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Abstract

Since the beginning of the modern era, Jewish worship and worship styles have been adapted to
modern culture. Over the years, Reform siddurin have reflected the shifting relatonship between
tradiuon and innovation; our changing attitudes toward the surrounding culture are reflected in our
synagogues and in our prayers. Amid shifung demographics and vastly varied spiritual needs, the
Reform movement has just published a brand new riddur, embodving what Lawrence A. Hoffman
terms “a theology for the internet.” The praver book reflects trends in Reform worship at the end of
the twentieth and the beginning of the twenty-first centunes. The publicaon of Mishkan T Jfilab, the
movement’s first new prayer book in more than thirty years is among the most exciung and historic

events taking place in American Judaism today.

This thesis explores the genesis of this new prayer book, highlighting the cultural context into which
this s7ddur was borm and specific initiatives in its creation. Chapter One looks at the wend toward
personalism in American religion and its expression within judaism. Chapter Two begins with the
decision to replace Gates of Prayer and focuses upon the work of the Siddur Discussion Group.
Chapter Three surveys the “Project on Lay Involvement in Worship and Lirurgical Change” (Lilly
/Cummings Srudy) and its influence upon Mishkan T filah. Chapter Four chronicles the production
of Mishkan T filah, beginning with the appointment of editors in 1999 and through to publication in
2007. Chapter Five looks at the final product, and Chapter Six offers an analysis of what the

publicadon of Mishkan T filah says about where we are as a movement.

More than twenty years in the making, Mishkan T filah reflects years of discussion and thought,
reflection, and collaboration. Distinct from its predecessors, it points toward a shift in the way in

which we conceive of the worship experience. This is the story of how Miéshkan T filah came to be.
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INTRODUCTION

Since the dawn of the modern era, Jewish worship and worship styles have been
adapted to modern culture. Beginning in Germany in the nineteenth century, Reform
siddwrim from Hamburg and Berlin reflect changes in atutudes toward the secular world.
These are, in a sense, the first prayer books of the people, including prayers in the vernacular
and modified text, reflective of a modified ideology. These liturgies reflect a delicate balance
between tradition and innovation, which their authors attempted to maintain; they represent
the overall shift in attitude among German Jews who had been allowed to enter German
society and were no longer restricted to the Jewish way of life.

American Jews today are accepted as full members of society. As such, Reform
Judaism, based in personal choice and modified ritual, has flourished in this country. To
da(t;&e largest movement in North America, the Reform movement also attempts to
maintain that same delicate balance between being Jewish and living in the secular world.
But shifting demographics and a trend toward personalisim begun during the counterculture
era, upsct an earlier balance, changing the way in which Americans approached the world,
and in particular, religion.

By all accounts, America in the 1950°s was based in community and civic
engagement. National morale was high, and religion was a source of strength and comfort
for most Americans. A decade later, however, a radical shift had taken place. The search for
spirituality and personal fulfillment had overtaken the baby-boomer generation, and was
soon to find expression religiously. In the Jewish world, havurof sprang up around the
country. Emphasizing movement, folk music, and neo-Hasidic style worship services, these
self-governed groups were representative of a rejection of authority and conformity being

felt across the nation.




This trend toward individualization condnues well into the twenty-first century, and
is among the strongest influences upon the North American Reform movement and its
worship style. Today, no one theology defines the movement and it can be said that no rwo
Reform Jews are alike. Itis within this context that the Central Conference of American
Rabbis set out to create its latest praver book; AMishkan T filah. Published in the fall of 2007,
this book was more than rwenty vears in the making.

Rabbi Lawrence Hoffman, Professor of Liturgy, Worship and Ritual at the Hebrew
Union College, suggests that the new prayer book contains “a theology for the internet.”
But all joking aside, it was quite clear to the movement’s leadership that Gates of Prayer,
published in 1975, no longer met the varying needs of worshippers. Unlike its predecessor,
Mishkan T filab has been a collaborative effort from its inception. Emphasizing partnership
between lay-leaders and clergy, this volume set out to be a true “prayer book of the people.”

Unoffically, preparation for Msshkan T filah began in 1985 when, based on feedback
about the then decade-old Gates of Prayer, the CCAR appointed a Siddur Discussion Group,
geared toward discussing issues relating to worship. As it was becoming clear that Gates of
Prayer would have to be replaced, a group member asked about lay input in the process. “The
Project on Lay Involvement in Worship and Liturgical Development,” also known as the
“Lilly / Cummings Study,” was the result. A three-year ethnographic study, the project
aided the Conference in gauging the needs and desires of worshippers around the country.
Based on the recommendations from the study, the CCAR appointed two co-editors and an
Ad Hoc Siddur Editorial Committee to work on the movement’s new liturgy that would

finally make its debut eight years later.

! Lawrence A. Hoffman, “Re-imagining Jewish Worship,” CCAR Journal 49:1 [192] (Winter, 2002) 81




This thesis explores the cultural background of Miéshkan T filah and the process by
which it came into being. In researching this thesis, I was forrunate to be able to speak with
a wide variety of people involved in various ways in the creation of the new Reform prayer
book. Rabbi Peter Knobel has been involved in every aspect of the creation of Mishkan
T filah, beginning with the Siddur Discussion Group, and ending with the Publicaton
Committee. A former chair of the Liturgy Committee, Rabbi Knobel has been a key figure
in the re-imagination of worship in the Reform movement. I interviewed Rabbi Knobel
about his expenences throughout the process, and I was fortunate to have had access to his
files from 1985 to the present. Rabbi Elyse Frishman, editor of Mishkan T filah, hosted me
for Shabbat in her congregation, and spoke with me about her vision and experience creating
the prayer book. Rabbi Elliot Stevens, former Associate Vice President and Director of
Publications for the CCAR, sent files from the work of the Ad Hoc Siddur Editorial
Committee, and provided background regarding details of the project. I also spoke with
Rabbi Herbert Bronstein, a former Chair of the CCAR Liturgy Committee and a leader in
the field of Reform liturgy throughout the last forty years. Rabbi Lewis Kamrass, a member
of the Ad Hoc Siddur Editorial Commuttee, shared with me his take on the siddur and his
own experiences of the project, and Mr. Daniel Schechter, who served as the impetus for
and co-chair of the Lilly / Cummings Study, spoke with me about his idea to involve lay
people in the producton of a new siddur.

Through conversanons with these individuals and access to pimary documents from
all phases of the project, I was able to trace the process whereby Mishkan T filah came into
existence. Beginning with the larger social and cultural changes in Amrican society that
provided the impetus for contemporary prayer book revision, this thesis will highlight

significant initiatives leading toward the publication of Mishkan T filah. Chapter one explores
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the cultural shift toward personalism and its expression in Judaism. Chapter Two looks at
the recepton of the movement’s last prayer book — Gates of Prayer — and its influence upon
the beginnings of Mishkan T filah. Chapter Three investigates results of the Lilly /
Cummungs study, and their impact upon the contents and layout of the new Reform prayer
book, and Chapter Four surveys the work of the Ad Hoc Siddur Editorial Committee,
congregational testing of Méshkan T filah, and the eventual publication of the volume.
Chapter Five details the layout and content of the final edition, and looks at issues of
language and theology, while Chapter Six offers feedback on Mishkan T filah and its
recpetion, and describes what the prayer book says about the current state of the North
American Reform movement.

Mishkan T filab comes at a crucial time in the history of the Reform movement. With
such a variety of theologies and practices among members, it can seem difficult to see what
binds the movement together. The process whereby this prayer book was created address
this issue, and the volume’s publication speaks to the desire for unity within the movement.
Tracing the history of Mishkan T filah, we can better understand the contemporary state of
North American Reform Jewish worship and the intentions behind this siddur, to appeal to

and resonate with as many Reform Jews as possible.




CHAPTER ONE
GENERAL TRENDS IN AMERICAN RELIGION

A recent trip to the Judaica section of a major bookstore in Cincinnati, Ohio,
revealed something quite interesting. Scartered among copies of the JPS Tanakh and the
Family Haggadah were such utles as: The Secret Life of God: Discovering the Divine Within You, and
Be Still and Get Going: A Jewish Meditation for Real I ife. Did an employee mistakenly place them
on those shelves? This was hardly the case. Rather, the presence of these and other similar
titles amongst traditional Jewish texts s indicative of a dominant trend in American religion,
a trend from which even Judaism is not immune. That trend is individualism or
personalism.

According to sociologist Will Herberg, “The American way of life is individualistic,
dynamic, pragmatc. It affirms the supreme value and dignity of the individual, it stresses
incessant activity on his part.. % This tendency is echoed in a pattern identified by Robert
D. Putnam in his book Bow/ing .Alone. Describing a decline in civic engagement in America
over the past thirty years, Putnam lists a number of factors whose influence has so strongly
contributed to the privatization of our lives. He writes:

First, pressures of ime and money, including the special pressures on two-

career families, contributed measurably to the diminution of our social and

community involvemnent during these vears. Second, suburbanizaton,

commuting, and sprawl also played a supporting role. Third, the effect of

electronic entertainment - above all, television — in privatzing our leisure

time has been substantal. Fourth, and most important, generational change

— the slow, steady, and ineluctable replacement of the long civic generation

by theisr less involved children and grandchildren — has been a very powerful
factor.

2 Wade Clark Roof and William McKinney, American Mainline Religion: Its Changing Shape and Future (New
Brunswick and London: Rutgers U P, 1987) 28

* Robert D. Putnam, Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American Community (New York, London, Toronto,
and Sydney: Simon & Schuster, 2000) 283




Using social capital theory, namely, the idea “...that social networks have value,”* Putnam
explores Americans’ involvement in various social settings, among them religious institutions
and actvities. And religion, it seems, follows suit with the trend toward personalism.
“Americans generally hold a respectful atutude toward religion, but they increasingly regard
it as a matter of personal choice or prcfercnce.”5 More and more, Americans are defining
for themselves what their beliefs and practices are and thrusting aside external authority in
favor of their own personal experiences. But this hasn’t always been the case. A careful
examination of the past few decades reveals a profound cultural shift that took place in
America during the era of “peace and love” and its impact on both our civil and religious
engagements.

