
communicate. At such times I hear the voice of those who 
once said, “Shammai s impatience sought to drive us from 
the world, but Hillels gentleness brought us under the 
wings of the Shechinah. ”

For me, and surely for most Jews at most times, 
Torah was not simply or even primarily the “theoretical 
physics of Rav Soloveitchiks HalachicMind> or the mys­
ticism of other worlds or the self-righteousness of a clois­
tered elite. It was, quite simply, the architecture of a soci­
ety built on justice and compassion, the choreography of 
grace in human relationships and the building of a home 
for the Divine presence made out of deeds that bring God 
from heaven to earth. That is the Torah which calls to us 
today, defining our task and assuring us that, with God s 
help, we will be equal to it.

Rabbi Dr. Sacks is the Chief Rabbi cfGreat Britain and the 
Commonwealth.

O rtkodoxy is n o t m erely a com fort­
able source of tribal bonclmgf.. .I t is 

l i i l  s revealed gstfe

R A B B I M A Y E R  S C H IL L E R :

Judaism teaches that spirituality is pursued in 
public as well as private realms. The “future of American 
Orthodoxy” will, thus, be played out on three stages: that 
of America and the world at large which we share with 
non-Jews, that o f the Jewish people as a whole, both 
Orthodox and “not-yet^/r««z,” and internally in the com­
munal and individual lives o i shomrei Torah. A  cautionary 
note: we may all speculate a bit about the future.
Ultimately, though, Providence is not bound by the rules of 
sociological cause and effect. We may safely anticipate many 
Divine surprises in the future as there have been in the past.

The World and National Stage
There is an inevitable moral tension in being a 

“kingdom of priests and a holy nation” chosen in some 
way to forever “dwell alone.” In the Written 
and Oral Torahs and throughout Jewish his­
tory we have grappled with the rival 
demands of universalism and uniqueness. It 
is a tension which cannot be avoided for we 
live alongside non-Jews and inevitably relate 
to them as individuals and groups.

There have, of late, been certain hes­
itant attempts to scrutinize our dealings with

Gentile individuals. These efforts are commendable, but 
they fail to touch on Gentile group identity. This failure is 
a potentially dangerous one, for the non-Jew is as desirous 
as we are to experience the consolations and fulfillme n t  
of peoplehood. Jewish communal relations toward the 
non-Jewish world which ignore this basic human need are 
morally insensitive and sure to provoke resentment.

How does our national-religious existence (which 
transcends borders and civilizations) relate to that of other 
nations amongst whom we often find ourselves?

W hat is a nation? There are two types of national 
social contracts with which we are familiar. The first is 
identity based. It sees society as rooted in a commonality 
beyond that of mere ideas. Shared ancestry or religious 
fellowship is the raw material from which the social fabric 
is sewn. Think of England, Spain, Iran and Zaire in this 
regard, to cite some otherwise diverse examples. Israel is 
also an example of an identity-based society. A far smaller 
number of nations are (or, at least, attempt to be) idea- 
based. America today would be an example of this. 
According to this latter view, the nation is seen as devoid 
of specific identity. It is composed of many peoples and 
faiths, all pledged to the national ideology. In America, 
for example* this ideology has been variously defined in 
our 200-year history as a limited, constitutional republic 
at the founding and a multicultural, global crusade for 
egalitarian democracy today.

The great ethical dilemma for Jewry since the 
Emancipation has been how to approach the non-Jew’s 
sense of his own identity and social cohesion.
Traditionally, our public advocates and organizations have 
attempted to convince the Gentile that he would be best 
with idea-based societies. We fear—and with much evi­
dence from history—that Gentile societies rooted in iden­
tities, be they of faith, race, culture or ethnicity, will see us 
as a different people and persecute or, at very least, treat 
us in some ways as strangers.

Our Next

Years

Is this advocacy duplicitous? The obvious ques­
tion whether this policy is good for the survival of 

Gentile group identities or their faiths—is 
never raised. The answer—again based on his­
tory—is obviously, no. Secular, heterogeneous, 
multicultural, capitalist societies devoid of 
commitment to peoplehood inexorably destroy 
the group identities of their inhabitants.

