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R. Yom Tov ben Avraham Ashvili (the fast name denotes that he was from the city of Seville) was born circa 5010
{1250 CE) in Saragossa, Spain, and died there circa 5080 (1320 CE). He studied Torah in Barcelona under the
Rashba and R. Aharon Hakevi (the Raah), the greatest students of the Ramban. R. Yom Tov served as the rabbi of
Saragossa and Seville
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Rabbi Chaim Ozer Grodzinsky was born in 1863 in Lithuania. In 1887, he was appointed dayyan in the famous Vilna
rabbinic court, and subsequently he became active in the religious life of the city. His death in 1940, just before the
Germans captured the city, marked the end of Vilna's illustrious history. R. Chaim Ozer's responsa appeared in

Achiezer.
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11. Tradition: The Conversion Crisis: A Halachik Analysis (Rabbi J. David Bleich page 21)

Some authorities grant considerable leeway in determining
sincerity of purpose. R, Shlomo Klugern discusses the propriety
of sanctioning the conversion of a young man who threatened
to become an apostate if his non-Jewish mistress would not be
accepted as a proselyte. Rabbi Kluger rules that under such
circumstances the conversion cannot be considered as having
been undertaken on account of marriage, since the couple will
continue to live together as man and wife in any event. Hence,
the conversion may be deemed to be "for the sake of heaven"
and not "for the sake of man." A similar view was voiced by R.
Eliezer Deutsch and by R. Yechiel Yaakov Weinberg." This
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Rabbi Ben-Zion Meir Chai Uzziel (Ouziel) was born in Jerusalem in 5640 (1880 CE), and died in 5713
(1953 CE). His father headed the Sephardic rabbinical court in Jerusalem. First studying, then teaching,
in the yeshivot of Jerusalem, he was appointed Chacham Bashi (the Chief Rabbi recognized by the
Turkish government) of Jaffa and the surrounding areas in 5671 (1911 CE), where he worked alongside
the Ashkenazic Chief Rabbi, Rabbi Abraham Isaac Kook. His efforts on behalf of the Jewish population
caused him to be exiled to Damascus by the Turkish authorities during World War I, although he was
shortly able to return. In 5681 (1921 CE) he was appointed Chief Rabbi of Salonika, and in 5683 (1923
CE) he was appointed Chief Rabbi of Tel Aviv. In 5699 (1939 CE) he was appointed Rishon LeTzion
(Sephardic Chief Rabbi of Israel). He was active in community and Zionism affairs, and penned many
responsa dealing with modern-day issues. His responsa were published under the title Mishptei Uzziel,
during the years 5695-5710 (1935-1950 CE)
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Rabbi David Tzvi Hoffman was born in Verbo, Hungary, in 1843, and died in Berlin in 1921. His great erudition
encompassed all branches of Torah knowledge: Bible, Talmud, midrash, and codes. As rector of the Hildesheimer
Rabbinical Seminary in Berlin, he educated generations of rabbis and communal leaders. His collection of responsa,
Melammed Le- He'il, deals with a wide range of modern problems.
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22. Tradition: The Conversion Crisis: A Halachik Analysis {Rabbi J. David Bleich page > 26)

Similar misgivings concerning the status of such conversions
in our day are echoed in the relatively recent writings of num-
erous Halakhic authorities. Particularly forceful are the strictures

- expressed by the late Chief Rabbi of Israel, Rabbi Isaac ha-Levi
' Herzog. In a letter addressed to a Swiss rabbinic body he writes:

. . . even though the halakhic decision has been formulated that, after
the fact, even those converting for ulterior purposes and not for the
sake of heaven are converts, I have exceedingly strong reason [to
assert] that in these times the law is not so. Since in former times
virtually every Jew was forced to observe the commandments, other-
wise he would have been disdained and despised as a renegade, this
therefore strengthened the supposition that the gentile who comes to

convert has, in truth, made a decision to observe the Sabbath, etc....
But in our day the situation has changed and it is [now] possible to
be a leader in Israel while yet a desecrator of the Sabbath and one
who partakes of nevelah and terefah in public, etc. Whereby does one
arrive at the supposition that the gentile indeed decided, at least at
the moment of conversion, to observe Judaism? Moreover, the vast
majority and perhaps all converts of this genre do not commence to
observe even the fundamentals of [the Jewish] faith

—= Rabbi Breish-> voices a similar opinion and states emphatic-
ally that if it is evident that the proselyte will not adhere to the
tenets of Judaism the conversion ceremony is in no way effica-
cious. He further adds that when conversion is preliminary to
marriage to a spouse who is non-observant it may be assumed
with virtual certainty that the convert will be no more scrupulous
in observing the commandments of the Torah than the marriage
partner who is a Jew by birth. R. Meir Arak (Imrei Yosher, I,

2 no. 176), R. Menachem Panet (4vnei Zedek, no. 26) and R.
Yitzchak Yaakov Weiss (Minchat Yitzchak, 1, no. 122) concur
with the previously discussed views of Bet Yitzchak, Achrezer,
Dvar Avraham, Rabbi Breish and Rabbi Herzog. All these au-
thorities are in agreement that when it is evident that the can-
didate will be non-observant the conversion is null and void
despite the candidate's oral declaration of acceptance of the
yoke of mitzvot.

