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It is going to be virtually impossible to summarise on the spot the 
stimulating responses from the panellists and the audience to the splendid 
paper read by Professor Talmon. One would have to say, I suppose, that 
each one of us will have to think through his own summary of this impres- 
sive symposium in his own way, but some things can be said now. As I 
sat, listening to these deliberations, I was struck by two things: that such 
a symposium never took place before and that it is taking place now.

That it never took place before is not hard to understand. Whereas, 
in other countries, dialogue takes place around defined subject areas at re

1 Because of the late hour, this summary was not read out, but it was decided to 
publish the text in these Proceedings .
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served locations for specified periods of tim e, here dialogue is a praxis, a 
function for our living together. There, dialogue has a beginning, a middle 
and an ending, till the next tim e. H ere, dialogue is a process, where many 
people, and most of us sitting in this hall, share a daily life in a land 
holy to us all, exchanging knowledge and experiences, consulting together, 
rejoicing in each other’s achievements, inviting each to the other’s bosom 
and -  not surprisingly — sometimes worshipping together. The real difference 
in dialogue, to borrow a pungent phrase from Brother M arcel, is that, in 
this country, we conduct a dialogue of believers, not beliefs. If this sym- 
posium never took place before, perhaps it is because it wasn’t necessary. 
We don’t need a convocation to communicate.

But it is taking place now. And it is taking place, I submit, because 
it was felt by many, in a kind of idiopathic way, that this country’s mile- 
stone would be an appropriate time to take stock, to inventory our accom- 
plishments, to chart the future, especially because, as Professor Talmon cor- 
rectly reminded u s , this is the only place in the world where a Jewish ma- 
jority and a Christian minority make possible a fresh setting for a more au- 
thentic understanding of our common heritage and for a franker appreciation 
of what separates u s . Heralding this belief is the fact that, for the first time 
in history, an assembly such as this is being sponsored by such diverse but 
inter-laced organizations as The American Jewish Committee, The Ecumeni- 
cal Theological Research Fraternity in Israel, The Israel Interfaith Commit- 
tee, The United Christian Council in Israel, and The World Jewish Congress.

Some of the discussion underscored a critical distinction made in 
Professor Talmon’s paper as re-emphasised by Reverend Roy Kreider: the 
difference between the theological and existential dimensions of dialogue. 
While the fo rmer is indispensable, it is my impression that dialogue abroad 
favours the theological because that is the clear preference of the Christian 
majority. But theology is not a preoccupation of many Jews and the Jewish 
partner in Israel looks for the social implications of dialogue, precisely be- 
cause of the parlous situation in which he finds himself. What is being sug- 
gested here is that each Christian seek out what the Christian halakhah 
prescribes in terms of behaviour, practice and action stemming from his own 
total life experiences. This is not to suggest that political positions be taken 
both on national and international issues. Rather, it is being proposed, as 
a set of beliefs is refreshed by being bounced against another, that the fresh 
insights thus generated be applied, in appropriate ways, in the pursuit of 
social justice, morality, and the ultimate truth.

Up to this point, this may not be new to most of you. But what is 
new is that theology may not be a preoccupation of the Christian partner 
either, certainly not on the part of the indigenous Christian. I imagine all 
of us were struck by the fact that three out of four panellists stressed the 
need to re-examine the role of the indigenous churchmen in dialogue, that
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the major thrust of our efforts should be towards them and that the Chris- 
tian visitor from the west, can only serve as an observer, albeit a welcome 
one. But if that is the case, we might have to re-examine our agenda. The 
Israeli Jew and the Israeli Christian must deal not only with religious issues. 
History, ethnicity, culture and social systems are so bound up with the peo- 
pie in this land that we must treat with all these strands of inter-relation- 
ships.