In Netzach Yisrael (Chapter 2) the 
Maharal posits that in pre-Messianic days all 
nations are deserving of independence
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because, “God created them all separately; therefore, none 
should rule over the other.” Thus, all nations by virtue of a 
process which “inheres in creation” should have their own 
existence. It is easy to view self-determination favorably 
when we as a people are not effected by it. (Tibet should 
be free of the Communist Chinese or Kurdistan from 
Iraq.) W hat is more difficult is when self-determination is 
asked for by those whom Big Brother despises (the 
Afrikaner and Zulu in South Africa, the Scots- 
Presbyterians of Ulster or Québécois in Canada). It is 
most difficult when nations among whom we dwell seek 
to preserve their peoplehood.

The inevitable, vexing question then: Is it moral 
to publicly promote pluralist models for the Other? May 
we zealously guard our group loyalty (and in the case of 
Israel, see our Jewish identity as the nation’s core) while 
stripping Gentiles of their identities in the name of global 
capitalism, open immigration, multiculturalism, egalitari­
anism and the like?

Until we attempt to deal with this question 
honestly, Jewish social activism is doomed to be merely 
Machiavellian maneuvering for our own good, mas­
querading as social concern.

There are four moral answers to this problem: 1) 
Zionism, that is, living in Israel. This is the end result of 
proclaiming our peoplehood and answers the question of 
“Are Jews English, French or German? ’ with a resounding 
“No.” 2) Patriotism, a loyalty and sense of identity with 
the nation, people, culture, history where we dwell. 3) 
Autonomy, no longer discussed as an option today, in 
which Jews would have their own authority structure 
within Gentile nations but be excluded from the Gentile 
governing procedure. 4) Absolute universalism which 
seeks to obliterate all distinctions between peoples.

O f course, the last approach, would it be sincere, 
would mean the end of our people along with all others in 
a global homogenization and must be ruled out. The cur­
rent approach is to “homogenize the non-Jews in order 
to protect ourselves. This view may be legitimate if we 
grant a Hobbesian view of intergroup rela­
tions, where all are seen as forever at war 
with each other and any means to survive, 
fair or foul, are demanded. Morality then 
becomes that of the tribe’s survival and is 
neither universal nor ultimate.

Currendy this is the across-the- 
board Jewish approach. To me, it is uncon­
scionable and fraught with danger, for the

non-Jew is not as oblivious to the facade as he sometimes 
seems. Its rectification, following any of the above four 
options, should be at the top of our group agendas. Yet, 
this would require an openness of soul of which we are 
seemingly incapable at present.

Two trends compete today for the allegiance of 
mankind. The first, which has humorously been labeled 
“MacWorld,” sees reality as economic (global capitalism) 
or political (“rights,” “pluralism,” “multiculturalism” ) and 
views national, religious, ethnic, racial, cultural, historical 
and local loyalties as meaningless relics of earlier ages. 
Although the former has money and power in the West 
today, the latter, both in the Third World, Europe and 
North America, has the dedication which extra-personal, 
group loyalty brings. Jews, who know the blessings of 
peoplehood, should be careful never to deny them to oth­
ers.

The Non-Orthodox
The “not-yet -fruit?are another matter altogether. 

Here we must tread the delicate line between proclaiming 
the truth of Torah while reaching out to those tragically 
beyond its embrace. Although we are morally bound to all 
men, it is to Jewish souls that we are mystically linked.
We are to love them unconditionally. This axiom of faith 
is one of the many which the Baal Shem Tov imbued 
with a renewed passion for our generations. Love con­
quers, if not all, at least much. It is what made the 
Lubavitcher Rebbe world revered and Reb Shlomo 
Carlebach inspiring. (Incidentally, both extended their 
concern to non-Jews as well.) It still possesses great 
potential if applied by shomrei Torah to all Jews and all 
men.

Nonetheless, it does much harm to obfuscate 
basic truths.. Pledged allegiances to “tolerance” and “plu­
ralism” when relating to the ideologies of non-Orthodox 
movements have no place in Torah philosophy. Glib use 
of these phrases can only further confuse those Orthodox 
Jews whose minds are already clouded by modernism s 
plentiful heresies. Notions such a s  “everyone is entitled to 
their own opinion,” or, “Orthodoxy is true for you, but not 

for them,” when mouthed by shomrei Torah, are 
tantamount to an unwitting denial of faith. 
There is only one Judaism, that of the Torah.
At what point in an individual or group kiruv 
effort this axiom is stated is a prudential deci­
sion. Yet, at no point in the process should we 
say or imply that it isn’t true.

W hither kUntil recently the total 
domination of media, education and politics by
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