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A Jewish Legal Authority Addresses
Jewish-Christian Dialogue:
Two Responsa of Rabbi Moshe
Feinstein

Translated and Annotated by David Ellenson

October 28, 1965, will stand as a mulesionc marent in Lhe sistery
of Cattolic-Jewish relations. Cn cthat dare Lthe Secend Va ican Coureil,
in response to a call first put forth by Pope John XX in 1960, issued
a statement on the Jows, Nostra Actate. This docament provided'a
positive assessment of the rele plaved by the Jewish
throughout history and sought to repudiale anti-Semizism. 11 many
Jowish circles Nostra Aetate was received wilh onthusiaslic, albeit

rlows, optimism. After all, the spirit of operness fourd in s pages
cantained a promise of hope. lts proponents heratded 7 as marking
the adven: of a new era in which almost two millennia of ar often-
tragic history between Jews and Christians might be coming to an
end. The document chartered rew direclions for Catholic-Jewish
relations throughout the waorld, and the spirit of religious
ceumenicism and tolerance contained in its pages openocd the
Noadgates far Jewish-Catholic dialogue and debate.

The Orthodox Jewish world was aob impervions Lo these
dovelopments.  Indeed, foramost ameng these wha paid careful
allention to these trends was Rabbi Moshe Teinsiein (1895 -1985).
Born o a prominent rabbinical family in Uzda, Belorussia, Rabbi
Feinstein arcived at the United States 937, He served from 1937
until is death as head of Metivta Tiferct Jerasalem in MowYork, and
his multivolumed coallection of responsa, published under he title
feoerpb Masiie, gained honowerldwide recognition as a decisor (posek)
and interpreter of fewis! law? In the United Stale
~as more authoritative “han Rabbi Feinstuin was during Wetime.
A leader of what is con mmonly lebeled “sectarian” or “traditionalist”
Ortlodox Judaism,® hi- was a brand of Orthodox judaism thal bas

bevn desoribed as “con.
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Fenstein served as presidert of t- Agudat “laRa:
tLlnio- of Orthodox Rabbis of the United Stites and Cenad
organization first established in 1932 by -ixty Viddish-speaking
Crthocox rabbis, This group, in the words of J. titey Gurodk, was from
the outsct “strident” in it “norrecognition of the Americanizoed
Orthodcox radbinale.™ Rabbi Feinstein alse come to ceouny Lhe post
of chairmar of the American branch of Mo'eizet Gedolei ha-Toral
(s 1l of Torah Sages} ¢f -he sectarian Ort Agudat Istic, a
European-born organjzatior that was in‘tially olanted it the United
States in 1538, This group, to cite Gureck orve mere, was critival of
ran-adherence o

cempromising princinles.”™  Rabbi vinslein gave expressinn to
these princinles in 2958 when he, with o numleer of cther authorilics
i1 ke world of the American yeshivot, issued a joint sereim (ban). This
ban stoled that Orthodex rebbis were “torbidden by the 'aw of our
sncred Grah”to be members of organizalions such as the Synagogue
Cone | of America or iacal boards of rabbis where these Orcdox
men vcould cooperate “with their Reforim ard Conservative
counte parts.”™ Inoview of all this, it is hard y surprising that the
v real developments surrounding Vatican 11 concerned i,
indecd his conzern was such that he is<ued two responsa in 1967 on
the iss e of interreligious Jowish-Christian dizlogue that mirrared e
attitwd + Se had adopted o decade earlier regard ng intrareligous
ciszusions. They are presented here in Fnglisl trar-lation and reflect
a consstent sectarian stance on his part.

T first respensum, dated 19 Adar |, 5727 (March 1, 79671, was
addreesed 1o Rabbi Bernard Lander, t-on a vauny, Orthodox rabbi,
tnday president of Touro College, who was sched.led to attend a
Procesiant-Catholic-Jewis dialogue four days lale: The rabki had
apparently promised to sttend this wecting nnd expressed cencern
over [is obligation to attend in light of this promise. He wanted to
know o Raobi Teinstein whether such: attendance was permissible
from | < andpeint of Jewish law. The alarm Rabbj Feinstein felt over
such 1s atters is palpable in this docurrent and his refusel ta s
;ewisl clendance at sach meclings was absolute.

