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Introduction

Jewish-Christian dialogue goes back to the 1st century AD, as, from a Christian perspective, the new Christian movement struggled to discover how to relate to its parent faith, within a context in which the new movement was rapidly becoming dominated by Gentiles.  It has to be said, in painful honesty, that the relationship between our two faiths has been, at best, difficult ever since then.  Although this reached its lowest point in the Shoah in Europe, that was the culmination of centuries of anti-semitic attitudes.  Within Britain itself, we must be particularly ashamed at the expulsion of all Jews at the time of the Black Death, and of the entrenched attitudes in Shakespeare’s England revealed in the stereotype of Shylock.  Of course, these instances were only odd visible sharp edges of a deeply underlying iceberg of destructive attitudes, for which we, as Christians, still need to repent. However, on the positive side, Oliver Cromwell believed that Christians needed to have Jews living alongside them.  Sadly, that Christian desire for integration has not been characteristic of the relationship.
Andrew Wingate, in his study, ‘Celebrating Difference, Staying Faithful’ (2005), tells of a high point in this relationship as being:  “The formation of the Council of Christians and Jews in 1942  … a milestone in interfaith relations and dialogue.”  (2005, 29).  I am delighted and honoured, therefore, to be speaking to you today as part of that Council, and pleased to share with you my personal determination that the great work of the CCJ will flourish.
My determination is to not become bogged-down in the past, but to learn from some aspects of it, and of how things are today, and to touch upon some ways forward. I start with a fundamental underlying principle, go on to summarise, inevitably inadequately within this time frame, the history of both Jewish and Christian involvement in the education systems of this country, and I conclude by touching upon (no more, really) how we might be helped by an analysis of our differing cultures in education and by a practical desire to ‘do partnership.’

So ~ a fundamental principle, by way of an anecdote:

Some years ago, when I was a school chaplain, in Leatherhead, I heard that great educationalist Clive Lawton telling this story:
A man goes to a Rabbi and he said, “Rabbi, it’s my wife, she is impossible!  She always wants to know where I am, what I’m doing, and wants to pin me down to times and places ~ I have no freedom! Am I being unreasonable, Rabbi?”

“No, you’re right, you’re right!”, said the Rabbi, and the man went away a bit happier.

A few hours later his wife visited the same Rabbi, “Rabbi, it’s my husband! How could anyone live with such a man?  I never know where he is, or what he’s doing, and as for trying to prepare meals for him at a particular time ~ forget it!  I’m not an unreasonable women, am I, Rabbi?”

“No, no! You’re right!”, said the Rabbi, and the woman went away a bit happier.

But then the Rabbi’s assistant, who had sat quietly, turned to him,

“He comes to you, and complains about her ~ and you say, ‘You’re right!’

Then she comes to you and complains about him, and you say, ‘You’re right!’

Now, come on, Rabbi, they can’t both be right, can they?”

And the Rabbi replied,  “Yes ~ you’re right, you’re right!”
Now, in introducing this talk, I want to say, from the start that I reckon that Rabbi was right.  That is, it is possible, and desirable, despite what some would say, for Christians and Jews to make a distinctive and valid contribution to the education of the children and young people of this land, and to do so with mutual respect and without falling out with each other.  Both Christians and Jews have been living together in this country for very many years.  As I have already said, I will not pretend that the mutual understandings and respect have always been wonderful.  But I do believe both communities are deeply embedded in British society, and need to learn to ‘do’ friendship with each other, and, where there is the educational capacity, and the local need, and the will, for such provision, it is right that the educationalists of these great faiths establish schools.  Now, in saying that, I go back again to Clive Lawton’s ever-friendly Rabbi, because I also believe it is thoroughly possible for such schools to serve both their faith community and to offer a service of high educational standards to the nation at the same time; it does not, to my mind, have to be one or the other.
I find this view re-enforced by the Chief Rabbi, Dr Jonathan Sacks, who wrote, in 2002, in ‘The Dignity of Difference’:  “The politics of ancient Israel begins with an act inconceivable to the cosmological mind, namely, that God, creator of the universe, intervenes in history to liberate slaves.  It reaches a climax in the nineteenth chapter of the Book of Exodus with an event unique in religious history, in which God reveals Himself to an entire people at Mount Sinai and enters into a covenant with them.  The passage is full of interest, but its significance has rarely been fully understood.  We tend to think of revelatory moments as belonging to something narrowly defined as ‘religion’.  The Sinai covenant, however, rightly belongs to the political as much as the religious history of the West.” (2002, 133)
In other words, the Chief Rabbi believes that this most central truth is not for Jews alone, it is a truth that serves and liberates humanity.
This sounds full of hope as the basis for inter-faith collaboration.