The 1960’s and 1970’s were turbulent decades in America. Young Americans began
to rebel against set values and cultural norms established by their parents’ generadon. In
their book .American Mainline Religion, sociologists Wade Clark Roof and William McKinney
describe the period: “Public faith fell upon hard times. Values that had previously been so
important — patriotism, conformity, capitalism, hard work, success, and familism — failed to
inspire.”6 Organized religion in partcular, suffered as a result of this trend toward
disestablishment, as Roof and McKinney explain: “Religion manifested itself as ‘private
virtue’ and ‘public rhetoric,” but this was symptomatic of the loss of shared norms.
Disenchantment with the American way of life both fed upon and gave momentum to a
deep-seated quest for personal fulfillment.””

...Many Americans sought within their lives greater wholeness and meaning,
a new measure of creativity and vitality, and the realization of their ‘potential’

* Putnam, 19

’ Roof and McKinney, 40

® Roof and McKinney, 28

? Roof and McKinney, 38, 46




personhood. A multfaceted search — material, therapeutc, and spirirual —
energized many individuals and groups in the hopes for, and expectations of,
o 8

a more abundant life.

Uldmately, “a more expressive individualism of this kind amounts to a2 massive energizing
force in the spiritual realm and the unleashing of energies in many directions.” This
expressive individualism is the reason for greater varety on the shelves of the Judaica section
at the local bookstore.

In order to fully understand the trend toward individualism and personalism as it is
expressed in Judaism, however, we must first further explore religion in America over the
past century. As we have seen, the 1960’s proved a crucial turning point in American
culture, characterized by a vocal and outright questioning of established authoritatave
structures. But where religion is concerned, the story begins much earlier.

The roots of modemn religious individualism lie deep in the heritage of

religious volunteerism. Despite the naton’s early Calvinist heritage, ever

since the Second Great Awakening the popular faiths of Americans have

been heavily Armenian. The latter’s emphasis on free will, grace, and

unlimited hope for conversion of all persons reinforced the value placed

upon personal achievement that was dominant in the secular culture.

Theology and democratic values meshed in the Amencan experence to

create a highly individualistic stance toward religion. .. 10
“In the larger perspective of western history, American-style voluntary faith represents a
major step in the emancipaton of individual believers from the tutelage of organized
religious collectivities.”’! The early twenueth-century historian Henry K. Rowe attributes
the trend to the Protestant Reformaton:

By eliminating the sacramental system of medieval Catholicism, and thereby

emphasizing the believer’s direct relation to God, the individual in Reformation
theology was made autonomous and subject to the constraints of conscience. In its

¥ Roof and McKinney, 47

® Roof and McKinney, 48
9 Roof and McKinney, 43

" Roof and McKinney, 44




early phase this notion meant the individual was responsible for his or her relaton
to God within the framework of an institutonalized church; over time the voluntary
principle was extended to choosing the framewortk itself, to deciding as a mature
individual what to believe and with whom to associate in the institudonal
expression of this belief. The American experience further contributed to this
democratizing process by according legitimacy to religious choice as a fundamental
principle.'”

As we can see, individualism as it relates to religion in the West already has its roots in the
16th century. However, these roots aren’t quite as deep as they might appear to be at first
glance. While the factors described above most certainly contributed to the prevalence of the
current tendency towards individualism, they were but a mere prelude to what was to come
four hundred vears later.

America in the 1950’s was, by many accounts, a society built on conformity.
Significantly different from the decade that would follow it, this decade was characterized by
an emphasis on morality, civic participation, and a general sense of purpose. Wade Clark
Roof and William McKinney describe the period following the conclusion of WWII:

The postwar economic boom, an upwardly mobile population, life in the

suburbs, and above all, the cold war ideology had served to create at mid-

century an America in which affirmations of solidarity and normative

consensus were possible. Many value commitments and behaviors, along
. . . « o e . ' . |
with a generalized emphasis on religiosity, were widely shared in the fifties.

3

The religious climate of the period is of particular significance because it was through
religion that so much of what people were feeling was expressed. As Roof and McKinney
explain,

In such a climate, churchgoing was an expression of belonging and civic

loyalty. Religiosity flourished as a way for individuals and families to identify

themselves as Americans, and public piety was very much in evidence as an
expression of the nation’s core values.

2 Henry K. Rowe as cited in Roof and McKinney, 45
B Roof and McKinney, 46
" Roof and McKinney, 46




Demographics tell the same story: “In the 1950’s roughly one in every four Americans
reported membership in such church-related groups [such as Sunday schools, Bible study
groups, and church socials] apart from church membership itsel£.”' As is evident from this
data, the postwar generation found comfort and support in the organized religious
community during the 1950’s. But the baby boom that also typified this era would soon
prove to be an enormous influence upon the religious and cultural tendencies of the 1960’s
and beyond. Raised in a heavily devout age, children of the 1950, often dubbed baby-
boomers, came to resent the coercive feeling associated with the authority afforded, among
other things, by organized religion. It was this resentment, coupled with prosperity -- which
allowed people to start thinking about bigger social issues beyond where their next meal was
coming from -- that fueled the counter-culture movement of the 1960’s and set into motion
irreversible trends in American religion.

Roof and McKinney tell us that the cultural experience of the baby-boomers is of
great significance:

They would emerge as “carriers” of a distincr set of cultural onentations

which would set them apart. Exposed to experiences unlike those of any

previous generaton and deeply influenced by a middle-class ethos that had

become insecure and unstable, many of the children of the churchgoing

sector would rebel against the udlitarian culture as well as the conventional

moralisms of the churches. Their break with the traditional values and life-

stvles combined with their numbers to make them the “lead generation” of

American sociery.16
By sheer quandty alone, this “generation of seekers” as Roof referred to them, outnumbered

any other in the country. As teenagers and young adults during the 1960’s, their experiences

came to define the decade. And though the height of the counterculture movement has long

15 Putnam, 70
¥ Roof and McKinney, 60




since ended, 1ts influence remains with us, shaping religious trends into the twenty-first
century.

Roof and McKinney further clarify the experience of the baby-boomers:

Their definidons of social reality were influenced by discrepancies in

American life, between the ideal and the actual, the way things ought to be

and how they are. These discrepancies were so acutely perceived in the

generation’s formatve vears that few age-cohorts in recent memory have felt

so intensely in the pains and passions of the times. Caught up in the search

for fulfillment and commitments transcending middle-class utilitarian values,

many were deeply touched by the great causes and tragic events of their era.!’
Touched by social issues of the 1960’s and moved to action based on their beliefs, baby-
boomers sought to break free from the ttles and social structure they perceived to be
limiting to their existence. As Roof and McKinney explain, “the categories of race, ethnicity,
gender, sexual preference, and social class were all challenged and discredited as legal and de
facto barriers to the pursuit of the self”'* And seeing as how self-fulfillment was the highest
goal, it should come as no surprise that the manner in which social insttutions and their
functions were viewed changed in accordance with the shift in perception of the self. “The
twin aspects of fulfillment — salvation and social justice — gave rise to grater autonomy of the
individual and reinforced the view that religious institutions should serve individuals, not
vice versa.”!® Additonally, spirituality soon became the means through which self-
fulfillment was achieved, or at the very least, sought out. Increasingly, Americans sought to
find a deeper, emotonal connecton to the religious ritual in which they were begrudgingly

engaged, in a last, desperate attempt to preserve some semblance of the tradinons passed

down by their ancestors.

17 Roof and McKinney, 61
'® Roof and McKinney, 49
1% Roof and McKinney, 50
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In the decades that followed, the quest for individual fulfillment that began in the
1960’s continued to develop and expand. Young, college graduates were most affected by
this tendency, and though into the 198(’s many if not most maintained tes to mainstream
religious instrutdons, they nonetheless sought to find personal contentment within the
borders of established religion. Stress was placed “...upon wholeness and experience in
faith. There was an external authority, but it was to be confirmed in personal experiencc.”m
And though it may have seemed as if a renewed interest in personal experience might lead to
an increase in the rate of church affiliation, a heightened emphasis upon autonomy and
choice, coupled with an increase in geographic mobility, created a cultural reality in which
institutional membership was consistently tenuous. “Institutional dissent found new
legiimacy on the grounds that the participants themselves could best decide if ‘their’ church
was serving them as they wished;”?! if one didn’t feel he was getting what he needed in one
house of worship, he could easily transfer to another. Or, as was increasingly becoming the
case in North America, one might profess his belief in God, but choose not to affiliate
altogether. Religious instimutions had their work cut out for them. With so many changes
taking place, churches and synagogues had to alter their worship styles in order to
accommodate a younger, more educated and sophisticated populatdon, as well as to keep its
interest.

Within a Jewish context, the paradigm described above held true as well.

Like Americans generally, many Jews during these years shifted the emphasis

of their faith from moralism to aesthetics and devotion. They sought to

complement social justce and rationally onrented teachings that appealed to
the mind with spiritual and emotive religious expeniences that appealed to the

* Roof and McKinney, 49
*! Roof and McKinney, 50
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heart and the soul, incorporating music, dance, mystical teachings, and
. 22 .
healing.”™”

And so, beginning in the 1960’s, a perceptible shift in practice began emerging among
American Jews. No longer attracted to the ratonalist and moralist strains in Jewish tradition,
they began to expiore the works of such thinkers as Gershom Scholem, Abraham Joshua
Heschel, and Martun Buber. And though, as historian Jonathan Sarna points out, these
writings aided in a reconnection with the Jewish spiritual past, “the renewal of traditional
spiritual practices...owed a much greater debt to charsmadc figures...who ministered to
Jewish religious seekers and became, in the process, Jewish spiritual revivalists whose
influence spread from the counterculture to the mainstream.” Under the influence of such
rabbis 2s Shlomo Carlebach and Zalman Schachter-Shalomi, American Jews rediscovered
their religion, and perhaps for the first ime, found meaning in its rtuals. The phenomenon
is best summed up by Sama:

Jewish Renewal, a catchphrase for a range of Jewish experiments aimed at

“building community, enhancing spintuality, encouraging lay participaton,

and insttuting gender equality,” emerged from the havura movement of the

1960’s and focuses on the spiritual and experiendal elements within Judaism:

prayer, meditation, feminism, sexualit‘{v, and ecology; it features “dim lights,
bare feet, lots of music and silence.”’