CH oty agitated by the issue, Rabbi Feinstein wrote less than Uhree
weeks Lo to Rabli Josepl Soloveitchik (1903-1993), express
unzor sromising determinalion to prohibit such dialogue. In «
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{o R Scloverrchik en 9 Adar 11, 5727 0
nat only acdres-ing a4 man
communicali;

Aarch 21, 1567), R Fe peteis was
was his relative - he was
s the foremost [cace of moden
rehik Mmself ste nmed from

Ihe same sectarim Crthodox Jew:sh
world Uiat Rac spawned R Fainslein.
Indeed, his familv was fased in his
ive Lithuania genius in the
study of Talmud, and R. Seloveitchik
brought that traditicn wi
Ametica. In il e became Rosh eshion
at the Rabbi l-rac Elcnanan Theological
Seminary (R TSy of Yeshiva Universi
suoceeving s

na

a lm e

ther, Moses, in
post. Ths presence linked RIETS to the
realm of the 1 ithuarian yeshiva, and his
asoribed  and ecarned status in thhe
Crlthodax vorld  can herdly  be
exaggerated. [owever, desgite his ties to
the world ol seciarian Orthodoxy, R
Souleveilchik o co atfirmed the warth of sceular culture. |4 received a
Ph.D i philosophy lrom the Th iversity of Berlin for a dis-ertaton o
the waork of 1:ermann Cohen, and ke champioried the un
“modern® Crlhodes Judais, This universe, in contrast to the
of sectarian O thocexs Tuds .
1 Ceture."

explicitly acvacztes sccommodat
to the

Kabbi Sol s citvhik had clready publicly expressed his views
issuc ol cow evical dialogue with Chrislians three vears before K.
Feingtein approached him on th's malter.  As Aaron Rakkevi-
Rothkofl explars:

With the advenl of the ecumenical thrust of 1he Catholic
Church e the 1960s, the Rav was consulted reparding
Orimedox participation in the dialogue initiated by the Vetican
with Jewish lvaders.  Rabbi Soloveiichik opposed many
aspects of tms dialogus. Te heid tha! there could ke no
discussion concerning the uriqueness of the respective
refigious comimunities. ach, he held, was an individual entity
which couid not be meiged or equated with the other, since




cach wog committed to a dilferent faith, The Rov presealed a
saper entitled “Cenfronzation” en His topic at the 1564
michvinter conference of the Rabbinical Council.®

Rabli Solaveitchik published this paper in expanded form later
Jhat year in Dadition: A Jowrnal of Orthodox fewish Thought, under the
samie title as his address, “Confrentation.”” While Rakkolet-Rothkoff
is certainly correct in asserting that R. Soleveitchik opposed
imersions of the dialogue, an examination of the Soloveitchix essay
iacdicates thot there were also elements in the fewish-C :

stian
dalague -hat R. Soloveitchik strongly endorsed. At the outset, the
ralibi mai.ained that there was value in there being formal e
between Jewws and non-rews. T addition,

ations
e vieyed Christianity as
roe thar o source of hatred toward Jews, and he recognized that the
modern worla had witnessed sign

ent ransformations in the
atlizucies Gontiles adopzed toward Jews. This meant that there were
cas in which Jewish-Chuistian coeparacion was surely desirable. His
gper yet cautionary altitude is best captured in the following
slatement:

Wi cac wrate with the members of other faith communities in
all fields of constructive human endeavor, but, simullancously
with ow inlcgration into the general social framowork, we
engage in a movement of recoil and retrace var steps. Ira
word, v ¢ belong to the human society and, at the same time,
we fes| 15 strangers and cutsiders.®

As spiri.ual head of the modern Orthodox Rabbinical Council of
America {RUA), R, Soloveitclik’s stance led the RCA 1o adapt a palicy
statement «n ecumenicism and interreligions diclogus at its 1964
convention.  As a policy statement of the rabbis opinion on the
subject, the resolution i worth citing in full precisely because its tone,
as well z¢ parts of its nuanced content. stand in sueh skavrp contrast to
the position put forth by R Feinstein, a position canlained in the
lrarslation below. The statement reads:

Epel s

We ave pleased fe note that in recent years there hos evolved
in our country as well as throughout the world a desuc to seek
hetter u iderstanding and a mutual respect amiong Hue world's

116 _

~aion Faiths. The current threat of seculerism and maten 5111
angd e modern atheistlic negation ¢

religion and relighos
vaites makes even  more mperative  a o harmon
relalionslipy among Lhe faishis. This relationship, hawever, can
enly be of value if it will not ben coviflict with the uriqueness
of ench religious communivy, since each religious communiy
s an mdividual entity which cannot be merged or cquiated
with 0 communily which is committed to a differont faith.
[Fach religivus comm .
and metaphysical warth. [ls histerica expericnce, s present
dyramics, izs hopes and aspirations for the [uture car anlv be
interpreted in terms of full spinfua, independence ol and
freedem from any relatedness to another faith community.
Any suggesiion that the historical aaa neta-historical worth
of a -aith community be viewed against the backdyop of
another faith, and the mere hinl that a revision of basic Listeric
attitudes  is  anticipated, are INCONETUOUS wilh  the
fundamentals of refigiaus liberty and freedem of conscience
nd ran only breed discord and suspicion. Such an approach
is unaccentable ta any self-respecting faiti ccmmurity that is
prowd of its past, vibrant and aclive In lhe present ard
determined to five o in the future and serve God i its own
individual way. Only full appreciatior. on the parl of all ol the
singwtar role, inherent worth, and basic | erogalives of cach
community will help promete the spivit of coaperation amorg
the faiths ™

