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Since I am the first respondent of this Panel, I want first of all to 
thank Professor Talmon for his very stimulating paper. I think I express the 
feelings of the whole assembly in saying that all of us have appreciated the 
objectivity and the balance of his analysis. The points he has chosen in 
order to present the history of interfaith dialogue in Israel and its present 
situation are certainly the most characteristic. Moreover, I am sure that all 
of us have felt the necessity and the urgency of his practical conclusions, and 
that we agree with the concrete proposals he made at the end of his paper.

The comments that I shall present are in no way reservations or oh- 
jections but some remarks whose purpose is to prepare for the general dis- 
cussion which will follow. I shall make four brief comments.

1. I agree with the analysis which Professor Talmon has made of 
the causes of the evolution of the Jewish-Christian meeting in the last de־ 
cades. It is true that the Holocaust and the establishment of the State of 
Israel challenged Christianity, and have marked definite steps in the progress 
of the Christian conscience about Judaism and the Jewish reality. It is also 
true that, at least in Catholic circles, the declaration on the Jews elabora- 
ted by the Vatican Council is, in spite of its limitations, a balance-sheet of 
this progress. I agree with Professor Talmon when he sees in the Six-Day 
War a stumbling-block for mutual understanding between Christian and Jews.

I should add another factor to this evolution of the Christian aware- 
ness of Judaism which seems to me preliminary to the others, which in 
many ways prepared the Christian mentality to perceive the other factors, 
and which remains as a permanent basis for interfaith dialogue between Jews 
and Christians, namely the increasing interest in the Bible, the development 
of biblical studies, not only on the level of scholarship but especially on 
the level of Christian education and spirituality. This attitude, which is rather 
new (at least in Catholic circles) is strongly supported and reinforced by in- 
creasing interest in the Holy Land. More and more Christians come to Israel 
as pilgrims, and they are necessarily spectators of Jewish life in Israel. They 
perceive in a very concrete and existential way the link between the Land, 
the Book and the People and they are more ready to understand, at least 
as a question or a mystery, the Jewish reality. This factor seems to me of 
primary importance. So, then, as promoters of interfaith dialogue here, on 
the spot, we have to be aware of this movement and to take advantage of 
it; to encourage, all over the world, on this fundamental level, a Jewish-Chris- 
tian dialogue, focused on Jerusalem.
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I should add this as a concrete proposal to the practical conclusions 
of Professor Talmon. Since he is himself a Professor of Bible, I am sure 
he will agree.

2. My second remark is a question, or more precisely an invitation 
to go on thinking.

Professor Talmon very rightly pointed out the fact of universal ten־ 
dency towards secularisation, which is manifested in many ways in our pres- 
ent world. He quoted with accuracy the most characteristic features of such 
a spiritual revolution: first, the fact that ideologies have gradually taken the 
place of theologies; second, the fact that the younger generation is less in־ 
terested in meeting others through dialogue on the level of faith than in 
finding unity on the level of humanity and universal understanding.

However, at the same time Professor Talmon said clearly that the 
dialogue between Jews and men of other faiths requires a loyal and objec- 
tive consideration of Election and of its significance in Jewish self-under- 
standing. It seems to me that between these two points there is some con- 
tradiction, which we have to consider and overcome. I think that the prob- 
lem of Election requires a very rigorous and systematic study which can only 
be made on the level of a theological analysis, especially when we speak of 
the dialogue between Jews and Christians. In fact, one can say that the 
theology of Election, at least on the Christian side, is far from being a- 
chieved. It is , for instance, one of the most ambiguous and weakest points 
in the recent declaration of the French Episcopal Committee for Relations 
with Judaism. So we cannot help feeling the necessity for a more demand- 
ing dialogue about such matters on the level of theology, that is to say on 
the level of faith.

Now, as far as secularisation is concerned, I think that one of the 
most urgent objects of our common work would be precisely to analyse its 
impact on each of our religious traditions.

3. My third remark concerns what Professor Talmon has called the 
ideonic-theological dimension of the interfaith dialogue.

I share his fear of remaining on too theoretical a level, and I fully 
agree with his concrete proposal to extend the activities of interfaith dialogue 
and mutual information to non-scholarly circles.

