justice, but by the politics of a particular nation-state. The fervour with 
which the American Jewish community has worked for the survival of Israel 
is indeed impressive [mark: no reference to Christians]. But isn’t there still 
more to Judaism than Israel?” And further on: “Perhaps Christians are 
sympathetic to Judaism oniy when it is being persecuted and not when it 
is associated with victory, as in June 1967. Perhaps our Christian tradition, 
‘Whoever seeks his own survival, loses it’, has numbed us to the fate of 
those whose life is indeed threatened.”
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II

I have dwelt at some length on the analysis of these stages in the 
Jewish-Christian dialogue, because I believe that the conflux of all these as- 
pects is best appreciated in the setting of Israel and Jerusalem . Institutional- 
ised interfaith relations in Israel commenced with the founding of the In- 
terfaith Committee in 1957. In 1965 the Rainbow Club was established, 
probably the most enduring interfaith theological workshop, to the best of 
my knowledge. Shortly after that the Ecumenical Theological Research Fra- 
ternity was set up. We can point with gratification to the fact that none of 
these organisations was in any way affected by the upheaval in the Jewish- 
Christian dialogue situation in other parts of the world after 1967. This by 
itself is proof of the special nature of the dialogue in this country and in 
this city.

And this brings me to the present. The Jerusalem set-up preceded 
developments which took place gradually on the international level over the 
years. The Israel Interfaith Committee aimed from the very beginning at 
comprising all the diverse religions represented in this country. It provided 
a platform on which could meet the different Christian denominations and 
the diverse constituencies of Judaism, amongst themselves and with each 
other. From the very beginning, the Committee opened its doors to Muslim 
members, even though without much success. What is more, by the very 
constitution of the Jewish membership, the specific self-understanding of Jews 
of their own religion was clearly brought into the foreground and recognised. 
This self-understanding of Jews as being heirs to a “culture” which expressed 
itself in theological tenets, historical experiences and social-national institu- 
tions is clearly mirrored in the composition of the Rainbow Group. Let me 
quote from a recent paper by Coos Schoneveld in which he discusses the 
efforts of that small group of people in Jerusalem to establish patterns in 
which a real dialogue between Jews and Christians could be carried out. 
He says: “The first result of this effort was the foundation of the Jerusalem 
Rainbow Group, consisting of about ten Jewish scholars and ten Christian 
theologians”. Whether or not the definitions ‘scholars’ and ‘theologians’ were 
chosen for stylistic reasons only, or as a result of acute observations, they 
certainly give a true picture not only of the composition of the Rainbow 
Group but also mirror some very fundamental aspects of the Jewish-Christian 
dialogue. The interfaith meetings preponderantly, though not always, occur 
between Christian theologians actively engaged in institutionalised Church 
activities, though in different forms, on the one hand, and on the other 
hand between Jews whose theological involvement is of a nature which more 
often than not does not express itself in pastoral activities. Their motivation 
to participate in the dialogue arises out of a historical-cultural consciousness, 
no less, and sometimes more, than out of their religious persuasion. It ap-
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pears to me that as a result of this special situation, the Jerusalem dialogue 
never suffered from the misconceptions, and the misinterpretations of juda- 
ism, which were shattered to such a large degree in 1967 with respect to 
many a Christian participant in the dialogue in other countries.

It appears that only now is the dialogue in Europe and the United 
States catching up with what the Interfaith Committee and the Rainbow 
Group had achieved from the beginning. It is only recently that definite at- 
tempts are being made to widen the inter-denominational concept of the 
oekumene to include in it also other religions, besides Judaism, such as Is- 
lam and Asian religions. However, even now one can perceive a preference 
among Catholics and Protestants to meet in the dialogue with Jews, and 
also with other religions, separately, and not in conjunction. The Israel In- 
terfaith Committee could serve as an example of an all-inclusive dialogue 
situation such as one wishes would develop in other countries and on more 
levels.