ity is endowed with intrinsie dig

[n practical teris, this mean: [hat R, Saloveitchik and members ot
the RCA endorsed Jewisli-Chrislian diglogue on social and polilical
issties of general human concern. At the same time, hey were
apposed ta such diziegue on malters of faith.  Each religious
community is singuwar and ils theolagical postures are axiclogical.
They cannot be the subjects of jont discussion. Of course, prediscly
how this line can be drawn in graxis is unclear  Afwer all, the socal
cencemns and political commitments Lhat religious persors adupt are
presumably  extensions of the faith alfinrations they possess.
Nevorthoess, this was Lhe policy position R, Soloveitchik and Tus
falewers advanved and it has informed and guided Lhe stanve i’

mumerous Orthedox rabbis and lewish laypeople have taken towar i



cwish Christian dialogue for over three decades.”

:,_ looking at the Feinstein letter to R. Soloveitchik on the fopie, no
cloment of Jewisk-Christian dialogue is endorsed. R, Feinsluin, in
amtrast to . Soloveitchik, expressed Lhe view that ecumenicsm and
the Jewish Christian dialogue such ecumenicism fostered were
nothing more than a thinly veiled plot designed by the n,:_,_o_
church to convince Jews to abancon their faith and convert to
Christianity. Only twe bypes o:czm would participate ir sucl ciforts.
The first were Individuas itke Reform and Conscrvative raokis, people
who advocated pesitions Lhat could only lead to the assimilation of
the [ewish people. The secend were well-intenticned yet naive peaple
like the young Orthodex rabbi whao had approached hic eanlier on
this matier. Their participation n such dialegue coul:l leaid 1o no
pusitive end. Rabbi Feinstein was particuiarly concerned that this
latter group could iracvertertly create an atmosphere that would
allow e church to entice Jews into ebandoning their faith. However
pure their matives, these Jewish leaders would be responsible for the
apostasy of these Jews and Jewich law would therefore hoid them
cupekic. It was this group Le patticuiarly sought to adcress, and R
Feirstein saw R. Soloveitchix as his natural confederate i this matter,
as the influential authority the two men could exercise together in the
Orthodox world was considerasic.

In reading the Feirstein responsa, it scoms ciem that Rabbi
Feirstein viewed the relationship between Jows and { hristions as
unalzered oy modern deve;opments such as Vaticen |1 | his
purspzctive, only isalatior from Christians ard their representatives
Id ensure :% survival of Tews as a minority communityv, He could
purceive no mative for joint religious dialogue other tha conversion.
Furthermore, r; nmmto:mm|5mm_._._:n: as they advanced a completely
negative pasition regarding such dialogue—implicitly reveal that he
had theological-legal grounds fur rejecting such discassions. for R
Feinstein clearly maintained a classical Jewish posture that negatively
viewedo Christianity as a form of idclatry.

Accarding te Jowish law as recarded in Sanhedrin 26a, God enjoys
e universal relationskip with ali humanity. This relationship, known in
Jewish traditiors as the Noakide Covenant, caused the rabbis to assest
that God issued seven cemmandments through Neah to all
humanking.  Among these sever. commandments is one Lhat
proehibits idolatry.

[
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_:. cvarce of this for understanding the positinns of Rabbi
v and Rabbi Soloveitchik on the cuestion of jewish-Uliristicn
dialoaue = vital. This passage led ranbinic authorizies to ask wi

Chuistian eief in God violated 1he Noahide siricture egainst idola
I sa. Lhen relations withy Christions had to _..F. circumscribed nor only
Locavse fews should distance themselves from such false bel
also becavse interactions with Chrislians wight lead Christians o
sweal by 0 “idolamrous deity,” an act condertred as sinful by the
Talmuad in Sanhedrin 63b. mdeed, in such instances the Jow would be
Feld culpable fonr this trarsgression by Jewish law, for the Jow woulsd
be the pre<imate cause for Lthe Christian having comnutted Heis sinful
ac..

i

Ut ceurse, Crristians Insisied that their doctrines regare
adhered 10 monatheistic standavds. However, a number «
sages discgreed, and they explicitly cendemned ear’y Christian
ox_:;n :ens concerning the doctrines of Trinity and the incarnale
man-God  jesus, as untruc and in oppesiion to genuvire
monithel m* Most importantly, these attitudes caused 10 less an
authority  han Moses Mal _._._o_:gm.r qo affirm Lhat these doctsi
differences were of such import that Christians could be as
the "almudic category of
idols """ “These legal sources reflect the doctrinal emphases that have
classically distinguished Jewish from Christian faith and p
jo:,:,_:< implications that limit Jewish-Christiar interactions an
: ourds. Rabbi Feinstein obviously stood upor :hese lega
sources inissuing his views. He not only feared that such discisson:
wauld _oi_ 12 Jewish anostasy, he also never modificd his defi
Chrisli « here as idoatry.