Let us now look briefly at the history of Jewish involvement in British education.  

The history of Jewish involvement in British education.  

Writing in 2005, Parker-Jenkins, Hartas and Irving, noted that: “The Jewish education system in the UK can be traced back to the mid-17th century, when day schools were established along with synagogues.  This followed the re-admittance of Jews into England in 1656, and the early establishment of Jewish day schools, notably the Creechchurch Lane ‘Talmud Torah School’ in 1657, and the ‘Gates of Hope School’ in 1664.  … There was an urgent demand to meet the need for an educated workforce in the 18th and 19th centuries, and the establishment of Jewish schools, such as the ‘Jews Free School’ in 1732, helped to respond to this call.  The National Society (1811) and the Christian Sunday School Movement opened schools close to the early Jewish settlements. … Such was the perceived threat of missionary zeal by Anglicans that by 1850 Jewish schools were established in all areas across the country where there were Jewish communities.  Financial support was not automatic, however, as the government of the day was not persuaded that ‘the religious requirements of the Jewish schools closely matched their own’ and so state funding was withheld, as it had been initially from Catholic schools.  Changes were brought about by a group under the leadership of Sir Moses Montefiore to gain a share in the grants awarded to denominational schools, with provisions based on the daily teaching of the Old Testament and government inspection. … Where Jewish children were in attendance in non-Jewish schools, their parents were free to withdraw their children from RE classes, as they are still able to do today.” (2005, 27)
Support for specifically Jewish schools, which had reached an all-time low leading up to, and during, the second world war, came in 1971 from the Jewish Educational Trust, spear-headed by Lord Jacobovits, then the Chief Rabbi of the United Synagogue, with the aim of raising the profile of Jewish education within its own community.  Two new schools were built in the 1970s and funds were raised for teacher training.  Numbers have increased in recent times, so that, in 2003 it was calculated that there were over 250 supplementary and day schools altogether, 90 of which provided full-time education, and 32 were in receipt of Voluntary Aided funding from the state.
Parker-Jenkins, Hartas and Irving note about these 32 VA schools: “The secular curriculum in state-aided Jewish schools embraces the National Curriculum, whilst apportioning some percentage of the day to Jewish Studies and Hebrew.” (2005, 31)  They further note that, in 2005, there were opportunities for the main faith communities of Britain to play a greater role in educational provision.  “The expansion of faith-based schools can be seen as part of a government strategy to extend provision of a category of schools which it sees as being successful in terms of parental support and academic attainment.” (2005, 37.)
It is clear that the vision was in place to make something of those opportunities for expansion of the Jewish contribution to the Faith-based sector.  Lynndy Levin wrote, also in 2005:  “As the voice of one of the world’s great civilisations, the Jewish voice has a place in the conversation of mankind.  Amongst others it tells its own story of faith, culture, history and heritage, tradition, identity and effectiveness; justice, rights and responsibility. … It is crucial for us to understand the nature of the political culture in which we live because to a large extent it provides the parameters within which different ways of life can exist in this country.  It seems reasonable to expect that a liberal state should strive to establish the conditions in which different lifestyles can proliferate and flourish.” (2005, Faith Schools: consensus or conflict, 139) 
Jonathan Sacks draws out what I see as a compelling mandate for Jewish involvement alongside Christians, and other of goodwill, in the educational provision of the state:

“Education ~ the ability not merely to read and write but to master and apply information and have open access to knowledge ~ is essential to human dignity.  I have suggested that it is the basis of a free society.  Because knowledge is power, equal access to knowledge is a precondition of equal access to power.  It is also the key to creativity, and creativity is itself one of the most important gifts with which any socioeconomic group can be endowed.  More than that, it has become the key to flourishing in the twenty-first century.” (2002, 137)

This is an area for further exploration.  More needs to be said about the present position of Jewish schools within the maintained sector.