One more point. One of the latest and highly significant develop- 
ments in the Jewish consultations with the World Council of Churches is 
the professed intention to widen the scope of these meetings not only to 
include other religions but also “ideologies5‘. It is possible that this new 
alignment of the “religions” vis-a-vis “ideologies” may have been caused by 
the recognition of the fact that, like Judaism in the past, Christianity in the 
present is possibly being pushed into a minority position . But there is a 
more positive side to this partnership of losers. It proves again the inter- 
penetration of the social, political and theological dimensions. Theology can- 
not be contemplated only on an abstract scholarly plane. It must act itself 
out in the realities of the individuaTs life and of group life. The acknow- 
ledgement of these developments is recognisable in the very definite preoc- 
cupation of the Churches with what would traditionally have been considered 
mundane matters which were not the concern of theology proper. One sud  ̂
denly encounters a bewildering range of specific theologies pertaining to eco- 
nomics, social life, nationalism, land, the sexes and the relationships of 
generations. The emerging ‘this-world5 orientation of the Churches appears 
to narrow a significant gap between them and the traditional attitude of Ju- 
daism. We see here new possibilities for a better understanding of the “re- 
ligion -  history -  people” complex which has always typified Judaism, and 
in fact is found also to a degree in some Eastern Churches. Let me quote 
here a sentence from a paper by Peter Schneider in which he outlines the 
conditions and potential of the Jewish-Christian dialogue. He considers as 
an important factor “the interpenetration of the Churches5 attitude on Jews and 
Judaism (from religion to people and from people to religion) that arises 
directly out of the special link between people and religion that is charac- 
teristic of the historic existence of Jewry and Judaism”. If this interpenetration 
is finally accepted as legitimate for Judaism, this may lead towards a better
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understanding of the Jewish sensitivity in matters which to the Christian 
often appeared to be of a non-theological, but rather political, nature, with 
‘political’ used as a bad word.

One again states with gratification that some recent pronouncements 
of official Catholic bodies indicate progress in the right direction. The recent 
document published in April 1973 by the French Episcopal Committee for 
Relations with Judaism, to which here in Israel the Greek-Catholic Archbi- 
shop Raya has already given his approval, formally gives expression to 
Christian recognition of Israel as a people who have the unalienable right 
to a sovereign existence in the Land of Israel. “Throughout history, Jewish 
existence was constantly divided between life among the nations and the vow 
of a national existence in this land (of Israel). This aspiration poses numer- 
ous problems to the Jewish conscience itself. In order to understand this 
aspiration and the debate which resulted from it in all their dimensions, 
Christians should not let themselves be ensnared by exegesis which miscon- 
ceives the forms of communal and religious life of Judaism nor by the as- 
sumption of political positions which are generous but (nevertheless) hateful. 
They must take into account the interpretation which the Jews themselves 
give to their reassembling around Jerusalem in the name of their creed, 
which they consider a blessing. This return and its repercussions put justice 
to the proof. On the political plane, there is a clash of diverse demands 
of justice. Beyond the legitimate diversity of political options, the conscience 
of the world cannot refuse to the Jewish people, which has been subjected 
to such vicissitudes throughout history, the right to and the means for a 
political existence of its own among the nations.”

Ill

This new awareness and the acceptance of the legitimacy of a Jewish 
national identity as an ongoing historical phenomenon can affect the Jewish- 
Ghristian dialogue in a very decisive way. I began by delineating the im- 
portance of the Holocaust in the very creation of the interfaith meetings in 
the post-war years. These were meetings of men who lived with the painful 
memory of the inhuman atrocities perpetrated in Europe, of scientifically 
nlanned genocide executed in cold blood, which at the best had evoked 
only ripples of condemnation and pitifully little action on the part of non- 
Jews. A deep-seated feeling of guilt made good men search for means to 
create a new basis for a co-existence of Jews and Christians. However, with 
time passing, and with new generations being born for whom the Holocaust 
is but a matter of history not personally experienced or witnessed, one 
senses a growing refusal by young people to be held responsible for the sins 
of their fathers. Further, the scope of our world is broadening. Peoples who 
have become sovereign partners in world affairs and in world history only 
after the second world war refuse to be laden with the white man’s burden .