As can be seen, beginning in the 1960%s, the shift in approach to Jewish ritual was
wholly perceptible in the area of worship. Gone was the era of high-church aesthetics and
decorum; a far more tangible, participatory Judaism, as Sarna described replaced it. Drawn
to smallish, intimate, self-governing havurof and emotionally surring teachings, many
American Jews nationwide found themselves reinventing their Judaism. Seeking meaning,

they adopted the Hasidic style of ecstatic worship that emphasized music, dancing and

22jonz\l:han D. Sarna, American Judaism: A History (New Haven and London: Yale U P, 2004) 345
2 Sarna, 345
A Sarna, 349




storyvtelling. Searching for significance, they altered their formal services, attemptng to make
them accessible to any and all.

At first, modifications in worship style were visible only on the fringes. But soon,
the tendency toward informality and partcipaton expanded to encompass all major Jewish
movements in North America. Jonathan Sarna tells us:

Indeed, synagogues of all kinds added “spiritual dimensions” to their agenda.

Moving beyond their prior emphasis on rationalism and the pursuit of social

justice, they encouraged congregants to experiment with rituals, to explore

Jewish texts, to close their eyes and meditate, to dance, to sing.25
In the Reform movement, changes in worship services were perhaps most observable in the
spheres of music and liturgy. The additon of supplementary, creative English readings to
the service, and later, the introduction of music composed by Debbie Friedman and other
folk-and pop-style writers, *“...offered seekers, in Friedman’s words, ‘a sense of spiritual
contentedness.””*® By the early 1970’s, when the movement’s previous prayer book, Gates of
Prayer, was being developed, some of these trends began to filter into North Amencan
worship, and though many were outside the mainstream, they nonetheless had to be taken
into account in making the transition from The Union Prayer Book. Another important trend
that gained strength in the years following the publication of Gates of Prayer, namely the
publication of synagogue-specific liturgies, will be explored in greater detail in the chapters
that follow.

Well into the 1990’s, the trend toward individualizaton and privatzaton in religion
remained potent. Affiliation, in particular, was at a lower rate than had ever been

documented among Jews. Intrigued, university professors Steven M. Cohen and Amold M.

* Sarna, 353
% Sarma, 354




Eisen set out to discover the basis for this tendency. In a study entded “The Jew Within:
Self, Community, and Community Among the Variety of Moderately Affiliated,” Cohen and
Eisen reached a number of important conclusions. Cohen and Eisen went about exploring
Jewish affiliation, beginning with a series of working assumptons, two substantivxnd one
methodological:
s “...the discovery and construction of Jewish meaning in America (as of ulimate
significance more generally) occurs in the private sphere.”
*  “...communal loyalties and norms are no longer as powerful in shaping identty as
they were even two decades ago.”
= “If we are to uncover these habits, we have to use a research method capable of
taking us inside and beyond the reports of public behavior.”?’
Their findings shed some light upon recent trends in jewish worship.
In a pamphlet preceding the book-length publication of their report, Cohen and
Eisen summarized the results of their study. “The first and most important finding, which
emerges from it, is double-edged,” they write.
On the one hand, we can state with confidence that the quest for Jewish
meaning is extremely important to our subjects, as the search for meaning
(analyzed by previous researchers) is important to contemporary Americans
more generally. On the other hand, however, the search for meaning is
complicated and at times precluded by a variety of factors.”®
And though “.. subjects reported a strong desire to find a sense of direction and ulnmate

purpose, and the wish to find it largely or entirely in the framework of Jewish practices and

beliefs,” they “overwhelmingly follow the pattern explained years ago by Robert Bellah and

%7 Steven M. Cohen and Amold M. Eisen, The Jew Within: Seff; Community, and Commitment Among the V ariety of
Moderately Affiliated (Boston, Los Angeles: The Susan & David Wilstein Insutute of Jewish Policy Studies,1998)
3-4

2 Cohen and Eisen, 5

14




his co-authors in their Habits of the Heart.””® While so many of the study parucipants spoke
of a desire — even a need for kinship, community remained a secondary concern to
individualism, which contnued to be the dnving force in the lives of most. “Community
and commitment, in fact, are repeatedly redefined and apprehended by our subjects in terms
acceptable to sovereign and ever-questing selves,” Cohen and Eisen report. “Oanly in those
terms is commitment possible and community permitted.”*® As these findings illustrate,
what began with the counterculture movement in the 1960’s, is very much alive and well
today in North American religion, including in Jewish praxs.

Speculating upon the results of their study, Cohen and Eisen make a statement of
pardcular importance: “We readily draw at least one policy conclusion from this mystifying
mélange: Communal interventions aimed at increasing Jewish identfication must be
correspondingly subtle and mula-faceted if they are to prove adequate to the task at hand.”
3 Though seemingly insurmountable at first glance, the task proposed here by Cohen and
Eisen is, in the opinion of this author, being realized.

Taking into account the revolution in American religion, that we have explored here,
the recent publication of the Reform movement’s new prayer book, Mishkan T filah, comes
in response to the changes in demographics, worship styles, and beliefs visible in the Reform
movement over the past several decades. Throughout the subsequent chapters of this thesis,
I will explore the process whereby this prayer book came into being, beginning with the
realization that the movement would soon need a new s2ddur to replace Gates of Prayer, and
through to an analysis of the newly-arrived Mishkan T filab, 1ts layout, contents, and

reception. An oft-cited adage suggests: “if you can’t beat ‘em, join ‘em.” In the production

# Cohen and Eisen, 5-6
3 Cohen and Eisen, 6
31 Cohen and Eisen, 7
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of Mishkan T filah, the North American Reform Movement has, in a sense, done just that.
Through varied trends in worship stvle and affiliation our congregants called our; through its

new siddur, Mishkan T filab, the Central Conference of American Rabbis has answered.
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CHAPTER TWO
1975-1985 AND BEYOND

* The Publication of Gates of Prayer and reactions to it

In the fall of 1975, the Reform movement’s first new prayer book in over thirty years
was published. Enttled Gafes of Prayer, this siddur most certainly signaled that changes were
on the horizon -- at least where worship was concerned. Significanty different from its
predecessor The Union Prayer Book, Gates of Prayer teflected shifts in cultural attitudes and, as
Rabbi Herbert Bronstein suggested, a move from exclusivity to inclusiveness. Everything
about this prayer book was distinctive, vet its reception, although quite posiuve at first,
would indicate that, uldmately, new doesn’t always mean improved...at least not in the eyes
of North American Reform congregants and their rabbis.

Inidally, responses to the newly published volume -- Gates of Prayer -- were
overwhelmingly favorable. In fact, the only significant negative comment heard with any
frequency was that the book was too heavy. Reports of the Liturgy Committee of the
Central Conference of American Rabbis (CCAR), printed each year in the organization’s
vearbook, painted the picture of 2 movement-wide worship metamorphosis. “The volume
has been received enthusiasacally by the representatives of every school of thought within
our movement, from the far left to the far right,” they reported in 1976. “It has elicited
gratifying comments from spokesmen in the wider Jewish cc:)rnmunity.”32 Two years later
Rabbi Stanley Dreyfus, then chair of the Liturgy Committee conveyed: “We estimate that
some 550 congregations (representng about 75% of the Reform movement) are now using

GOP”3 A year later, the estimated percentage of congregations in the Union using Gates of

*2 A. Standley Dreyfus, “Report of the Liturgy Committee,” Yearbook of the Central Conference of American Rabbis,
86 (1976) 47

3 Dreyfus, “Report,” Yearbook, 88 (1978) 39
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Prayer rose to 85%. With such stausucs reported, members of the Execunve Board of the
CCAR could breath a sigh of relief. Gates of Prayer it seems, had been not only accepted, but
adopted as the definidve North American Reform liturgy as well. But the honeymoon
would soon be over...

Beginning in 1981, only six vears after the publication of the prayer book, Lirurgy
Committee reports begin to paint a very different picture of the book’s reception, alluding to
its tenuous prospect for longevity. That vear, a report distributed by CCAR Executve
Secretary Elliot Stevens stated that there was no acuvity in the sale of liturgical materials. It
was further reported that, as a marketing experiment, copies of Gates of Prayer were being
packaged together with copies of the movement’s new High Holiday machzor, Gates of
Repentance, a fact which would seem to indicate a critical effort on the part of the CCAR to
sustain dwindling sales of the siddur. Addidonally, that same year a number of related items
came before the Liturgy Committee: First, for the first ime since the publicaton of Gates of
Prayer, a question regarding the volume’s predecessor, the Union Prayer Book, was brought
forward. “A question was raised as to whether the Union Prayer Book should be allowed to go
out of print, or should be forced out of print immediately,” the report stated. And though
“I1t was decided to defer discussion until such ume as present stocks were near depletion,”
the mere need to raise the issue indicates that Gates of Prayer might not have taken hold quite
as strongly as was previously assumed. Second, a series of discussions surrounding issues of
language began to take shape during this year, discussions that would conuanue well into the

future, and specifically into the process of creating the movement’s subsequent siddur,

Mishkan T filah.
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“It was moved to begin a process of emending English texts in other CCAR liturgies
along the lines of the revisions of the Hagaddabh, to delete sexist language,” the committee
chair reported. “A suggestion was made that the opportunity be used to review the entre
text of Gates of Prayer, with a view towards reduction of the volume’s size, and bettering the

3

flow of services.™* Already in 1975, when Gates of Prayer was initially published, issues of
gender neutrality in liturgy, and more specifically in God-language, had been given voice.
Howerver, because “the CCAR was in a wretched posidon economicaxlly,”g’s Gates of Prayer
was published in a hurry. Consequenty, there was no time while preparing this sddur to
entertain such a discussion, nor had the debate become movement-wide quite yet. The issue
was raised in preparing Gates of Repentance, the new machzor for the High Holidays (1978); a
gender-neutral version was apparently prepared and rejected for fear that the issue might be
too faddish and transient. It was not until somewhere around 1984, when Dr. Lawrence
Hoffman addressed attendees at a UAHC Biennial, that the urgency for textual emendation
became truly apparent. “There must have been a thousand, two thousand people at that
plenum,” Rabbi Peter Knobel recalls in a phone interview, “and he basically said that if the
CCAR doesn’t do something about that and do something about that fast, people would
produce their own siddur, and there was huge applause. And that was the moment when the
CCAR decided to bring out GOP for Shabbat and Weekdays which was a gender-inclusive
volume.”® Work on these editons did not begin untl the late-1980’s however. The
aforementioned volume, it should be noted as well, was not produced untl 1994, ten years
after Dr. Hoffman’s call to action, but three paperback volumes of various services (Shabbat,

weekdays, and assemblies) were published in 1992 and 1993.