It is interesting to note that R. Moses Feinstein, in a respon-
sum dated Luban 5689 (1929), voices an identical opinion and
adds: |

I do not understand the reasoning of those rabbis who err with regard
to this. Even according to their opinion, what benefit do they bring to
the Jewish people in their acceptance of such converts? For it is cer-
tain that the Holy One blessed be He, and the Jewish people are not
happy that such converts become intermingled with Israel. According
to the Law, it is certain that such [a convert] is not a proselyte at
all.so
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23. Times of Israel: Book of the Times (March 28, 2012)

THE TIMES OF ISRAEL | www timesofisrael.com

RN 0K OF THE TIMES

Pleges of Jewish Allegiance, by
David Ellenson and Daniel
Gordis

Since the late 1700s, when the Jewish community ceased to be a
semiautonomous political unit in Western Europe and the United
States, questions surrounding Jewish status and identity have occupied
a prominent and contentious place in Jewish legal discourse. This book
examines a wide array of legal opinions by orthodox rabbis and argues
that their divergent perspectives demonstrate that they were doing more
than delivering legal opinions. Instead, they were crafting public policy
tor Jewish society

March 28, 2012, 12:31 pm |

hat [Rabbi Isaac] Herzog believed that the halakhah on conversion needed to

respond to the times is evident from yet another of his responsa. This ruling, cited

in the collected responsa of Rabbi Yaakov Breisch, was issued in reply to a

responsum delivered by the Agudath Harabanim (Rabbinical Union) in

Switzerland regarding a teacher whose wife’s father was a non-Jew and whose
mother, though born a Jew, had apparently converted to Christianity prior to her marriage.
Because the Agudah, as we noted above, considered itself to be engaged in mithamah
keveidah (intensive war) against conversion to Judaism in Switzerland (presumably because
most were done for the purpose of intermarriage), it decreed that this Jewish man could not be
accepted as a teacher in the Jewish community’s school. The Agudah wrote to Herzog, telling
him of the decision and requesting his reaction.

Herzog responded: “You have done according to the Torah and the commandments, May your
hands be strengthened as you have erected a fence against lawlessness. For this type of
conversion, not conducted for the sake of heaven, is like a rot in the household of Israel. And
the obligation is upon every beit din in every generation, and especially upon the beit din of an
entire country, to fence in lawlessness against our holy faith and against the people of Ged.”
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What is particularly interesting about Herzog's corpus is the degree to which—in other
responsa—he is conscious of the impact of Israeli statehood on some elements of conversion
law. Herzog is sensitive to the difference between his own era and that of the tannaim and the
Rambam; and he is also deeply sensitive to variations among places. He speaks of the
differences in the worlds of Israel and the Diaspora and, in a number of situations, even allows
1 those dissimilarities to affect his decisions.

{n a responsum regarding whether a kohein living with a non-Jewish woman should be allowed
to marry her if she converts, Herzog concludes that although he could find halakhic justification
for permitting this conversion, sociclogical conditions make such a step inadvisable. Herzog
expresses his wariness of communicating to Jews at large that Jewish courts are willing to be
lenient on the matter of kohanim marrying converts (even if she only converts, without actually
marrying the kohein), and he fears that the court would also convey that it condones couples
living together without having had a traditional Jewish wedding ceremony. But these particutar
concerns, he suggests, are a Diaspora matter. "And after studying the matter, | inform [my
colleague who asked the question] that in the Diaspora, in a place where such cases are
prevalent,” this conversion should not be permitted. Would Rabbi Herzog have ruled differently
had the same case arisen in |srael, where the number of such instances was dramatically
smaller? We cannot be certain, but Herzog's language suggests that this is, indeed, a
possibility.

Herzog explicitly states that Israel's existence can have profound implications for rulings in
conversion cases. The language of the guestion submitted to him by an anonymous rabbi in the
Diaspora on December 23, 1948, is fascinating in itself:

Lately there has been an increase in the number of cases in which Jewish people of our
country are married to non-Jewish women in their courts, and they now seek to convert
them and marry them with huppah and kiddushin because they wish to immigrate to Israel.

In general, these Gentile women have special rights, since they saved their husbands from
death during the Holocaust by their refusal to obey the Nazis’ demands to divorce them; by
doing so, they placed themselves in grave danger and were sent to concentration camps. .