However, in the matter of intellectual reflection I should be at the 
same time more optimistic and more pessimistic than Professor Talmon. On 
the one side: more optimistic. At the risk of appearing an archaic intellec- 
tual bourgeois -  and even petit-bourgeois -  I am convinced that interfaith 
dialogue requires a very solid and fundamental work on the level of research 
and thinking. That is not an aristocratic pretension but an urgent necessity. 
I think that in many cases the meeting between people of different faiths 
has failed because of the lack of a doctrinal and intellectual basis. On the 
other side, I shall be more pessimistic, or at least less optimistic than Pro



fessor Talmon, as far as the work of the Rainbow Group or the Ecumenical 
Fraternity is concerned. I agree that the level of research is high and the 
results worthwhile, but I think that we could work together in a more 
exacting way. We must confess that we are still at the very beginning.

4. Last but not least, the purpose of my fourth remark is to suggest 
a framework of analysis for the discussion which will follow.

When we speak of interfaith dialogue, we think actually of our own 
experience of interfaith dialogue; that is to say, we have in mind the insti- 
tutions to which we belong and which try to give shape to our wish to 
enter into dialogue. But such ways of meeting each other take place in a 
particular situation, within a framework which already exists. Here in Israel 
people of different faiths meet at different levels, in a variety of ways. How 
does our own way of meeting one another or conceiving the dialogue fit 
into this framework?

It could be shown, for instance, that in this country the Catholic 
Church and the Israeli reality encounter each other at three different levels. 
At the summit, at the top of the hierarchy, on the level which one might call 
rabbinic or clerical (finally the same thing!), the Church meets the State in 
an official manner with all that is involved in formal and juridical matters: 
the Apostolic Delegate meets the Prime Minister or the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs; the Bishop and the religious superiors meet the functionary of the 
Ministry of Religions in charge of Christian affairs; this one or that meets 
with the Chief Rabbi and the religious authorities at official receptions in 
the President’s House or at the City Hall. Exchanges of courtesy, relations 
of strict justice, defence or recognition of rights according to the Status Quo 
whose norms Israel has accepted; all this is , in short, mutual respect and 
respect for the law; respect for what Claude Levi-Strauss would have called 
the synchronistic system with all that makes up tradition and immobility. 
The only frictions come from causes outside the system: on the Jewish side, 
some religious extremists taking this overture to the goyim badly and re- 
proaching the State for this official form of religious tolerance; on the Chris- 
tian side, the fact that the large majority of the faithful are Arabs gives to 
the pastoral work of the religious authorities a dimension which at times is 
inevitably political.

At the other end of the scale, relations between the Church and Is- 
rael take the multiple and unpredictable form of encounters between Chris- 
tians and Israelis. These meetings are not on the plane of institutions or 
principles, but on that of daily life. More and more Christians come to Is- 
rael to discover the country in all its aspects, to work on kibbutzim, or to 
study at the university. Also, study groups of Jewish and Christian intellec- 
tuals convene for joint research and frank dialogue. Of course, these men 
are still very few, often ignored or misunderstood by the authorities, even 
suspected by them or considered subversive. In any case, they are pioneers,
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whose presence in this country and encounters with their Israeli friends are 
a new form of relations between the Church and Israel which is rich with 
promise for the future.

Finally, we have to mention, between these two poles, the most 
complex and delicate instance of all: namely, the local Church. Either we 
speak of Arab local churches or of the Hebrew-speaking church, and in 
particular of the Israeli Christians of Jewish origin. For this group the prob- 
lem is intrinsic to their daily existence: it is in them that the Church, 
whose members they are, ^and the State of Israel, of which they are citizens, 
encounter one another. Their situation alone, one in which they feel the 
friction from both sides, would suffice to manifest the real complexity of the 
problem of relations between Israel and the Church. What does interfaith 
dialogue mean in such cases, which are the most real instances of meeting? 
How do we consider such reality in our institutions for interfaith dialogue?

This question is my last point. One can say that if these Israeli 
Christians find it possible to live with a unified and equal loyalty to the 
Church and their country, their success might be the touchstone for a pos- 
sible reconciliation and the sign of a mutual understanding already realised. 
Such a success will be the test of the success of interfaith dialogue in this 
country.
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