3% Lawrence Hoffman, “Report,” Yearbook, 91 (1981) 46
% Dr. AStanley Dreyfus, Interview with the Liturgy Project, 8 May, 1996
3 Kaobel, 8 October, 2007
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In addion to gendered God-language, another 1ssue brought to the table in 1981
was listed in the report under the dtle ‘Thee and Thow’. “Herbert Bronstein made an eloquent
plea for the retention of somewhat more archaic forms of English in certain instances in
Reform liturgy,” it was conveyed. “A consensus was achieved that flexibility be granted to
the editor to use such forms where appropriate, without binding rules pro or con”" And
though the issue is not raised again directly, at least within reports during the subsequent
decade, its presence here is nonetheless quite noteworthy. The emergence of such concerns
points both to a consciousness of the cultural shifts that took place during the preceding
decades, as well as the beginnings of an understanding that the movement’s six-year-old
siddur might be flawed. In the excitement over the volume’s publication, lost was a sense of
perspecave in evaluating the finished product. Indeed the book’s editor, Rabbi Chaim Stern
confessed in 1976 that “the one thing I do regret are certain deletions. I think the book is
too short, people. Since there are also a few things that [ regret are in, we could have ended
up with same number of pages.”38 But it was only Cantor William Sharlin who, in an essay
published in the same volume as Stern’s, seemed to assess the situation regarding Gates of
Prayer accurately. “The Gates of Prayer as it is will not be with us for a very long period of
time,” he wrote. “We already are aware of the need for certain changes in its form and
content that we may like to project into an inevitable revised edition.”* By 1981, it was
quickly becoming evident that while Gates of Prayer met some of the needs of the ume, it no
longer accurately reflected the mood and social atttudes of American Jews, which were

continuously evolving,

3" Hoffman, “Report,” Yearbook, 91 (1981) 47
3 Chaim Stern, “A Critique of Gates of Prayer,” Yearbook, 86 (1976) 123
% William Sharlin, “Critique,” 125




Materials in the 1982 CCAR Yearbook confirmed the shift in social atdtudes and
attempted to explain its impact upon Reform Jewish worship. Addresses and papers with
otles such as: “Change and Authendcity: The Continuum of Jewish Experience,” and
“Autonomy and Authority: The Dilemma of Reform” appeared, highlighting further areas of
concern as the decade proceeded. As Reform judaism continued to deviate from its classical
roots, Rabbi Joseph B. Glaser, then Executve Vice President of the CCAR, found himself
asking: “Where 1s our movement heading?”‘w

Worship, of coutse, was one area significantly impacted by these modifications. The
influence of shifting cultural roles and attitudes can be seen most powerfully in the changing
responses to Gates of Prayer. The vear 1985 marked a decade since the praver book’s
publication, and though inidally it was expected to solve problems encountered in North
American Reform Jewish worship, an evaluaton of the prayer book after ten years of use
revealed that support for the volume had lessened significantly. In the fall issue of the
CCAR Journal, a section appeared entitled: ‘Gates of Prayer. Ten Years Later — A Symposium.’
Here, twelve Reform rabbis were invited by the editor of the Journal to offer their feedback
on Gates of Prayer, addressing such issues as congregant response to the prayer book,
theological variety, spiritual elevation, and return to tradinon. Each rabbi was posed a series
of six questons, and asked to reflect on a decade spent getting to know the volume.,
Responses ranged in candor from the polite characterizations of Gates of Prayer as a “flawed
success”! and imperfect to blunt criticism: “Whoever would have thought that the CCAR

‘)’4

was capable of producing a prayerbook which makes the old UPB look good? ? In short, it

*® Herbert Bronstein, “Report,” Yearbook, 92 (1982) 151
*' Harvey J. Fields, “Gates of Prayer. Ten Years Later — A Symposium,” Journal of Reform Judaism, Fall, 1985; 2
%2 Jakob J. Petuchowski, “Ten Years Later,” 34
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would seem that the honeymoon was over, and a rocky marriage between Reform Jews and
Gates of Prayer had begun.

Overall, each respondent seems to have touched upon a number of issues: language,
uranslation, variety of services, sheer size of the volume, and ease of use. Complaints were
primarily voiced regarding the English in this prayer book, its lack of elegant style [a la UPB],

£

and its success in translating from the Hebrew. “...The language of GOP is not elegant,”
writes Rabbi Richard N. Levy, “nor is the new book challenging. I would prefer my Gates to

be more poetic, more conducive to chanting than reading, more insistent on drawing us back

to the original texts, more confrontational in presenting the troubling ideas.” Rabbi

Simeon ]. Maslin concurs. “...There are features of GOP that annoy me every ume | use 1t,”
he writes. “...The CCAR had a golden opportunity to produce a great prayerbook, one that

might have become as beloved to our generation and the next as the UPB was to the
previous generations, and we failed.”™** Most surprising, however, is the review submitted by
Rabbi Herbert Bronstein who, less than a decade earlier, had published an essay in the
CCAR Yearbook extolling the then-newly-published Gates of Prayer, which, he argued,
preserved three central principles of Reform Judaism: freedom, classicism, and anu-
formalism.** In 1985, rather than commend the s7ddur’s role in the maintenance of Reform
continuity, Bronstein launched an assault. “No single clarity of purpose, no shared
understanding of what a liturgy is meant to fulfill or even what liturgy or prayer is, unifies
this text,” he writes. “Nor 1s there unity in the language of prayer. We often find flattened,

diminished style in comparison with the stylistically superior UPB 1.”*® After a decade of

® Richard N. Levy, “Ten Years Later,” 27-28
“ Simeon J- Maslin, “Ten Years Later,” 28

% Herbert Bronstein, “Critique,” 115

% Herbert Bronstein, “Ten Years Later,” 17
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use, it seemed that, while Gares gf Prayer was functoning, for many it was only a necessary
measure taken in response to the urgent need to replace the Union Prayer Book. Perhaps it is
Rabbi Harvey J. Fields who summed up the situation best when he wrote:

A decade after the publication of GOP, we know its limits. The most we can

demand from GOP is that it provide us with a score for our sacred

appointments for prayer. And the most we can hope for in a new revision,

when it comes, is improved lyrics and, possibly, a more compelling and

- 4
tempting melody. 7

* The Siddur Discussion Group Chaired by H. Leonard Poller and its Impact

on the Genesis of Mishkan T'filab

Aware of the changes confronting the North Amertican Reform Jewish community,
the Executive Board of the CCAR, in 1985, decided 1o take action. In response to growing
criticism of the Gates of Prayer and the emergent reality that this s7ddwr no longer met the
needs of its consumers, it appointed a group of 32 individuals, Rabbi Elyse Frishman, future
editor of Mishkan T filab among them, to consider what a new movement liturgy might look
like. The group, dubbed The Siddur Discussion Group, became a sub-committee of the
Lirurgy Committee of the CCAR, and was chaired by Rabbi H. Leonard Poller, then also
chair of the CCAR Liturgy and Publications Committees. “The siddur group was in point of
fact a reaction to a felt sense that already it was necessary to begin the process of preparing
for a new siddur,” recalls Rabbi Peter Knobel, a member of the group. “There was already a
felt need. It was not a hundred percent clear what those needs themselves were and that was

part of the mission of the siddur group...to evaluate where we were and to ask where we

*7 Harvey ]. Fields, “Ten Years Later,” 22
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ought to go. The group “met either annually or twice a year to begin to talk about the

various issues connected with the production of a new siddur”®

Taking into account much of the feedback expressed in the symposium in the CC4R
Journal, the Siddur Discussion Group went to work, focusirg its attendon on issues of
language and content in particular.™ A year later, in 1986, Elliott Stevens reported in the
CCAR Y'earbook that “. . sales of Gates of Prayer seemed to be diminishing. . 7Y and
concurrently, the Lirurgy Committee announced a new, long-term liturgical project. “The
committee welcomed T. Carmi, the Israeli Professor of Hebrew Literature and Poetry who
has been engaged by the CCAR to research material and make some selections for

. . . 52
consideration for an eventual future lirurgy,”™

writes Herbert Bronstein, then Chair of the
Liturgy Committee in his report in the Yearbook. Known as The Carmi Project, the venture
undertook to find Hebrew poetry appropriate for incorporation into a liturgical volume.
Inidally engaged ““...because of a theory that the history of liturgy had to do with the idea
that the same process that produces poetry, produces liturgy,””' Carmi began the process of
gathering potential pieces. “ Carmi descrbed his work in going through material
appropriate for the themes in Shema uvirchoteha and in the Amida,” reports Bronstein, “and
how his search for material had produced hundreds of examples, all post-biblical and
primarily medieval, which he then sorted by the pardcular themes in those two sections.™”

Though “the committee agreed that a conceptual framework for a new prayerbook would

be necessary before material could be further culled and interwoven with liturgical

*¥ Knobel, 8 October, 2007

4 Knobel, 8 October, 2007

50 See appendix A for a sample meeting agenda

*! Bronstein, “Report,” Yearbook, 96 (1986) 184

52 Bronstein, “Report.” Yearbook, 96 (1986) 187

53 Rabbi Herbert Bronstein, personal interview, 2 December, 2007
> Bronstein, “Report,” Yearbook, 96 (1986) 187




1,”55

materia the Carmi Project, begun here, served as an important precursor for the

inclusion of Israeli poetry and liturgy in Mishkan T filab.
In the report of the Liturgy Committee in the CCAR Yearbook in 1988, Rabbi Poller
updated the Conference on the project.