There is a corollary to this. While there should be no limitations 
imposed on dialogue agendas , this symposium suggests what should be our 
priority items. Dialogue about our biblical past, while useful and illuminat- 
ing, is confining because it enables the participant, however unwittingly, to 
retire to the relative safety of his ivory citadel, thus excusing himself from 
engaging himself in the pressing issues of the day. And a dialogue about 
the future, while helpful in giving focus and pointing directions, is also 
confining because one can’t always be held accountable for events that will 
happen after he is not on the scene. The priority items in our dialogue 
agenda should be the present and its challenges, the mutual acceptance of 
each other’s identity, the expression of our common hope and our conjoint 
search for truth.

This day, and especially the discussion before and after dinner, am- 
ply demonstrates what most of us already know. The Christian in Israel, 
living in fraternal juxtaposition with his Jewish and Muslim brothers has 
knowledge, insights, understandings and awarenesses not vouchsafed all his 
fellows in Geneva, Rome, Istanbul, or 475 Riverside Drive. What such 
Christians have to say should be at the epicentre of deliberations about in- 
terfaith relations in today’s world; and yet, they are seldom invited and 
scarcely heard at international assemblies convened for this purpose, It seems 
to me that the Christians in Israel, in an organised way, should press more 
forcefully to institutionalize roles for themselves in future deliberations of 
this sort.

We have to take a closer look at the composition of our partners in 
the on-going dialogue and think through together its implications for tomor- 
row. What are our limitations and restrictions because we have no Christian 
intellectual laity to speak of ? How shall we strike a balance between the 
western churchmen in our welcoming midst and the representatives of the 
indigenous church? What happens when the Christian partner, more often 
than not, is an ordained priest and the Jewish partner, more often than not, 
is a scholar or thinker? How can we spread our net wider to attract a 
greater number of concerned people and especially, as Professor Talmon said, 
the young ? A nd, most troubling of a ll , what can we d o , what can we 
consciously do, to liberate our Muslim brothers from their understandable 
reticence, so that members of all the monotheistic faiths represented in this 
land may pursue truth together? Why this is troubling is obvious. What is
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less obvious -  and this was pointed out only this evening -  is that, through- 
out history, there has never been a Jewish-Muslim religious dialogue to speak 
o f . Thus, the partners we seek do not yet have the tools nor do they yet 
know the rules of the gam e.

To conclude, let it be said aloud what all of us know. Here we are, 
Jews, Christians, Muslims, interfaith leaders, meeting together in a building 
of a Christian association, located in Jerusalem -  the symbol of all our 
hopes. As Father Chacour pungently pointed out, we have here more ena- 
bling instrumentalities to achieve a new level of interfaith understanding 
than any other group in the world. And we have the help of a hospitable 
government to boot. The late Dr. Yona Malachy once wrote that if a new 
relationship is to be developed, it will take place here. And I put it to you 
that this symposium proves him right.

Before finishing, I must publicly acknowledge the cooperation and 
initiative of the Reverend Coos Schoneveld and Mr. Joseph Emanuel who, 
together with me, served as the professional team responsible for the entire 
programme from beginning to end. This act of collaboration, using different 
perspectives but aiming towards the same ultimate goal, is in itself an 
example of interfaith cooperation at its best.

As we close and go our separate ways to pick up our continuing 
dialogue in the daily rhythm of our lives, -  although legitimate differences 
of opinion were expressed tonight about worshipping together -  let m e, in 
the ecumenical spirit in which we gathered, quote from Archbishop George 
Appleton as he, at a recent Rainbow meeting, quoted from the Jewish 
prayerbook which, in turn, is a paraphrased quote from Psalm 104. “We 
therefore hope in thee, O Lord our G od, that we may speedily behold the 
glory of thy might, when thou wilt remove the abominations from the earth, 
and heathendom will be utterly destroyed, when the world will be perfected 
under the kingdom of the Almighty, and all the children of flesh will call 
upon thy Name, when thou wilt turn unto thyself all the evil-doers upon 
the earth. Let all the inhabitants of the world perceive and know that unto 
thee every knee must bend, every tongue must swear allegiance. Before thee 
O Lord our God let them bow and worship; and unto thy glorious name 
let them give honour; let them all accept the yoke of thy kingdom, and do 
thou reign over them speedily and for ever and ever” . . . Am en.