However, othor voices i1 Jewish tradition took o diffeent stanc
on these matters. They wouid not eonsign Christianily to e eaegg
of idalatr. nor, by extension, would they accepl & definiiion o
Christians as idol warshkipers. I 2 comment on Sanhedrin 635, Rabbi
Isaac of la-e—twelfth-contury France, the nephew of Rankenu Tam
spoke of Uhinstions and Christizrity |

al

grred to
“evdri kochawvim wmazalot—warshippers o

S

- the following terms:

Although they [Caristians] mention ke name of Heaw
mearing thereby fosus of Nazareih, they do not at alb eve
menlics .d a strarge deity, and moreover, they mean thereby t
Maker of Heaven and Earth 1oo; and despite the fact that t

TN



Anpericonn Joiisi -

associate the name of Heaven with an alien deity, we de nol
find that it is forbidden to cause Gentiles t¢ make such an
asscciation,... since such an association (Shitsf) is not
‘orbidden to the sors of Noah.™

In laking this starce, Rabbi Isaze nffered a distinction 1hat was
wiknowr i Talmudic judaisme that while Trinitariarism censtituted
icalatry for Jews, it did nat for Christians. Indeed, the historan Jacob
Kalz has characterized its significance in the lollowing waoy. Kaz
ifes, “The assertion that the Gentiles are not bound to uphald the
strict unity of the Godhead opens up the possibility of condoning

a0 as the
v notes

‘an adherence lo che duoctrine of the Trinity so far
Cent:les, though not the Jews, are concerned.”™ Kotz fu
that this view was taken up and expanded wpon by Rabbi Menachem
Ha-Mzii of Provence whao, writing in the early 1300s, stated thal
Christians “recognize the Gochead” and “believe in God's existence,
His unty and power, although they misconceive some points
according to cur belief” In fact, Ha-Me'int expiicitly refused o place
conter~poraneous Christians in the Talmudic category of “idal-
worshipers,” declaring, “Now idolatry has disappeared from most
places. Katz, comirentng upen these writings of Ha-Me'ri, noted
“thal the exclusion of Chrislians... fom the categon of the
iiclatreus—an exclusion that had been suggested purely casuistically
by earlier halekhisis~—was to be acknowledged as a ~rm &nd
conprenensive principle

The trzjectary that marked these ruiings came to dominzle among
loter generations of Jewish legal writers. The eighteenth-century
Rabli Yehuda Ashkenazi, writing on the Shulchan Aruch, Yool Degh,
121:2, in hi= authoritative Ba'er Heitew, echoed bath Rabbi Isaac and
a-Mc‘iri and granted their position normative Jew:sh legal status.
His cormmentary there an Christiars and their faith states,”In our era,
... when the gentiles in whose midst we dwell ... [speak of God], their
‘nte:ition is cirected towards the One Who made Heaven and Earth,
abaeit that they associete ancther persenality with God. Howeever, this.
dees not corstitute a violation of Leviticus 15:14, You shall not place’
a stumbling block before the blind,’ for non-fews are notb warned:
against such asscciation (Shituf).”

K. Scloveitchik obviously stood wpon this latter position in Jewish
law. Had he no:, he would simply have been compelled, as would

el Leead Avthor
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have R. Trinster, 1+ consign conlemporary Christians to 11
category of “otdel ‘evodal zarali—idel-worshpers,” 'n whi 5 case all
dialogue with (her weuld Rave boen forkidéen. The 1 that K
Sclaveitchik did net prohibic but, in facl, allowed for Jowish Christian
dialogue on mellers of commen human concern indicaics nat he felt
that Christiar faith was an acceptable form of monat -oism for
Gentiles. 1t alse reflects h's convict-on thgl Christians, nol st lows,
were capable of performing beneficent acts on acccun o e
religious belivls thal would contribuze ta the repeir ol the 1d ard
that their sole motive for such dialogae was not convers.en