Rabbi Bronstein described the work of a small committee that was beginning
to sift through and translate materials that will one day wind up 1n a new
CCAR prayerbook, based on materials supplied by T. Carmi. Questions
were raised as to whether the new volume would replace or be an alternate to
Gates of Prayer; it was agreed to by consensus to defer that question unul the
project takes more coherent shape.*®

A vear later, “Rabbis Poller and Bronstein. ..noted that the ulimate form in which the
material now in preparation would appear was stll undetermined.”’ At this juncture, time

was of the essence, and though invested in The Carmi Project, the committee also realized

3

it would have to produce something sooner rather than later. As such, in 1990,

8 sithe committee voted to pursue two options simultaneously: the
development of a new Siddur, under the co-chairmanship of Herbert
Bronstein, using the Carmi material as a basis but building the new Séddur
from the ground up; and development of an interim Shabbat prayerbook,
using gender-neutral liturgies for immediate development while the new
Siddur is pending. The motion approved was made by Rabbi Bronstein, and
called for the interim volume to be a modest production with two services
for Kabbalat Shabbat, a festval service, with two daily evening and mormning
services (this was later modified by the Executive Board, when considering
the proposal, to exclude daily and fesaval services).”®

Unfortunately, despite what had been antcipated, the Carmi Project fizzled. “ It
never ended up where we thought it would,” recalls Rabbi Knobel. “Carmi did end up

identfying poetry and we had a group of people translating that poetry but it didn’t work

%% Bronstein, “Report,” Yearbook, 96 (1986) 187
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out in the way we would have hoped."sg Rabbi Bronstein, too, chose to resign his post as
editor of the new siddur for personal reasons.”’ The Carmi Project does not appear in the
reports of the Liturgy Committee in the CCAR Yearbook past 1990.

But the Carmi Project was not the sole component of the Siddur Discussion Group.
“...One of the aspects of that was for us to deliver to each other learned papers and to set
the groundwork for what would be a new :iddzrr,”ﬁl recalls Rabbi Knobel. The papers dealt
with various issues related to the preparaton of a new prayer book such as prayer language,
gender-neutrality, and theology. In 1992, a number of those papers appeared in the summer
issue of the CCAR Journal as part of a piece entitled: ‘Symposium: Preparing a New Siddur.
By this point in tme, it had become obvious that Gates of Prayer was in some sense outdated;
it no longer reflected the beliefs of its users. Cultural shifts begun in the 1960’s continued,
and this in turn influenced atttudes as they related to worship. Notwithstanding feedback
on Gates of Prayer provided in 1985, it was first and foremost the changing face of the North
American Reform Jewish community that drove the work of the Siddur Discussion Group,
namely feminism (now many women were rabbis), the increasing number of Jews by choice,
and more interest in spirituality. In an introduction to the papers published in the CCAR
Journal, H. Leonard Poller contextualized the work of the Liturgy Committee:

We have begun to work toward the realization of a principal long term

objective: a siddur for the twenty-first century that would at once express the

ideals that have sustained our people through the centuries, while taking

account of the ever-shifting perspectves of Jews and Jewish life in the

modern world. We are very much aware of the need to agree on some

patterns of thought and expression that will bring our forthcoming liturgies
into line with the variety of theological views in our movement — a challenge

%% Knobel, 8 October, 2007
% Bronstein, 2 December, 2007
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we must face up to very soon. As the Liturgy Committee feels itself under

no time pressure to publish a new siddur, we plan for our future litcurgies to

benefit from the carefully considered expertise and opinions of a wide range

of professionals, specialists, and interested x.v-cu:shippt=:xfs."’2
With these considerations in mind, readers were treated to a sample of the work produced
by the Siddur Discussion Group.

“The Feminist Critique of Language,” by Rabbi Donna Berman, argued that
“...language is often confused with reality itself. Therefore we must be careful in how we
use it and disceming in how we understand it.. 63 Metaphor is often too narrow, she tells
us, and gender-neutral language is unacceptable in the eves of feminists because
“inclusiveness can happen only by naming God/ess in femnale as well as male rnetap‘hors.”64
In a paper enntled “Religious Language for a New Millennium” Dr. Edward Graham also
speaks of the importance of language. He identfies a need to recognize the power of
figurative language and incorporate more of it into our licurgy, and concludes that unless
bigger issues relatng to language are addressed, whatever liturgy is ulumately produced, it
will either be rejected or accepted, only begrudgingly so.

In “The Dramaturgy of Reform Worship,” Rabbi David A. Katz explores the similarites
between a theatre production and a worship service, suggesting ways in which to expand
the active role of worshippets in a service. “Our prayer service...should encourage the
public expression of relacionships,”es he writes, and goes on to suggest that congregants can

do much more than just sit and stand. “We must realize that imagination is necessary in

order to worship, and that we must utilize every strategy we know to unleash the power of

52 H. Leonard Poller, “Symposium: Preparing a New Siddur,” Journal of the Central Conference of American Rabbis,
Summer, 1992: 2

3 Rabbi Donna Berman, “The Feminist Critique of Language,” Journal, 1992: 6
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the mind and the longings of the heart’®® Each of these papers, initally presented in the
Siddur Discussion Group, was published in the CCAR Journal, as a part of the process
leading toward the creation of a new siddur. The papers highlight just a few of the
fundamental issues that were being explored by the Liturgy Commuttee.

In 1994, an update on the work of the Siddur Discussion Group appeared in the
CCAR Yearbook. 1t was agreed that decisions on publishing a new sddur would not be
made undl the research -- This is the Lilly / Cummings project research, called the “Siddur
Project of the Liturgy Commirtee” above. The project was approved at the 1993 CCAR
convention -- had been completed, with the hope that the Siddur Group could meet in
about a year.” It is unclear [to me] whether this meeting ever actually took place. Dates
noted in Mishkan T filah suggest that formal work of the Siddur Discussion Group came to
an end already in 1993, and as I was unable to see many notes from the meetings of this
sub-committee, I am only able to speculate as to the nature of discussions that took place
and decisions that were made. Still, despite the lack of resources, at least one thing 1s
apparent with regard to the project and its significance to the development of Mishkan
T filah. The work begun by the Siddur Discussion Group was extraordinanly important in
beginning to determine what was needed in a prayer book for the twenty-first cenrury. The
concerns raised within the context of this sub-committee drew attenton to the necessity for
something beyond mere revision of Gates of Prayer. The work of the Siddur Discussion
Group, in some sense, paved the way for future endeavors in the process of creating
Mishkan T filah, most notably, The Project on Lay Involvement in Worship and Liturgical

Development, also known as, The Lilly / Cummings Study.

% Katz, “Dramaturgy,” 31




CHAPTER THREE
THE PROJECT ON LAY INVOLVEMENT IN WORSHIP
AND LITURGICAL DEVELOPMENT
(THE LILLY / CUMMINGS STUDY)

In 1993, Daniel Schechter was wondering about the development of praver books.
A publisher in the health field nearing retirement, Schechter came to a realizaton: “One
doesn’t produce a product that is geared toward interaction without testing.”é'7 Curious
about this realization, parncularly as it related to liturgy, he approached his friend Jim Wind,
a Lutheran Minister and PhD who was on the staff of the Park Ridge Center for the Study
of Health, Faith, and Ethics. From Wind, Schechter received the names of Chnstian clergy
— relatively few because he didn’t want to over-exaggerate the situation -- whom he could
contact to find out if they were thinking about the same issue. A number of them
responded, suggesting that Schechter might be on to something. It was only when Wind
called and asked how his project was going that Schechter made the connection between his
curiosity and the Reform movement’s project to create a new prayer book. What began as
one man’s inquisitiveness wound up as one of the most crucial steps in the development of
Mishkan T filah.

A congregant at Beth Emet: The Free Synagogue in Evanston, Illinois, Dan
Schechter was an active leader in the Reform Movement. Having served on both the Board
of the Union of American Hebrew Congregations and as chair of the UAHC Joint
Commission on Worship, he had demonstrated a great interest in and commitment to liturgy
and its development. By the time Schechter received Jim Wind’s phone call, Wind was
working for the Lilly Endowment in Indianapolis, Indiana, which had a vested interested in

faith-related studies. Schechter’s musings and the Lilly Endowment seemed like a perfect

87 Schechter, 14 October, 2007
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match; there was no time to waste getting started on the project. That evening, Schechter
called his rabbi, Peter Knobel, who was serving as Chair of the Liturgy Committee of the
Central Conference of American Rabbis, and the two met for breakfast the next morning.

Rabbi Peter Knobel recalls the process:

About ten years after the publication of Gates of Prayer there was something

that was established that was called the Siddur Group under the leadership of

Rabbi H. Leonard Poller, z”], who was chair of the [CCAR] Liturgy

Committee. It was a group of rabbis, with one or two cantors and one

layperson who presented learned papers to each other over several vears

about what a new siddur ought to look at... Dan Schechter, the one lavperson

in the group, came up with a strange idea. He said, ‘Gee, we ought to know

what’s going on in congregatons with respect to worship, and if we’re going

to create a new siddur, we ought to take into consideration the Jew in the

pew.