A Jewish-Christian dialogue in which non-white and non-western Christians 
-  Africans and Asians -  take an ever-growing part, cannot be expected 

to derive vitality and meaning from an inherited guilt complex. The renais- 
sance of a Jewish national identity must be understood and accepted not as 
a redress for the disaster of the Holocaust but as a historical phenomenon 
independent of considerations of moral book-keeping. The Jewish self-con- 
ception as a community with a special ethnic and religious identity which 
expresses itself in national institutions probably is very adequately understood, 
though sometimes opposed, by the nascent nationalisms in Asia and Africa, 
including Arab nationalism, possibly more than by the professed universalist 
ideologies of western Christians of a post-nationalism era.

The recognition of the special nature of Judaism and Jewry by wes- 
tern Christians will make for the admission of Jewish participants into the 
interfaith set-up whose motivation is more of a “historical” than of a “theo- 
logical” character. At the same time this wider concept of what a religion 
is or can be would also open the door for Arab participants, Muslim and 
Christian, for whom, as for the Jew, religion to a degree is bound up with 
ethnic and/or national social entities. It would help to bring into our deli- 
berations people who definitely belong in the orbit of “Christian culture” 
without necessarily professing to active participation in the life of the Church.

I want to make it quite clear that I am not referring to any sort of 
“political orientation” in the restricted or in the wider sense that could be 
construed as being the motivation of such Jews, Muslims and Christians who 
would participate in the dialogue. Rather am I again thinking in terms of 
a dialogue or ‘trialogue’ of cultures. This would be an adequate setting for 
further widening the circle of participants, and would enable us to come to 
grips with the problem posed by the opposition of “theologies” and “ideo- 
logies”.

In this context a redefinition of the concept of Election becomes im- 
perative. Notwithstanding the credal-historical centrality of the Jewish self- 
conception of being the ‘chosen people’, a concept which was appropriated 
by Christianity to itself, the underlying persuasion that distinctiveness neces- 
sarily equals ‘distinction’ clashes with basic convictions of egality which must 
inform us in our meetings with each other, and in the confrontation with 
other religions and ideologies. The admitted equality of all men implies that 
no preferential status can be accorded to any one community, credal or 
other. ‘Chosenness’ cannot be legitimately appropriated by a collectivity for 
itself. At the best it can be conferred on a group by others, if this group 
has shown itself worthy of such distinction by its exemplary mode of life.

I am persuaded that the concept of dialogue outlined here is espec- 
ially suited to the situation that prevails in Israel and in Jerusalem. It would 
reduce some of the limitations which so far have kept the dialogue from 
becoming all-inclusive. Hopefully, we can convene Christians, Muslims and



Jews on a common platform, as individuals rather than as representatives of 
constituted communities, and spokesmen of theological maxims. The praxis 
of everyday life might help in ameliorating some of the harshness that is 
contained in opposing principles which underlie the three major religions.

Such meetings might also bring about the actual relativisation of the 
absoluteness which marks theological claims on the ideonic plane. The re- 
cognition of the other’s dignity and his right to self-determination as an in- 
dividual may, hopefully, lead to the extension of such recognition also to 
the realm of communities.

To paraphrase one statement of the French document to which I re- 
ferred above, one could say that, “The first condition for such a dialogue 
is that all participants respect always the specificities of the other partners 
in the dialogue; that they should try to understand the other’s position as 
he understands it himself instead of judging him only by the yardstick of 
their own convictions; that, more than that, they esteem his convictions, 
his aspirations, his specific rituals and his beliefs. These convictions must 
be seen as a permanent feature of our common life, and not as passing 
elements in the structure of society.” Each one of the participants must train 
himself sincerely to accept the avocation permanente of the others.