As aresul, R Soloveilchix did not respond 1o this overl: re that R,
Feinsiein mace to isim. 1o would not condemn Jewisli hretion
dalzlogue in the harsa and everarching teris that R, Feister Jlic. Nor
would he resorse the position e expressed o1 this  atter in
“Confrontatic..” There is no indication “hat R. Soloveitelik  ned Lhe
declaraliom that R Feinstein appended ta this letler, nor is here any
record that R. Solaveitclik offered as alternative fermulation Had he
agreed {o do c-ther of these two things, then a docurmen: e lumnirg
dialogue of alt types between Jews and Christans would “ive been
issied by the lwo foremoest ieaders of lale—twenticlh contury
American Jewish Oithodoxy. The Feinstein documents, considered i
corcert with the position put forth by R. Soloveitchik and the RCA,
reflect tie divi-se sensibilites and differences in palicy that emerged
among the two camps of American Orthodoxy on this issue ai thel
time. They rellect the commitmenls and principles that informe. and
guided cach . these men. R. Feinstein did not hesita’e to puliss
these ducuments as expressions of his views o the matter, nor«
Scloveilenik- in view of his own writings on i
constrained Lo respond in any way. .

These responsa are thercfore significant sources for undsrstairding
the diveisity tar tren marked Orthodex Judaism in the United Siates
and for illam'natirg the cthos that then scparated the ctles of
sectarian Orihedox Judaism from the greater cpenne 5 wlich

is

characterized the more modemnist camp. Thaose differenc = remain

wc:ma_ Thewe documents thus not only shed historica light on
Orthodex fudiist in America, they remain important sources for

comprehending the diverse precincts in Ancerican O

David Elfcnson v President of Hebrewo Uit College-Jewrsh Instivie ] Ref
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Mashe Feinstein, Iggerot Moshe, Yoreh

Deah 2

Number 43

Two Responsa Concerning the Prohibition Agains! Attendance at a
Meeting with Christians on Matters of Rapprochement in Faith and
Association with Them

1 (19 Azar 1, 5727 - March 1, 1967)

I regard to the matter wherein you promised o o'lend

gather ng on 23 Adar 1, 5727 (March 5, 196¢7) where Catho ics and
_.Ewo?u:? will assemble _omm_rmq with Jews wi are membu - cm the
Synay wgue Council of America as weli as rabbinical colleag: s from
the Rasbirical Counicil of America. Even though what you wili liscuss
there will be nortneological in nature,® it is clear and simple thet such
participation constitutes a grave violation of the prohibition against
cppustenances to idolatry. For a plague has now sroken oud 'n many
lncaies o account of the initiative of the new pope, whose on'y intent
is to cause all the Jews te abardon their pure and holy faith so that
they witl accent Charistiarity. Indeed, it is imuch more conveient to
conve:t them in this manner than ta emoloy the methods o hatred
and murder that popes prior to him utilized ™ Consequently, a'l
nlar  and discussicn with them, even on worldly mallers, =
lden, for the act of*drawing near”is in and of iteelf forbidden, &
it falls under the category of the grave prohibition against
“rapmochemert with idalabry—hitkarout o ‘avodalr zeral”

And ane should a'so censider this [drawing near] as fa
the ca cgery of orohibition against the “the one who er
it and the one who leads astray (Ha-madial)
vou and the other Orthedox rabbis Gabbarin™ who will go there will
suveh ve cautinus abeul what vou say, end will also nul behave
_ ously toward the priests and their faith, as ‘s the wont of the
Reforin and Corcervative rabibis (rabbis)” wiie by definition fall under
rgary ¢f“those who entice ard lead astray,” neve

cunder
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weless, mary

people sl leam from vour example and they will attend the sermons
es and the like. Similarly, you should not even e
re expressing what vou might be prepared to discuss -
contact with lnem assists them 0 thelr mast evi] ple
Siilarly, it is forbidden o participaze in any way in meel gs like
the oncs | heard that they propose to hold in Boslen and _/c_jn
Anyore whe participates with them, whoover they may be, will be
n:.?ar?i among”these who entice and lead the community of Tsrazl
estray.” Catholic missionarics have labored for vears to
nc:cu; the Jews. Neverthcless, they succecded only inrare stances.
Gad forbid that it would be possiole that many more Jows would
conver: 2o Chrislianity on account ol such joint ventures and becatise
of rabb: shese, rabbis who lack good sense end wio desire o
engauc i such jeint meetings with them.  And one cannct put
forward a «aim an behalf of thie “ore who entices” that this was not
Iis intert, lor th «ir sonds will be culpable, God forkid, in Uis worid and
in the world toomo.
You should ay
dfilled your
throagh y:

ol missiora

ettention to the fact that you will ot have
mise 10 go there and speak. On the cantrary, sevhaps
doaiston not to attend or accaun: of the pronibil
others loo will 1w gos In this way, you will be among those who
merit for the pric