“He was concerned that we were sort of just talking to each other.”®’

Knobel responded enthusiastically to Schechter’s idea to find out what congregants
wanted in wotship and contacted Rabbi Joseph Glazer, then Executive Vice-President of the
CCAR. Glazer, too, supported Schechter’s vision, and he encouraged Knobel and Schechter
to travel to the Lilly Endowment in Indianapolis. Schechter’s presentation about the way we
study the development of books was received favorably, and he and Knobel left the Lilly
Endowment with an invitation to prepare a grant proposal. Ulumately, the Lilly
Endowment provided a grant, and Knobel and Schechter went to work with Glazer in order
to figure out how Schechter’s ideas could be implemented in conjunction with a new sddur.

“Joe was in many ways, as he was in so much else, the impetus for lots of things that

happened in the CCAR,” recalls Knobel. “And it was already clear to Joe that we had to

68 Rabbi Peter S. Knobel, Distance Learning Class Session on the Development of Mishkan T filah, Hebrew
Union College-Jewish Institute of Religion, Cincinnati, OH, Focused Learning Session, August 28, 2006
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prepate for what was going to succeed Gares of Prayer.” ™

Their collaboraton proved fruitful,
and out of Schechrter’s inital idea was born “The Project on Lay Involvement in Worship
and Liturgical Development.”

Out of Jim Wind’s suggestion that the project ought to have some “Jewish money”
in it, Knobel and Schechter approached the Nathan Cummings Foundation where they met
with Rabbi Rachel Cowen. Impressed by the pait’s presentation, the Foundadon awarded
Knobel and Schechter a grant. With financial backing in place, and the CCAR’s blessings,
lay leader Daniel Schechter and Rabbi Peter Knobel were now ready to embark upon a
three-vear journey that would ultimately influence the future of worship in the Reform
movement in the twenty-first century. The project informally called “The Lilly / Cummings
Study” was now officially underway.

Inidally, there were no denominational goals set for the study. Rather, investigation
of trends in the development of liturgy spanned a spectrum of faith traditions. “The
exploration of faith and worship was at the core of our work,” m explains Schechter. And to
that end, leading figures in the Protestant, Catholic, and Jewish communities, who were
writing their own prayer books, were consulted, to get a sense of the process they had
undergone. Results of those consultatdons were ove;'whehningly clear: “Regardless of
religious tradition, each group with which we met has faced challenges of changing
demographics, new understandings of gender language, as well as generational and regional
differences in a range of issues,” Schechter details. The Reform movement was no

excepton to the rule. In 1997, Daniel Schechter addressed the CCAR saying: “Spiritually

and intellectually Judaism is in a period of transition...few people join congregations for

™ Knobel, B8 October, 2007
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strictly ideological reasons.” As attendance at services dwindled, it was becoming
increasingly clear that, among other reasons, lack of fulfillment in worship played a
significant role in congregants’ decision to stay home or go elsewhere on a Friday evening,
In order to explore the issue furth“::%“as part of a larger project on the role of laity
in lirurgical change and renewal, the Central Conference of American Rabbis in 1994
commissioned an ethnographic study of congregants’ worship experience in representative
member congregations of the Union of Amerncan Hebrew Congregaﬁc;S“The purpose of
the study was two-fold: to discover how contemporary Reform Jews in North America value
their worship; and to devise and test a method for involving lay people in the process of

"™ The services of Dr. Robert Rotenberg, a professor of

appraising and renewing liturgy.
cultural anthropology at De Paul University in Chicago, were retained in order to produce
and analyze the results of a self-study of congregational worship.

In a document detailing the process of the study, the following description appeared:

A self-study is a conversation among a group of congregants about their

worship experiences individually and collecavely. Decisions about what is

important to say about the worship experience lie entrely within the group.

The group decides how the conversation proceeds and how it is presented in

a final report. The self-study allows the group to decide what they want

worship to achieve and to discover whether that is, in fact, what is

happening.73
The concept was simple: Bring together 2 group of 8-12 individuals “.. .representative of the
c:ongregacion.”74 This meant that each self-study team was to be composed of adult

members of the congregation whose ages, genders, length of membership in the

congregation, Hebrew literacy, and attendance at weekly Shabbat services differed from one

7 Summary Report of the Research Components of the Project on the Role of Laity in Liturgical Change and
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another. The hope was that diversity among team members would most accurately represent
the viewpoints of the largest segment of the congregation.

Once established, each team was charged with 2 task: Attend three consecutive
Shabbat evening services, and write about your experiences in a worship diary.” Each team-
member was given a form to complete including the date of the service attended and a series
of questions and themes for discussion. “What were you feeling at the beginning of the
service tonight?” “How did participadng in the service make you feel?” “Did the service
work for your” Participants were asked to contemplate their personal worship experiences
through an examination of themes such as prayer, praver book, music, movement,
community, and God, and to reflect upon their expenence of the service in writing.

At the end of the three weeks the teams met several times for discussion and

to write reports charactenizing and appraising their experience in

congregational worship. The individual diaries and group reports were

submitted to the researcher, who also visited seven of the congregatons,

observing worship services and conducdng discussions with self-study

teams.76

Though straightforward, this process proved to be both the fulfiliment of Schechter’s vision,
involving lay people in the process of creating a new prayer book, and a useful tool in
determining contemporary trends in worship.

Prior to this initiative, Reform Jewish prayer books were created within 2 “rabbinical
vacuum,” so to speak. First published in 1975, Gates of Prayer was a product of a single
editor, Chaim Stern, responding to the directions of the CCAR Linurgy Committee alone. Its
contents represented, at least to some degree, a learned analysis of its predecessor, The Union
Prayer Book, and reacdons to its flaws. And though already ten years after its publication

Gates of Prayer had evoked similar critical responses from the rabbinate, an older, wiser,

" See appendix B for forms and related documents
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Centra] Conference chose to take its time in the creation of a new prayer book. The Lilly
Endowment knew that the CCAR was serious when the Conference indicated that it would
hold up preparaton of the siddur untl the study was complete and its findings were taken
under advisement, recalls Schechter. And though the report Rotenberg ultimately presented
proved more comprehensive than had initially been antcipated and necessitated
refinement’’, the value of the study having taken place and its results having been
considered 1s quite telling. “This is a time of great creauvity in lirurgy and music in the
Reform movement,”’® stated the summary report of the project in 1996. From the very
beginning it was evident that the genesis of this prayer book could not be approached like
that of its predecessors. Culture was changing and researchers recognized that, “...in many
respects worship in the congregaton is markedly different. There is more overt
congregational involvement in worship.”79

In a letter dated April 29, 1994, Rabbi Peter Knobel and Daniel Schechter addressed
rabbis and congregational presidents, extending a formal invitation to participate in the self-
study. “We are writing to every member congregaton of the Union of [American] Hebrew
Congregadons in North America through their rabbis and presidents to enlist as much
partcipation in this project as possible,” they wrote. “We want to ‘take a snapshot’ of
contemporary worship in all of it[s] variety.”” The letter went on to detail the process of the
self-study, and added one important plea: “The future of the Reform movement depends on
increasing the number of members committed to supporting our congregations. Providing
worship experiences that are meaningful to the broadest range of congregants can be an

important part of building that commitment.” Through these words Knobel and Schechter

i Schecter, 14 October, 2007
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reiterated their commitment both to the study and to the centrality of its role 1n preparing a
new Reform siddur. And their dedication to and enthusiasm for the project was echoed
natonwide when forty-seven UAHC congregations signed up to participate in the self-study
of congregational worship.

Over the course of two yvears, congregatons all over North America engaged the
self-study on worship. In a detailed report submitted to Knobel and Schechter at the end of
the process, Dr. Robert Rotenberg painted this picture: “When these Reform Jews
described their expectatons of worship, they spoke of participating in a community, hoping
to find renewal of spirit through nitual, music, and intellectual engagement with Torah.”®°
Rotenberg’s analysis revealed a large number of consistent responses from participants, as
well as a wide variety of opinions expressed with respect to specific prayers, rituals, and
trends. Beginning with the state of mind in which people enter the synagogue, Rotenberg
explores every aspect of the Reform worship experience. What followss is a generalized
summary of his findings.

The worshipping community must be reconstituted at each service, and

making the transition from the demands of everyday living to the renewing

experience of Shabbat worship is far from automatic... How the transition is

managed affects the quality of their [the study participants’] worship.”
It is significant that the first concern Rotenberg notes with regard to worship appears even
before the service has formally begun. Worship encompasses so much more than the words
people utter while gathered together in the sanctuary, and if among its purposes is to create a
transcendent emotional experience, then worship must begin by setting a tone. “In their

diaries study partcipants described their feelings as they arrived at the synagogue.

Overwhelmingly, they reported being rushed, preoccupied with business or family concerns,

% Summary, “Research Components,” 2
8! Summary, “Research Components,” 3

[U%]
ihn




or tred.” People’s hectic day-to-day lives, centered in the secular world, leave them lirde
tme to breathe. Congregants come to Shabbat services hoping to recharge and reconnect,
and the atmosphere in the building can make or break the entire experience for them.
“Many remarked on the need for a welcoming atmosphere at the synagogue and an

opportunity to greet one another before entering the sanctuary,”®

wntes Rotenberg. And as
can be seen through their diary entries, in addition to a warm atmosphere, community is a
second cructal factor in the study-partcipants’ experience of worship.