Let’s change perspective, to The Church of England Schools picture: 
And it’s probably time to lighten things with a silly Christian limerick.

I wonder if you know:

There once was a pious young priest, 

who lived almost entirely on yeast,

for he said, ‘It is plain

we shall all rise again,

and I want to get started, at least!’

Well, large scale Church of England educational provision really got started around the early 1800s. 

By the beginning of the nineteenth century, due to the urbanisation that came with the industrial revolution, more concentrations of children were found in towns than in villages. This brought pressure for schooling to be more generally available. There was also fear that the overturning of the social order experienced in France (the French Revolution was scary for close neighbours!) might similarly impact in Britain if education for the masses was not forthcoming. Robert Raikes (1735 - 1811), a journalist and philanthropist from Gloucester, was disturbed by the uncontrolled and idle behaviour of the local children on Sundays, so, in 1780, he hired some women to teach them scripture. This was the beginning of the Sunday School movement, which quickly became so popular that these schools also began to open on weekdays, to teach reading and other elementary subjects. Sunday Schools spread throughout the country, so that, by 1795, there were over 250,000 children taking part, with the enrolment having risen to 900,000 by 1835. (Kay and Francis, 1997, 11)

Joseph Lancaster, a Quaker, and Andrew Bell, an Anglican, adopted a monitorial system in their Sunday Schools which enabled one teacher to instruct the more capable pupils, who then passed on what they had learned to the younger pupils. The success of this system led, in 1808, to the founding by Lancaster of the British and Foreign School Society, with the aim of ‘the education of the labouring and manufacturing classes of society of every religious persuasion’. It was the popularity of the schools founded by this Society that prompted a specifically Anglican response, associated with Bell and with Joshua Watson, in the founding of the ‘National Society for Promoting the Education of the Poor in the Principles of the Established Church’.  The objectives of the National Society became enshrined in most Anglican school Trust Deeds: 

“First, it wished to contribute to a program which would enable the children of the nation, especially the poorer classes, to become literate and numerate and to develop skills which they required for work. Second, it had a duty to provide education in the Christian religion in all its schools.”  (Waddington, 1984, 12)

The National Society took its name in 1811 because it was the first national society to be formed for any purpose, in this case being founded in order to promote the establishment of schools across the entire land.  The schools founded by the National Society and other church bodies in the nineteenth century stand alongside other schools that had already been founded. Thus, the founding of the National Society was part of a chain of continuity in Anglican educational provision that goes back to the earliest days of Christianity in this land.  Out of those early local beginnings has grown national responsibilities and the opportunity to influence national legislation.

National responsibilities and opportunities

The position of the Church of England has enabled it to speak sometimes on behalf of the nation and sometimes in challenge to the nation, as Bishop George Bell of Chichester did on the issue of the saturation bombing of civilian and military locations during the Second World War. (Beeson, 1999, 84) These opportunities cause Anglican leaders to encounter other national leaders, to engage with their views, and to relate to their concerns. 
Here, we find a link in the root values of Jewish and Anglican schools for valuing an individual, and seeking justice for him or her, lie very close to the heart of the Christian God, as revealed by Jesus of Nazareth. The late David Sheppard was Anglican Bishop of Liverpool when, in 1983, he wrote to demonstrate that God has a ‘bias to the poor’:

“Bias to the poor sounds like a statement of political preference. … I shall argue from Jesus’ theme of the Kingdom of God, the calling of the Church to be Catholic, reaching across all human divisions and the doctrine of the Incarnation; they lead me to claim that here is a divine bias to the poor, which should be reflected both in the Church and in the secular world.” (Sheppard, 1983, 10),

The Church of England sees the Biblical picture of the God of justice as dominant and there are instances throughout the history of the Church of England of its leaders taking initiatives for justice. The concern for the poor of the 19th century Oxford Movement is one example; another is William Wilberforce’s determination to end slavery. Other examples, of individual land-owners and clergy forming school trust deeds which, as has been said, explicitly indicated that the schools they were founding were to benefit the poor children of the parish, paved the way for the National Society adopting this vision at the heart of its standard trust deed (quoted above), which still applies to most Church of England schools. The ‘rub’ is that loyalty to the Anglican vision should not be about cosy sentimentality but the discomfort of an imperative to act justly. 

To act justly is, first, a personal matter; it is about relationships.  However, people have responsibility for corporate, as well as personal, relationships. Therefore, belief in an incarnate God also implies engagement with social, political and economic forces nationally and inter-nationally.  Stephen Neill , from his perspective as a church historian, links catholicity with continuity:

“This special nature of the Anglican liturgical tradition is one aspect of the intense sense of continuity which is always the mark of the true English churchman. “Where was your Church before Henry VIII?” is a question which simply makes no sense to him. He has never imagined that the Reformation was anything other than a Reformation. It was in no sense a new beginning. The English churchman regards himself as standing in the fullest fellowship and continuity with Augustine and Ninian and Patrick and Aidan and Cuthbert, and perhaps most of all with that most typically Anglican of all ancient saints, the Venerable Bede.” (Neill, 1958, 419)

Not only is the Anglican Communion, with its catholic continuity, spread throughout the world, but, also, it is in communion with a wide range of other Christian churches. In this way, members of the worldwide Anglican ‘family’ stay in touch with each other, at least to some extent, and although they may disagree, as family members have been known to do, they are committed to continuing to talk with each other. Inevitably, they will not all agree, so this way of being church has to be catholic (world-wide) by cherishing diversity.

Anglicanism: seen as a place of encounter in loyalty and adventure
Where diversity is cherished, there is a ‘place’ in which those of different cultures and beliefs can safely encounter each other.  I see Anglicanism as a place of such ‘encounter’. Why? Well, it ‘brings to the table’ of encounter a combination of interests, passions, and potential contradictions. It is grounded spiritually, in worship, and in the particularity of each parish.  No two congregations, or parochial church councils, are the same, nor yet the church buildings that serve them.  There is no way out of getting to know each set of people and understanding the dynamics of how they relate to each other.   These encounters, which are integral to being ‘Church of England’, can not avoid local politics (in its broadest sense), equally, on the other hand, they should also not avoid the Catholic Church’s imperative call to seek justice and peace worldwide, and to minister healing and reconciliation. The nature of some of these encounters is intimately personal, and yet they have to hold to their integrity, to an extent, in the public domain. Each encounter will be an ‘adventure’, where the ‘thrills’ and fears come from stepping into the unknown; its ‘shape’ is always open to determination by how the connection develops. 

Anglicanism has always been about discovering new ways of ‘being church’.  It has to be so, because of the wide range of variables that it attempts to hold together. This essentially dynamic mixture will never remain the same for very long. What is important to Anglicanism is not the resulting form, so much as the quality of the encounter. The form is a means to the end of celebrating right relationships, with God, with each other, and with all life on earth. It is important, therefore, not to ‘get stuck’ in the form taken by the church of a particular place and time. One of the ways of minimizing stagnation, and resistance to change is to be open to potentially contradictory and challenging forces.  Alister McGrath, writes of how John Habgood, when Archbishop of York, exemplified Anglicanism’s liberal and questioning mind combined with its spiritually disciplined lifestyle, rooted in worship:

“Habgood is unquestionably correct when he suggests that ‘a constant feature of liberalism is the wish to take seriously the intellectual climate in which faith has to be lived.’ (Habgood, 1991, 5.) Christianity is under an obligation to gain a hearing within modern culture; to do so, it must understand that culture, and learn to address its concerns in terms which it can understand. As Habgood is at pains to point out, the issue here is not that of capitulating to the world, nor of providing a smoke-screen or cloak for a loss of faith in God, but that of engagement.(his emphasis)” (McGrath, 1993, 123)

This is a clear call for engagement with the intellectual climate of our modern culture The Church of England is well placed, in terms of its frequent connections with non churchgoers, to sustain and nurture this essential openness of engagement. It follows that, to the extent to which Church of England schools reflect Anglicanism’s openness, they are similarly well placed. These schools have the possibility of being places of unavoidable encounter between the local and the national, the parochial and the catholic, the overall educational endeavour and the unique possibilities of each child, between the general nurture of spirituality and the specifically Christian worship of God. The dynamism unleashed by these connections is the synergy that comes from relating to others in ways that empower them. This creates a visionary group dynamic with an infectious energy of its own. It is this which is the distinctive potential of Church of England schools. 

The distinctive potential of Church of England Schools 

In the early 1800s, when almost everyone went to the local village Parish Church, there was schooling available for only very few. The situation has now changed radically.  Now, everyone goes to school.  This is very largely because of the pragmatic vision of Joshua Watson and the founders of Church schools throughout our land.  Fewer attend our churches .  The Church school is now, de facto, the main place in which the children, young people and many of the adults of our country meet Christian beliefs.  Ecclesiologically, the school is a face and form of the Church of England comparable with the local Parish Church. If the Church of England saw itself primarily as a collection of gathered congregations that ecclesiology might be a problem, though not if there was a willingness to think outside of brick-and-stone ecclesiastical boxes.  However, that is not the primary self understanding of the Church of England; rather, it is a parochial and national Church.  Its mission is to serve and respectfully share faith. Furthermore, for a nation that has a belief in the necessary development of spirituality as fundamental to the well-being of all  this is a gift that exactly meets the need.  The Church of England is alive and active in its schools, in ways that are both pro-active and respectful, pre-evangelistic and invitational, using, in service, its place of dynamic and all-inclusive encounter.  At this time, approximately one million children attend C of E schools, about 15 million people alive today went to one, 25% of all primary and middle schools (4605) are C of E, 236 secondary schools (6.25%) are C of E, 564 independent schools declare themselves to be C of E, and, with 42 open academies, the Church of England is the biggest provider nationally (McFadyen and Turnbull, 2012, 23). I would suggest that Church and nation both need to cherish this substantial Church of England schools heritage.  
What future links might there be between Jewish and Anglican schools?   I believe it is worth touching upon an exploration of the distinctive culture of any faith school.
Culture

What are the distinctive features of the culture of a Jewish school?

What are the distinctive features of the culture of a Church of England school?

Well ~ The term ‘culture’ is defined as the symbols, stories, rituals and values in the school.

Faith-based schools are obviously linked to faith traditions, and the symbols, stories, rituals and values relate to the wider traditions. Both Jews and Christians use their understanding of the nature of God, of what it means to be human, and an analysis of the right relationships between humanity and the natural, social and political  world to advocate particular understandings of school and education.

In an early study text of the Open University called, “The Culture of the School”, Roger Dale argued that culture equals ‘group perspectives’ and that not everything that is consciously promoted by staff operates as culture; rather, the culture is in the ‘taken for grantedness’ of school life, things like the timetable or the buildings.  He wrote:  
“The spaces in the school and the way they are laid out … influence and are influenced by school and classroom interaction.  They also reflect an implicit set of values and an implicit view of the nature of the teacher/pupil relationship.”  (Dale, 1972, 62)
The importance of the whole environment is made clear in an American article detailing What we know about … The Jewish Day School by Alvin Schiff (1992).  He argued that:
“In the final analysis, one of the major reasons for the impact of day schools on attitudes and identification is the full-day Jewish climate in which students are immersed.  This, after all, is one of the reasons for the establishment of day schools.”  (Schiff, 1992, 155)