H (Addressed to
I am wri

Joscepl Soloveitchik on 9 Adar 1, 5727 — March 21, 1947)
. because of my m;:.mm._.: over rese voure rekbis who
are tapped 0 he snare laid by the Flead of the Priests in the Vatican
P1the name of e Ecumenical Fo:ua__, whose inlent is Lo ceuse al! Lhe
Jows Lo conver  to thelr faith, God forbic. The cardinals and the
bishops are conmanded by hin o establish conmections Detween
priests and rabois chirough cormiltees and conventiors i every
locale. This de. Jd of Satan _,. as succeeded, as a rumber of rahbis have
engaged 11 sy associations on the basis of a ficter (pers ,:u that
alows | winus dialogue on social-politica!, a'leit not
igious malte:s. For, aside from the fact thel necarly every matter is
cne of religion, as the pricsts have another way of viewiig such
ratters, and axide fyrom the fact their only intention is Lo oxg
~reetings (o arive at matters of faith, itis ubvious that there s an issur
‘profibition) asainst any connections with 1hem, even on ovlensibly
SGCIQ itica matters, at all imes during every era. Tt is all the more
e neny gs reginds this evil design that emenaies from the Head of te

I e
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Iricsts,

o we have seen that the newspepers lake pride in the %
that this has clready lec to a leveling amorg faith asid opiniors, to
ol worsip and the like. 1 was recently asked by one of the VOUITE,
tehbis being sent by the RCA to speak at some tvpe of jeint muct: 1y
i New York on 23 / Adar i between priests and heedil, > kb
pe mvssiale Giniter) to go there, since they will not Siscuss matlors o
fai-n 1 told hims it

H.__..n 2 ___:W___:“..ﬁu ot

il wis

forkidder, as the grave prolikited calvgory
: mictsii—one who cntices” ‘applies, cven if this was nod
Iis nfent, 125:_» Gaod, ke lisicned to me.

And now Laere will soon be another larger convention like this
one in Baston. Therefore, lo overturr: e conspi-icy of e evil ores
ard the success of the deeds of Satan, 25 well as to rescue (he lewish
peonle Fom apastasy (sh'mad), God forbid, it is niy desire thal Your
Inveellency sign the document Theve included in this leler. 1 dioclaros
that thevz is an absolute prohibition (ssir h:::t.,_ oﬁm:,i assewiating
wilh oriests in any way. Une can neither speak 3 them on socizl-
polisiea” matiers Al varini Baima), nor altend the convention that will
be hele in Boston. This appiies te any such convention with them in
any place, neither in this country, nor in Europe. One cannot ii- any
way aic the conspiracy that the Head of the Pricsts has conuocte.l
tiroughs his ecumericism. And | hope that the Iegal ruling g issued b
bo.h of us will prevent any rabbi from joining in :.r..‘ and the
conspirecy that the wicked ones have hatcled with the ccumenica
poricy thoy pursue will thus be thwarted.

Or perhaps Your Excellency wants to write a document hissweelf,

, pleese send me a copy of your formulaton. And I kaew of :Z
trauble Your Excellency s experiencing during these days, May God
have merey ™ But it is for the henor of God to stard in ki
bicach. Therefare, T am certain you will repress vour n_.;.:.cf.
sarrow and anmediately sigh the documcent, stating tha:

prohibited {o sitend such getherings, ard send it Fock o me.

—

Formula of the Prohibition

Concerning the matter of ecumericisn that has becn
g the conspiracy concocted by the leaders af the Christiar faith,
“ase orly intent is to cause Jews to apostasize, God forkid. This act
ol Satan has succeeded in enticing a numbcr of rabbis o juin wits
pricsts i joint fellowship on permanent cormittees establishad in
every locale, as weli as in conventions held here in this countrv and
Europe.  Behold, we declare that *here is an absohte ard clear

i
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prohibition against joint meerings of rabbis and pricsts. Cne should
not particinaie in the convention to te held in Bosten, nor aryw aere,
_ in Lhis country o ary countries.  Just as it 15 forbidden to
dialogue on matters of faith and rel:gion, so there siwvuld he o joint
discussion on matters of soca -political concern and there should be
o excuses or rationalizations offered [by any rabbis far paricipating].
Indeed, it is prohibited to aid the project of ccumenicism in ary
: such conversation fall under the fsaur
5 even theugh those

manner, as the particivanls
(pronibited ~ategory) of “onc who ertices—mess!
who parti. bate in such joint lewish-Christian endeavors Fave no
intention 21l af engaging in this. On account of this, we have come
to sign thi- dogcument sa as o proclaim the fesur {profibistior} against
this to all 1 ibbis who proserve the religion of our holv Toreh, and we

stand up ¢ cainst the breach on this day of the Fast of -sthen, 3727,
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Sovoveitchik K Davidovich's devght a Cilel was
Feinslein, while her sister Guie Chisa was e mother of Rabbi
weilenik’s mather, Pesa Tesiz, the first cousin of K. Fairstein, married B o
..ﬁ:m wetlehik, ard thal unien produced Jose=h Bacr, Fen The foay ilv Iree, e Anron
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nunrd i Avrer o (New