Dr. Rotenberg describes the study participants:

These were persons who wanted through Shabbat worship consciously to

link themselves to the Jewish people... They wanted to be part of a

worshipping community that affirmed and celebrated Jewish ethical precepts

and studied them as a guide to daily living for individuals and for the group.™
from of old, Judaism, and, in particular, Jewish worship, has been centered around
community. One need not interact with another person in order to pour out the longings of
one’s soul. But we do not live out our lives in isolation, and in the moments of our greatest
triumphs or tragedies, we depend upon our communities for empathy and support. The
experience of Shabbat worship extends far beyond prayer; pardcularly for those who attend
synagogue regularly, community is a fundamental element of the worship experience that
keeps them coming back. For those who attend services less frequently, modvatons to
attend include “...seeking ‘healing,’ and a desire to educate children in their Jewish
heritage.”®

Of course, the focus of worship is prayer, and to this end, a congregation’s choice of

siddur and the manner in which it is used become fundamental to the creation of a
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meaningful worship experience. Unfortunately, regarding Gates of Prayer, responses were not
always so favorable. Rotenberg found that

..According to the self-study teams’ diaries and reports, many who come to

services cannot find transliterations of prayers or songs and do not

understand how the prayerbook is arranged, the typographical cues, or the

differences among the services.”

Interesungly, however, the overwhelming majority of congregants who participated in this
study expressed a destire for continued use of Hebrew in the service. This desire comes in
spite of the fact that “...almost half of the parncipants reported little or no ability to read
Hebrew.”® It seems that “reading Hebrew prayers together is perceived as essential in the
creation of the Jewish worshipping community.”® But, as Dr. Rotenberg also discovered,
understanding what is being said was also important to study participants. Further
discussions on the topics of translation and transliteration, as well as their placement in the
siddur, became central foci as preparadon of Mishkan T filah got underway. With an increased
use of Hebrew in worship services nationwide, these issues remain at the core of Reform
Jews’ dialogue surrounding the topic of worship.

Despite a professed emotional attachment to Hebrew, praver in English remained
important to the overall experience of worship. “The interpretive passage in the English
version of the ‘Aleinu’ prayer in Gates of Prayer beginning ‘May the time not be distant, O
Lord,” was consistently cited by participants as an inspiring use of English prayer language.””

Of course, difficulties relating to the language, literary style, and affect of English passages in

the prayer book remained, as did frustration surrounding the use of masculine God-
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language. Entries in participants’ worship diaries revealed that “responsive readings worked
the least well...” and that in the mid 1990’s, there was more need than ever to address the
issue of gender-neutral God-language in the context of Reform prayer.

But gender-neutral God-language was only the beginning.

Guidelines for participants suggested that they reflect on their personal

“spiritual” experience and whether “God was present” in the worship

experience that they were writing about in their worship diaries. Their

responses indicate that gender language issues are only a part of many

Reform Jews’ theological difficules. These were people struggling with

what they found in their prayerbooks.”
Furthermore,

a common theme in another group of comments quoted in the research

report is the difficulty or impossibility of having the “experience of God”

during the prayer service, but of finding a “sense of God’s presence” out-of-

doors in settings of narural beauty, or of finding “spirituality” in science-

based contemplation of the ‘whole of creation.”
As these results would seem to indicate, the theological struggles of Reform Jewish
congregants in the mid-1990’s ran deep. With one foot in the secular world and the other in
the Jewish one, worshippers were also torn between the ratonalism espoused historically by
Reform Judaism and the desire for a prayer expenence in which their spirits were truly
moved and they could genuinely feel the presence of God. As worship diaries were
submitted, it became increasingly clear that current worship trends were doing little to meet
the needs of congregants who struggled with their personal theologies. The God they
sought out - or in some cases, intentionally discounted -- did not exist in the pages of the
Gates of Prayer, and a radical shift in the movement’s approach to worship would have to

occur if Reform Jewish congregants’ desires were to be met. Absent from Dr. Rotenberg’s

report, however, is any indication of the study participants’ background in Jewish theology
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and philosophy. Diary entries speak only to the needs and desires of each individual, outside
the context of both his or her community, as well as the context of greater Jewish belief. In
analyzing these responses in particular, it is important then to remember that they can be
indicative solely of the worshippers’ fee/ings regarding their expetiences of prayer.

As the previous categories mentioned here would indicate, worshippers were
searching for something more than they were getting. Many struggled with the language of
the prayer book, and seemed to have difficulty with its scripted nature. Worship diary
entries reveal that, for most, the ime allotted for silent meditadon in a typical service did not
suffice. Most felt that while Hebrew prayers and English readings could be meaningful, they
still needed a time when they could commune with the Divine one-on-one. Silence allowed
them time with their individual thoughts and feelings. Study participants seemed to agree,
for the most part, that three minutes of silence, at best, was not enough time to meet their
needs. Again, we see in these responses a clear illustranon of the move toward privauzaton
and personalization in worship.

Though study results might seem to have indicated general dissatisfaction with
worship experiences, another area explored in the study, namely “augmentation of the
prayerbook”, reveals that rabbis were not completely blind to the need for change. “The
worship diaries note that some rabbis include additional texts, usually in the form of
photocopied passages distributed to congregants as they enter the sanctuary...these materials
may add immediacy and relevance to worship.”** Already in the mid-1980’s, many rabbis
expressed their frustrations with Gates of Prayer. Its numerous service choices, though vatied
in theme and content, lacked the capacity to move congregants, due in part to their language

and imagery. But until a successor was produced, it became necessary to supplement services
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in the sddur if worship was to remain vital and meaningful. Twenty vears later, this style of
worship translated into what we find in Mishkan T filah.

Another area explored by the study was that of Torah and the rituals associated with
it. Survey respondents overwhelmingly pointed to both the centrality and value of Torah in
their lives, and spoke of the rituals surrounding its reading, the bakafab for example, as being
community-building as well as lessening the distance between the bima and the congregation.
“The Reform Jews who participated in this study wanted more from services than a
symbolic encounter with tradinon; they valued the intellectual challenges of Torah and
sermon...They commented on the relevance of Torah study to their lives.”” Often based on
the weekly Torah portion, sermons were closely linked to Torah in the minds of many
congregants. Study participants viewed them as a great intellectual tool that aided listeners in
the application of the lessons of Torah to their modern lives. Furthermore, congregants
regarded the sermon as a vehicle for “...teaching about Jewish thought and ritual
practices...””* Even if its contents addressed contemporary issues, it seems that ultimately
the lessons of Torah were echoed in the rabbi’s address. Most respondents seemed pleased
with the trend toward heightened congregational participation in Torah reading, as in other
parts of the service. By taking ownership of the ritual, they could build a personal
reladonship with the tradinon embodied in the letters on the parchment.

While worship diary entries revealed frustrations in any number of areas, one topic in
particular, however, seemed to attract a bit more “negative” attenton than others. A
substantial number of survey respondents voiced concemns over the changing nature of

synagogue worship, and advocated for the need to maintain a distinctly Reform Jewish
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idenury. These congregants responded most intensely to the addidon of ritual garb, such as
kippot and zallitot, and the inclusion of more body movement in prayer, i.e. bowing and
swaying. For generations, in the interest of both upholding decorum and blending into the
surrounding Christdan environment, Reform Jewish worship was devoid of anything deemed
“t00 Jewish.” Congregants raised in the classical Reform tradition seemed to see the addidon
of these elements as a threat to what they knew to be an authentic expression of judaism.
As one study participant put it: “Are we hearing that our own tradidons in Reform are not
good enough for us anymore? ‘Orthodox’ is better, not just a personal option?”” For vears,
the classical style of worship defined the Reform movement. The desire to reclaim tradition,
lustrated here through this congregant’s concerns, is congruent with trends described in the
first chapter of this thesis. With the emergence of havurvf and similar groups that rose out of
the counter-culture movement, new emphasis was placed upon spirituality and the derivation
of personal meaning out of ritual. What little ntual was being practiced in the synagogue was
not enough to satisfy those who hungered for more and, as a result, Reform Jews, among
others, saw an unprecedented return to tradition. But what some might have thought to be
a passing trend remained, and ulumately redefined the movement. Concerns like the one
expressed in this worship diary highlight the tension that exists today among congregants of
different generations.

Another area of concern for congregants was the minimization of disruptions to
worship.

...Uncomfortable physical circumstances, congregants entering or leaving the

sanctuary at inappropriate times, miscued or distracting movements of
congregants moving to and from the bimah, distracting movements on the
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bimah by the rabbi or cantor, and halung performances by congregants who
read Torah or Torah blessings,%

were all described as upsetting the mood of the service, and breaking congregants’
concentration. “They objected to being rushed...they wanted time to attend to the meaning
of what they were reciting in prayer.”” And study results indicate that respondents looked
to the rabbi to help both set the tone of the service as well as to maintain it. It seems as
though most worshippers truly valued their worship experiences and that they felt the
service could genuinely be a time for connecton with the Divine. These congregants sought
a balanced encounter, one that simultaneously engaged them in communal praver, while
facilitating personal interacdon with God.

Though in almost every area mentioned thus far survey participants differed from
one another in their opinions, there is one matter upon which nearly all were in agreement:
music. “Almost every participant spoke of the power of music in worship. This was true
whether the congregation was invited to sing or expected to listen...”” Since the great organ
debates of the nineteenth century, music has played an integral role in Reform Jewish
worship. Still, due to both time and budgetary constraints, music was far from being the
focus of this studv. Documentation tracing different stages of the study tells us that Knobel
and Schechter hoped to use leftover grant money to further examine the use of music in
worship and to promote musical creativity. However, this hope did not ultimately come to
fruidon. Rabbi Knobel recalls the situation:

The Lilly Endowment asked us to return the leftover money. There were

some significant bookkeeping problems both here and at the CCAR that

didn’t please the Lilly Endowment in some sense and I was extremely frugal
in spending the money so I ended up with money left over which in
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retrospect turns out to have been an error. But I was hoping to reserve some
of that money for doing some of the things we sdll thought needed to be
done, but Lilly was not enamored with our administration, I would say. And
so when we asked for permission to utilize that money, they asked us to
return it. | mean no money was stolen, or anything like that, I'm not
suggestng that. They just didn’t like the fact that I had budget lines which I
didn’t necessarily spend or I over-expended a particular budget line and
under-expended another budget line and the bookkeeping was inconsistent
because it wasn’t handled correctly.”