From here derives a clear appreciation of missionary efforts. Once 
the admitted “permanence” of the others’ religions is agreed upon, it is ob- 
vious that the aim of the dialogue must be to become better informed on 
each other’s tenets and beliefs, and to work out a system of livable co-exist- 
ê nce. This, admittedly, does not exclude the possibility of conversions. 
Anybody who willingly enters into a dialogue with people of different con- 
ceptions and persuasions, at least in theory takes the risk of having his own 
ideas influenced or radically changed as a result of the exchange of views. 
However, the dialogue situation by definition imposes upon us the obligation 
to make our voices heard amongst our co-religionists so as to curb any at- 
tempts at exploiting the situation of the under-privileged -  spiritually, soci- 
ally or economically -  for the furthering of missionary aims. Mutatis mutan־ 
dis, I would subscribe to the following definition in the French document, 
slightly paraphrased to read: “The second condition is that in the meeting 
of Christians, Jews and Muslims the right of everyone is recognised to give 
clear witness to his own creed without ever arousing the suspicion that he 
wishes to detach in disloyal fashion a person from his community in order 
to join him with his own”.

Again, it would appear that the conditions in Israel are eminently 
suited for putting these concepts into actual practice. It has often been said 
that here the Jewish partner, who historically has been in a minority posit- 
ion vis-a-vis the Christian, now represents the majority vis-a-vis the Chris- 
tian and Muslim minority groups. It has also been correctly said that all 
participants will have to learn to adjust their expectations and practices to
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this change of roles. It appears to me that one important point has been 
overlooked, namely that while on the Israeli scene a change of roles has 
indeed occurred, it has not occurred on the wider world scene. The issue 
seems to be balanced by the fact that the Christian and Muslim minorities 
in Israel still represent overwhelming majorities on the international level, 
whereas the Jewish local majority is the spearhead of the continuing Jewish 
minorities in Christian and Muslim countries. The recognition of this situ- 
ation should, on the one hand, take the sting of hubris and triumphalism, 
and on the other hand the bitterness of absolute defeat and subjugation, out 
of the relationship between the three cultures as developed here in Israel. 
The interfaith dialogue in Jerusalem is destined to become the prototype for 
such dialogues all over the world.

IV

This leads me to prospects and projects for our future activities. I 
sense in our present set-up a degree of attrition. Although we have tried 
hard to make our voices heard beyond the confines of the Ecumenical Theo- 
logical Research Fraternity, the Interfaith Committee and the Rainbow Group, 
in very fact the repercussions of our activities on the overall society of Is- 
rael, not to mention wider contexts, have been rather restricted. Looking at 
the participants in our activities, one discovers the same friendly faces who 
have been on the scene since the inauguration of the interfaith meetings. 
There has been very little, if any, intake of newcomers, especially of the 
younger generation who will be dominating the public scene in Israel in the 
very near future, or possibly are already dominating i t . One misses a pro- 
per Nachwuchs in our circle, younger people who should become involved 
in our considerations. If we should not give attention to this problem, there 
is a definite danger that in the future the dialogue will break down, simply 
because of a lack of participants.

Equally, I am perturbed by the stagnant social-economic composition 
of the group. Whereas all over the world, and in all three religions, poli- 
tical and social radicalism has become an important force, in our own circle 
we have remained within the orbit of what may be called the intellectual 
bourgeoisie. As far as the Israeli representation in our midst is concerned, 
we have been unable so far to attract not only the young, or the younger, 
but also members of such important components of our society as oriental 
Jewry and the kibbutz movement, especially the religious kibbutzim. On the 
Christian side, the voice of the student movement, which on the European 
and American scene is gaining strength, has not yet been heard in Jerusa- 
lem. I am not merely concerned about the “social” composition of our group 
but rather about the fact that as a result of the present structure, many im- 
portant aspects of changing and developing religious thought have not found 
any expression in our deliberations. The expectable enrichment of our dis
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cussions which could be derived from a more multi-faceted composition of 
our groups is something that should not be missed out.