“Traditicn 6 (1496

vs, however,
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Kaplan also poin's out hat R. Seloveilchik issued a seesed stalement on this matzer
o veare later bat reconfrmed the palicy position R Su oveitchik had advar veed
etlier n “Confroatation.” Ths sratement is published as an appendis ta
“Corfonzztion” ir N Lamm and Waller wy zhurger, eds, A Treasiry of Tradition
PN Yorks Hebrew Publishing Company, 19575, 73-8C. _

6. For crampie, see fuodne Rabbah 225 On this p

e . ; apv, see Samuel Tobias
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P 200; ard Lieve Tug
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I .:mﬂ_,.nc‘ in his legal rulings of Responsum £364, Maimonides writes that 7
promissine 1o teach the commandments to Christians—mear M Da-n:
Pretzrine” Thes ndicates that di roglue with them is permi
‘mlizs that Chiistians do -

iclogue

_.,:
led i certain tastance: and
it falunder the category of “'nodri ‘aoodair zarsh— iol-
sipers, Ererelore, want to e clear that [am not offe ring a complote expsition
slaimenidess serceptions czrverning the ivgal slatus Christiarrity erjovs in Jewt
it wauld e far beyond Use limits of thes zaper. Rather, it <hou

Caristtanity s o
serdenses. At e same b

[ e That
simple and cannat ke summarized in anly a fow

. w there are sources that serve as waioants o the
corention tha: Christianity can be assigned o the category
Laimzridean .;.:._.nt:__, ence, and the trajectory that miarks these sour
bave it

nee on .

warshiy” in
ol Dﬁ-—.;..
L Teinsteins wiews - egarding Clhrislianily. indeed, [worrd u: thac J_J
o ;_5.. :_n is probasly the mejority position in frlakhic jur sprudernce.

3. This comimentary is oflen wrongly att:-buted Lo 2abbenu Tam Rabbi Jacob

s Moo Tam (=115, a grandson of Rashe ard o leading Srench
(medi wal cabbirw vorvmentztor o the Ghmed) ard cwellth-rentury selodor
Howes o i Shatorn Albeck’s,The Relationslip ol » Problems o

Flis Bt gF ebrowen h.u.:_:__ 18 ,TI: 109, he convincingly demarsirotes that Rashs

nepheey, Kasii s l"oer the author ot this cormeeary apon
Sarhe frin r3b,
5 The drame o here i lawen [om [acoh Kats, {elusioeness aad dobe

freetain Cepide Rifitoae in Mool eod Moderi Tiores (New orks Schocken, 19609, 35,
The andes ining is myine
1bicd, 3.
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_.. ng is ming. For anexiensive e
r selolarship on lvs position, sce T acl Ta-Seiea
b iterotnne o e Tabmad i Davope and Nosth Afvica (Flebn <) eruscls
z_..;“_:.n_f,..f.p 2000 167 - 710, _

P2, 115 The unde
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LEW FITE ﬁ_ cise Hebrew here padmiar,” Teerithy, e weor 1"
cirploving, L Babbi e ng o g posibon undochicdiy pul beih
oy ks e oguior ._.J_.m Position, conumnebe advaceed in moderr Urthodos i
helds tha inlerrelisinas dialogue woeen jows and adherends ©of other Lailhs on

1= ol corynon
I

northeolupical watlers is pernvssible. Jleare. discussicn on n:
sarial and lamen mpart belweenr Jows ard Christiens car he
discussiors eflest a common lask advainced by both rebgions ard do not louen upon
the unique religicus postuie shat informs and charactesizes coch v e
foremost advocale of this stance in the Orthodox world, as coplained mo e
L was asl Josopin Soioveilekik. Tor This reason, |
have here elecied 1o translale this phrase as”nantacological in aline.” Elsewh
have Granslated shese wonds as”social politival matlers.” Sach ranslats ms caplure the
sen

&s ol

At o these tran

!