Nonetheless, it seems Knobel and Schecter were on the nght track. Music has contnued to
play a central role in discussions surrounding the quality of worship, and has continued to
develop as a field unto itself. Study results confirm that in general congregants very much
welcomed the introduction of new music into worship, so long as it was done in a
thoughtful and learner-friendly manner.

Last, the study addressed the issue of involving laity in liturgical renewal. As scen
through the eyes of study participants, the opportunity to experience worship as they did in
the context of this study was revealing.

The commitment to worship with the congregaton for three consecutive

weeks — an unusual experience for many — opened their eyes to the

possibilities in regular worship. They reported some understanding of the

structure of the service and the meaning of the prayers and rituals enniched

their worship.'”

For many, this was the first dme they had been asked to examine the worship service and to
offer their own feedback. And almost all parucipants agreed that the use of the worship
diary technique was invaluable.

Purttng it down in wrtng, thinking about it made me more aware of the

service and the flow of the ritual and the order of the ritual [with] more of a

critical eye. 1 became more involved in the service itself, really sensing what
part moved me in one way and [what] moved me in another way.""

% Knobel, 8 October, 2007
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For the CCAR, this experience was also unprecedented. Never before had the Liturgy
Committee of the Conference sought out the opinions of congregants'so early and so
extensively in the process of developing a new prayer book. As participants’ responses szem
to indicate, this move proved tremendously successful. Asking worshippers for their
opinions empowered them to closely examine their experiences of prayer, beyond their likes
and dislikes.

From the CCAR’s perspectve, it simply made sense. With the progression of tme
came evoluton in practce. Between the publication of Gates of Prayer in 1975 and the
commencement of this study, minonty groups who had previously been denied access to
ritual practices such as Torah reading were able to begin taking an active part in worship-
related rites. Additonally, as their quest for personal meaning persisted, Reform Jews
became more actvely involved in exry element of the worship service. The tradidonal
Jewish model of sh % ach 1;3bbur was replaced by the ‘do-it-yourself’ philosophy of the Jewish
Catalog. 1t was no longer enough to hear a sermon and glean wisdom from it, but rather, one
had to try one’s own hand at delivering a d’var Torah, in an attempt to gain the utmost value
out of the experience. And so, since so many congregants had become so involved in
worship, it was only logical that the CCAR Liturgy Committee take into account their
opinions on the subject before producing the next movement-wide liturgy, as Daniel
Schechter had suggested. If the then-unnamed Mishkan T filah was to be functonal, then it
only made sense that the end product be reflective of its users’ needs.

It was with all of these consideratons in mind that the Project on Lay Involvement
in Worship and Liturgical Development (The Lilly / Cummings Study) came together. Over
the course of two years, forty-seven congregations across the country participated in the self-

study, providing their thoughts and suggestons for the improvement of worship. As is
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evident from the responses gathered, the creauon of meaningfu/ worship is by no means a
simple task. Though limited in scope, the opinions gathered nonetheless reflected a diverse
cross-section of Reform worshipers. Final reports provided by each self-study team were
analyzed, in conjunction with significant supplementary data. In a class session on the
development of Mishkan T filah, Rabbi Knobel details other parts of the study:

We commissioned studies on feminist language. We began 2 program for the
training of worship leaders because one of the things we discovered was that
what made for a successful worship service was whether or not the people
leading the worship service were credible or not, whether you believe they
were praying or not, whether they move along or not. So we began to say
that if you were going to create a new sddur, you also had to train sh /ichei
I5ibbur. This was also at the period when healing services were of great
importance. ..we commissioned Anita Diamant to do a study on healing
services. There was a desire to create an electronic siddur and so we did a
major study on worship and technology. That sull has not been
implemented. We then commissioned Rachel Shabbat [Beit-Halachmi] to do
an examination of the theologies within Reform Judaism. We then gathered
about two hundred Reform prayer books from across the country and Rabbi
Shira Milgrom analyzed those two hundred prayer books. We then also
conducted interviews with the regional directors of the URJ [then the
UAHC] to talk about the importance of the question of a single siddur.'”

General issues surrounding the publication were also explored. “We then interviewed
most of the leading Protestant liturgical scholars who were writing new prayer books to see
what was happening there,” Knobel remembers. “Then we met with ICELL, the
International Commission of English Language Liturgy for the [Catholic] Church, and those
were the areas that we generally looked at.”'” Daniel Schechter also makes note of the
importance of language. In an interview, he spoke about the special attention the Catholic

Editorial Committee paid to liturgical language. “Nothing goes out without the Committee

102 Knobel, Rabbi Peter S., Distance learning class session on the development of Mishkan T filah, Hebrew
Union College ~Jewish Institute of Religion, Cincinnati, OH, Focus Learning Session, August, 2006

103 Kaobel, “Distance Learning,” August, 2006




reading it out loud,”"™ he noted. This practice, he explained, is key in the development of
any lirurgy that is to be prayed aloud. Words must sound pleasing and authentc if they are
to fulfill their function, moving those who utter them, sarring their souls. Indeed, this
practice was considered in choosing English language readings and prayers for Mishkan

T filab.

“On September 8, 1994, the oversight committee to the CCAR project on ‘Lay
Involvement in Liturgical Change and Renewal’ met to hear a report by Rabbi Peter S.
Knobel, project chair, and Daniel S. Schechter, co-chair.”'® There, Knobel and Schechter
offered updates on each of the areas incorporated in the project, including, among others,
the congregational self-study, computer technology and its implication for the production of
liturgy, and the training of congregants in worship. But what is perhaps most noteworthy in
this report is a statement spelling out the limitanons of the project. “The project is intended
to inform the CCAR, but it has been understood from the outset that while the Conference
would take serdously the project report and its recommendadons, the CCAR is not bound to
accept the recommendations.”™™ Although the Executive Board of the CCAR ultimately
approved and adopted the recommendations of the project, it is of great interest to learn
that this outcome was never, nor was it intended to be, a foregone conclusion. It s
fascinating to imagine what the new prayer book might have looked like had Knobel and
Schechter’s recommendations not been formally adopted. As then-chair of the CCAR
Lirurgy Committee, Knobel was partcularly active in every aspect of the process of the

development of the new siddur. His vision and forethought would have likely been

104 Schechter, 14 October, 2007
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perceptible even had the study been deemed interesting, but less than useful. Ultimately,
however, the results of this study deeply influenced so much of what Mish&an T filah came to
be, and it is to the credit of the Conference that it chose both to support the study, as well as
to formally adopt its recommendations and make use of them in the development and
publication of this siddur.

Throughout the course of the study, much was discovered about Reform worship in
the late twendeth century. Based on all the informadon gathered, Knobel and Schechter
formularted a list of their recommendations for a new prayer book, which they felt ought to
reflect where the movement was at and where it was going. It became clear that the
Reform movement had no one dominant theology and that issues of language, format, and
content, were absolutely essential to the creadon of a long-lasting, meaningful siddur. The
following is a summary of those recommendations, adopted by the Executive Board of the
Central Conference of American Rabbis, in March of 1998, one year after the completon of
The Lilly / Cummings Study:'”

1) Need for a common prayer book for the Reform movement

* The Central Conference of American Rabbis (CCAR) should publish a new praver
book to replace Gates of Prayer. The New Union Prayer Book (1975).

* A single sidduris a necessity to maintain a sense of movement identity.

* The new prayer book should respond to the needs of worshippers so that it will have
an adequate life to make it worth purchasing,

2) General recommendations on content

197 See appendix B for a complete copy of the recommendations
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® The CCAR should plan to include more than one service, but not follow the
anthology model of the present prayer book.'®

* The language of the service must strive for inclusivity and address the diversity of
worshippers.

* The CCAR should consider feminism as an important lens through which plans for
the new siddur should be examined. Women’s experences and voices must be
included in the text.

*  The CCAR should consider [for inclusion] elements of the traditional siddur which
Reform has dropped.

3) Recommendations on Hebrew prayer

* The CCAR should engage in a senous discussion about whether any particular
Hebrew text is povileged.

* Consideration should be given to the creation of new Hebrew prayers. Poetry —
especially Hebrew and Yiddish poetry...-- should be included.

* Transliteraton should be included in proximity to the Hebrew to make it easy to use.

4) Recommendations on English prayer

8 The new CCAR prayer book should offer a faithful translation of the Hebrew into
beautiful English.

* The CCAR prayer book should offer English “interpretive translations,” and they

should clearly be marked as such.

198 T5 summarize the discussion and to indicated the majority view of those assembled, the Siddur Group
and Liturgy Committee passed the following motion: The services in the new Siddur include four models:
1) As traditional a service as possible within the Reform context 2) A service which provides continuity
with our Reform heritage as does service V in GOP which carries over material from the Union Prayer
Book 3) A service in contemporary idiom which interpolates the main eiements of the liturgy 4) Creative
liturgy regularly produced to be down-loaded from the CCAR which can be mass-produced in
congregations.
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6)

The CCAR should invite submissions of individual prayers and / or services from as
many sources as possible.

Recommendation on prayer book form and design

The new CCAR prayer book should look and feel like a sacred text.

The new praver book should reflect congregants’ preference for a service with as
little page skipping as possible so that one secuon flows into the next.

The rubrics should provide a ‘road map’ that clarifies the structure of the service.
Recommendations on the process for development of a new CCAR prayer

book

The Liturgy Committee should collect and provide ininal screening of materials as
well as develop basic parameters for what should be included and what should be
excluded.

A special editorial committee should be appointed and chaired by the Liturgy
Committee chair.

Testing of the new CCAR prayer book and each of its services shouid take place in a
number of congregations selected with diversity in mind.

The material being tested should be in a substantially finished form.

A partcipant-observer should conduct focus groups.
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