Schiff discussed the nature, as it was 20 years ago, of the Jewish Studies curriculum in private schools, and saw that it varied according to the Jewish character of the sponsoring group, pointing out that, therefore, little information existed about the academic achievement of students in either Jewish or general studies.  What he went on to say begins to hint at the wider cultural elements in these schools:
“Yet from all available evidence it is clear that Jewish day school students acquit themselves admirably in high school and university settings.  This is due largely to school standards, stringent requirements regarding homework, the general climate regarding learning in the schools and parents involvement in their children’s education.”  (Schiff, 1992, 155)

Later in the same volume is Samuel Heilman’s ethnographic study.  As an ethnographer he was trying to:

“discover what constitutes normalness, to expose the taken-for-granted life as it unfolds within the institution.  For it is the normal rather than the exotic that reflects and reveals the inner character of life as experienced by insiders.  Throughout I have concentrated not so much on what is learned but on how it gets through and what impact it has.”  (Heilman, 1992, 303-304)
Heilman included some of the symbols, stories, rituals and values which made up the culture of schools he studied.  One expression he used to summarise this is the Yiddish word heimish (homey).  Teachers wanted students to ‘feel at home’ in the Jewish school, at home with the culture, and the students did display a closeness to each other and also to staff:

“The students demonstrated closeness and communion in many ways.  They exchanged news about their lives.  They shared food with one another and at times with their teachers. They often came to and from school together.  Indeed, at times, the most important part of coming to school seems to be opportunity to enjoy one another’s company, in spite of their commonly experienced feelings of unease about the curriculum … It was common to find students independently reciting prayers or reviewing texts because this is the way of displaying their belongingness to the place … To be sure, this will only happen if the school injects Jewish content into the homey environment, making it clear that the feeling of closeness requires familiarity with Jewish lore.”  (Heilman, 1992, 312.)
Other examples of this Jewish lore, or Yiddishkeit (Jewishness) at work were students being called by their Hebrew names rather than their English names, the use of Hebrew and Yiddish words by teachers and students, frequent references to Biblical and Rabbinical characters and stories, discussion of kashrut (the rules about what food can and cannot be eaten), and of Sabbath observance, details of festivals and of differences within the Jewish community.  Heilman concluded that what made an impact on students was the Jewish community which was created in the school by the Jewish teachers. (Heilman, 1992, 330)
Attention to the stories and rituals of all faith-based schools is necessary, Nancy Lesko argues, because to ask students directly about their identity and values, which are essentially abstract concepts, would be unlikely to produce much insight:
“To look at myth in a school is to examine narratives for their intent and for their symbolic contents and for the relations among elements of the story  …  In these stories are imbedded values, assumptions, and images of society and individuals, as participants attempt to make sense of their experiences … The formal components of ritual include repetition, special timing or spacing, precise order, evocative presentational style and the collective setting … Especially in the religious-based school, rituals are likely to be well-articulated and well-ordered collective occasions, firmly established in school traditions.” (Lesko, 1988, 25-26)

This is, clearly, an area for further exploration.
Partnerships which respect and expect distinctiveness are the way forward

Partnership is about mutual respect. David Novak, in ‘Talking with Christians: Musings of a Jewish Theologian’, reinforces this point when he writes about Avoiding Triumphalism:

“Triumphalism is the insistence that not only the highest truth but the final truth has already been given to my community alone.  Triumphalism poisons the dialogue before it begins.  Jews are triumphalists when we assume that Christianity is nothing more than a deviant form of Judaism; Christians are triumphalists when they assume that Judaism is but a precursor to Christianity.  Triumphalists believe there is no commonality to discover between the two religions, and that therefore there is nothing to learn from dialogue.  This claim, however, is historically false.  It is also dangerous, as it prevents us from building areas of peace between us.” (2005, 6.)
Novak helpfully suggests that those who want interfaith dialogue to prosper should avoid, along with triumphalism, “disputation, proselytization, syncretism, and relativism.” (2005, 2.)  However, on the positive side, he recommends:

“two positive preconditions. First, each side must be willing to see the other side in the best possible light from within its own tradition.  Second, that vision must not lead to any distortion of what each tradition, itself separately, teaches as the truth.” (2005, 2.)