i, [

il ot the Titera” mearing, of these words.
Throvghout histony there have been Christian proaanenls ol autreach Lo the
lows who feit thet o kindd messionay anpoach marked by love svght well Iead
siginheant numbers aisie and comvert lo Chiis Dy, Peaps
the most omineat among i Lalher whie, i his 1523 wnephlet,” Thit
Jesus Chrisl Was Born A jew " states, ] hope that i the lows ane be
me mstrucled Kindly 7:..“.:1,. he Fiillo, many of them will Became vl Chnstians. .
OF vourse, whoen vinluglly no iews responded te this approack, Lother's fure against
the lews knew na bounds. In 1543 Lather, in his “Concerning 7. icws Ard Ther
Liex "quueries. What then skali see do with - lis dawened, rejected acs of lows?” These
docrments are found ir Jacebh B Muarcas, e jrae ar e Medieoed L Old Giew Yk
Atlenern, T938), 165 69, rolesson Marcus, in tommenling upon |
pag. 165 ~F his irtieduction Lo these sourges, observes, “Tna woaek o ten as ea s as
1525 L Talher was very senpalhetic (o ihe Jews because he Tur o 4 that he michi
qotestanliswe o Later in bife Lutker turned Bl
the vaodid not flocs to his nesw Chestanity 7
ol the ~aspicions 3 Feinstein espressec concerning €L
Chaistianr dialogoe witly Jews, i is fscinatirg to note o0 entny reco ded by Theador
Herat, Toe Diaries ot Theador Herz! (New Yors Dial Press, T956), 4231, convening
audicne he hewd with Tope Cius Xoand Cardica” Merny delVal, the Matican sean
of shale, i January 1904, [nothese pages, THerzl slates thal ez asked the Holy §
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assislanee in crealivg a Jewisk <5iata, e Cardinal, a wrding to Flerzl, Barned osvn
tae request. Hle also said,"Se long as the Jews deny the dis inity Sweerrlaindy
wancot side with tem.., A few who accents baptism onl uf comviction i< or me the
‘deal persor In order that we should came out for £z Juwish peeple in the wan thal
you desirz, they wauld Srst have Lo accen ronversion ™ To This, Pope Pius X adid, M0
you came to Palestive ard selth: your peopla there, we
cauarches to baprize al. of you )

While thers is a2 reason 1o selieve that R. Feinslein ad actually read vither 1hese
statements or Lhose of Maitin Luther, the attitudes vxpressed by all these i are
surcly emblen-atic of positions leng held by many Christian leaders regardicg the
lews, and R Feinstein clearly knew ihat. 1ie alsa vhviously regarded suck postines as
veflecting the true vosition tawe church cdopled towa:d Jows on these matier e
disregarded :he pronouncentents of Vatican I1 that ran conuary to :his posion,
Qlvisusly, he rould not conceive the modern Catholic position oF ecamenicisy that
emancied fron® Vatican I as ailing other than a play o the part of the churc The
classical evangelizal stance the «rurch has adepled twwvard Jews was the uily s R
Fairsten could imagine the church woud ever take,

25, Thes jewish logal cetegories stemi from Cewleronomy 13, Verse 7 reals,*If
wour srother, VOUF 0w mcthor's son o ¥OU: your san or daughter, o the wife of vour
BOSOTR, or vour closest friend, entices you {(wsitevha) in sezrel, saying, "Come, |1 us
worship other cods. | “Tlisis followed in vorse 11 by the avimonition, ”vou shalt «lone
hit so that e dies, for ha sought to lead vou awsy (Phadiliakha) fzom the Lore vour
God " Cre skould also consalt verse 14 in the same chapter, wheic the waining
roncemning thuse wino “kave ed the inhzbitarts of their city astroy” is repuectod.
tlerce, the terims”ieisit, “he one whao entices, and”mediol, " the one who leads o tray,
are the roun torms of the Hebrew that appears in verkal ‘ormulation in the killical
exl. As the penally of sfonivg that the biblical test peescribes for such :
suggesls, the jews w0 whom these categonies apply are guilty of 5 most wvere
infraction of Jewish law. R, Feinstein's application of these rategories in his TCsponsa
indicales the wravity he attachad ta this jssue.

25 Here, as in otker legal v irgs of R Feinstein, Othadiox rabbis are el ed
to by the Hebaw term rabimuing * while, when speaking of Reform and Consenlive
rabbis, 2. Feinstein simply transl terates the English term: Is.

27 Tad.

28. "Lhasdil* is zn idior 1hat can perheps hest
wentoned it :he samwe breatl

2% See the first responsum tansated in this article.

33 R Sol:weichik’s wife, 131 Tonya Lewilt Solaveitehik, was s ck af this tme +
in fact dicd on the Fast of Esther, 5777 (1967). the date meat:ancd at the conelimn
of the document R Te:nstein appendec to the letter. Tor the dase thar drs
Soweveilchik o ed, see Rzkkefe: ‘Rotkkolf, The Rav, 28 R. Foipsicin was liboly
refeiring here (o the anguish her illness undaubtedly caused R Solaveitehk.
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