At this stage of development of the interfaith activities in Israel, the 
mere issue of numbers also appears to me to be important. We enjoy the 
high level of our deliberations, whether in the Fraternity setting or in the 
high-calibre spiritual setting of the Rainbow Group. But our task cannot 
solely be to bask in intellectual narcissism, enjoyable and fruitful as this may 
be for ourselves. There is one missionary task which I think should be pur- 
sued by all of us: we have to bring the message of interfaith life into ever- 
growing groups of people here in Israel and abroad.

From here arise certain practical suggestions. We greatly appreciate 
what some of our representatives have done so far to put interfaith theory 
into practical projects, However, it appears to me that more can be done:

1. We should aim to make known the results of our deliberations, 
the experiences arising from the Jerusalem dialogue, to people in Israel and 
to wider circles abroad. I propose that steps be taken to investigate the pos- 
sibility of reviewing interfaith issues and activities in Israel and abroad syste- 
matically and periodically in one or more Israeli newspapers, along the lines 
of the Christian Comment page in the Jerusalem Post. There is room to con- 
sider special occasional publications which would be easily accessible to read- 
ers all over the world.

2. Realising that personal contact between people of different faiths 
has had such splendid results in our own group, it appears to be advisable 
to work towards the establishment of an interfaith centre in Jerusalem. I am 
not persuaded that the existing ecumenical institutions really have assumed 
the interfaith dimension of which I am speaking. I am thinking of a place, 
preferably in or near Jerusalem, where interfaith groups could be accom- 
modated for an appreciably long period for common study and deliberations. 
Such a place does not necessarily have to become a ‘think tank5 but if in- 
deed we could attract theologians of diverse persuasions, and religious think- 
ers, to come together in such a setting for a prolonged period, one might 
expect that out of such meetings new directives for interfaith dialogue and 
for interfaith life could emerge.

3. In order to implement one of the major bases of interfaith dia- 
logue -  the mutual information on each other’s convictions and tenets -  
not only within the ranks of intellectuals, I suggest that we propose to the 
Ministry of Education of Israel the introduction of guided study of Christian- 
ity and Islam into the curriculum of teachers’ seminars and Israeli schools. 
I have no definite suggestion to make with regard to the form such instruc- 
tion should take; this issue could be deliberated upon by a special com- 
mittee. However, it appears to me that there is a dire necessity to make 
the Israeli youngster aware of the presence of adherents to other religions 
in our midst and to bring home to him the necessity to foster religious to



lerance . In conjunction with such a project י we should also give attention 
to the presentation of Islam and Christianity, and the historical relations of 
Judaism with these religions, as found in Israeli history books.

As a preparatory stage, I would suggest that we institute short semi- 
nars on Islam, Christianity and interfaith relations for groups of teachers in 
Israeli schools.

V

We have convened today in a spirit of co-operation and goodwill 
which has proved itself over the years in words and in action. We have 
shown in our co-operation that notwithstanding the diversity of our beliefs 
and convictions we share common bonds. We meet, as it were, in a dual 
capacity, as men who together live the actuality of Jerusalem, the holy city, 
and of the Land and State of Israel; and as adherents to our individual 
faith which transcends the immediacy of space and time and by which we 
are bound with Muslims, Christians and Jews respectively all over the world. 
It has fallen to us to experience in the most concentrated form the perils 
and the promises encapsuled in the co-existence of world religions. Where 
people of divergent creeds are constantly in contact with each other in every- 
day situations, as private individuals and as members of communities, the 
rubbing of shoulders can easily turn into friction. At the same time, our 
living together contains the potentials of peaceful co-existence. Living at the 
crossroads where the three religions to which we adhere converge, we can 
constitute ourselves in nuce into a prototypical community of communities. 
In overcoming the disadvantages of divisiveness, a true interfaith endeavour 
can make Jerusalem a vantage point of accord of religious cultural particula- 
rities.
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