This is echoed by Jonathan Sacks, telling his own story, in ‘Faith in the Future’ (1995):

“I grew up in Finchley, and my parents sent their children to the schools closest to hand.  Both were Christian establishments, and I have often reflected on how my brothers and I, members of an Orthodox Jewish family, reacted to a religious environment so different from what we knew from synagogue and home.  The answer is simple.  We encountered teachers who valued their religion, and as a result we learned to value our own.  We were conscious of our difference, but the difference was respected.  Interacting with our teachers and friends, we learned that those who are at home in their own faith, who are confident in their beliefs and assured of their own religious heritage, are not threatened by another faith.  On the contrary, they are capable of valuing and being enlarged by it.”  (1995, 75.)    
Sacks goes further, speaking of:

“the most fundamental proposition of all.  Before there were religions, even before there were human beings, God pronounced the still awesome truth of the human situation: ‘Let us make man in our own image, after our likeness.’ (Genesis 1: 26)  On this, the sages of the Mishnah delivered the following commentary:  When human beings make things in a single image, they are all alike.  God makes humanity in a single image, yet each of us is unique.  A faith built on the Hebrew Bible must come to terms with the stunning implications of that remark.  We have great difficulty in recognising the integrity ~ indeed the sanctity ~ of those who are not in our image, whose faith and traditions and culture and language are not like ours.  None the less, we are told, and must struggle to see, that the wholly other, he or she who is not in our image, is yet in God’s image.”  (1995, 80.)  

This message is given a different twist by the Christian theologian Walter Bruggemann, when he writes, in his book, ‘Mandate to Difference’, (2007):

“You might think that our Christian faith is all about getting the moral issues right and leveraging others to think and act the right way, as do we.  But if you think that, you are very wrong, because such contemporary loud posturing is not so much about faith as it is about anxiety and about maintaining control in the world.  Our faith, I propose, is not about pinning down moral certitudes.  It is, rather, about openness to wonder and awe in glad praise.” (2007, 1.)
Bruggemann draws out, further, the relevance of what he says for society in the 21st century:

“We live in a fearful society that is devoured by anxiety.  And we imagine in our anxiety that there are extreme ‘security’ measures that will make us safe.  But if this is God’s world and if the rule of love is at work, then our mandate is not to draw into a cocoon of safety, rather, it is to be out and alive in the world in concrete acts and policies whereby the fearful anxiety among us is dispatched and adversaries can be turned to allies and to friends.”  (2007, 6)

Surely, he has to be right!

Conclusion:

I started with a fundamental underlying principle, namely, that it is desirable for Christians and Jews to make distinctive and valid contributions to the education of the children and young people of this land, and to do so with mutual respect and without falling out with each other.  Both communities are, de facto, deeply embedded in British society, and we need to learn to ‘do’ friendship with each other.  Further, I have suggested that it is right that we establish schools.  I have also argued that it is thoroughly possible for such schools to serve both their faith community and to offer a service of high educational standards to the nation. That principle has underpinned, as a basic premise, my whole exploration with you this evening.
I then concisely summarised the history of both Jewish and Christian involvement in the education systems of this country.  I have concluded by touching upon how we might be helped by an analysis of our differing cultures in education and by a practical desire to ‘do partnership.’  I have indicated, as I have progressed, areas where I am well aware that much more research must be done, and lots more can be said.  This has been, in academic terms, no more than a ‘taster’.  However, in terms of the interfaith relations here in Bournemouth, just for me to be asked to do this is a step forward, and my hope and prayer is that my reflections might, in some way, also serve that end.  It is good that we learn to respect each other in friendly partnership for the good of Bournemouth.
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