Until now, | have refused to bring these people under the wings of the Jewish pecple
because their intention is not [to convert] for the sake of heaven, but rather, for the sake of
aliyah [immigration to Israel] and in this, | followed the ruling of the Shul<und>han Arukh. . .
.| see the magnitude of the horrific tragedy for hundreds of families who wish to make
aliyah, but at the same time, my heart hesitates to take such responsibility upon myself.

0,
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... Herzog points out that these converts are also not converting for the sake of heaven. Rather,
they are converting simply because they wish to immigrate to the Land of Israel. To solve this
problem, he offers a redefinition of “for the sake of heaven’ unlike anything we have seen thus
far:

But here there is another concern—that their intention is [to convert] for the sake of making
aliyah to israel. But this depends on the situation in your country. If the conditions are such
that as foreigners they could not stay in your country, then it is obvious that their intention is
not for the sake of heaven. But if it were possible for them to remain in [their current]
country, but they desire Eretz Yisrael, this can be seen as an intention *for the sake of
heaven,” For they are uprooting their dwelling places and abandoning their sources of
income to migrate to another landsand specifically, the Land of Israel. Thus, it becomes
clear that their desire is to cling to the Jewish people, in its Land. . . . And this is a good
intention, and there is no need to prevent their conversion.

Herzog was responding to the questioner's sense that a human tragedy was unfolding. Herzog,
of course, never said that the enormity of the human tragedy trumps the authority of the
Shulhan Arukh. Yet he seems moved by the human dimension of the problem and responded
by radically reconceptualizing the concept of “for the sake of heaven” in light of Israel's recent
creation. To join the Zionist enterprise, Rabbi Herzog essentially says, is to serve heaven,
whether or not the convert's intention is to observe the commandments, as traditional definitions
of the notion would ideally demand. Seemingly overwhelmed by the momentousness of Israeli’s
creation just a few months earlier, Herzog concludes the responsum almost poetically, by
writing to his correspondent, “Signed with the blessing of Zion and Jerusalem, hoping to see him
shortly in our holy city, may it be speedily rebuilt.”

The daring and creative language of this responsum is noteworthy. And Rabbi Herzog was not
the only authority to address new issues regarding conversion and intermarriage after the
creation of the State. Nor was he the only modern posek who saw matters in this light. Rabbi
lsser Yehuda Unterman (1886-1978), in an article in the early 1970s, wrote that as a rabbi in
England, he had been strict in not accepting converts of dubious motivation. However,
Unterman believed that there were two reasons to distinguish the proper rabbinical response in
the Diaspora from the response that would be appropriate in Israel: the sheer number of such
cases in the Diaspora; and the fact that converts to Judaism in the Diaspora remained in a
Christian setting and were thus less likely to make a full transition to committed Jewish life. Like
Herzog, he seems to have believed that the profundity of the Jewish experience in the Land of
Israel, and even the theological significance of living there, provided justification for being more
lenient and welcoming than would otherwise have been the case.

Anocther authority whose pedigree is virtually unquestioned in Orthodox communities but who
nonetheless issued some surprising rulings on conversion issues is Rabbi Shlomo Goren (1917
—94). Goren, born in Poland, immigrated to mandatory Palestine in 1925. As a yeshiva student
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in Hebron, he was quickly recognized for his brilliance, and he published his first work, a
commentary on Maimonides’ Mishneh Torah, at the age of seventeen. A committed Zionist,
Goren joined the Haganah in 1936 and was later appointed by then—-Chief Rabbis Herzog and
Uziel to be the first chief rabbi of the Israel Defense Forces (IDF). He became Ashkenazic chief
rabbi of the State in 1972,

Goren addressed the issue of conversion in several celebrated cases. One of the most
interesting for our purposes is the famed case involving Dr. Helen Seidman (1930-80).
Seidman, a Unitarian, came to Israel in 1964 from Bethesda, Maryland, as a tourist.
Accompanied by her daughter, Seidman was drawn to Israel and kibbutz life and settled in
Kibbutz Naha! Oz. Eventually, she met a Jewish man and married him in a proxy marriage in
Mexico.

Seidman fater wished to convert to Judaism. However, as she was living in a nonreligious
kibbutz where the laws of kashrut and Shabbat were not observed, it was obvious that she did
not intend to become halakhically observant, so her conversion could not fit the traditional
definition of “for the sake of heaven,” as Orthodox authorities would have required. Thus,
Seidman decided to convert under Reform auspices.

After her conversion ceremony, which was performed by Rabbi Moshe Zemer of Tel Aviv, the
Reform Movement's leading halakhic spokesman in Israel, Seidman applied to register as a Jew
with the Ministry of the Interior, which refused her request. A court battle ensued, with the
country’s highest secular courts ruling that there was no legal basis for the Ministry's actions.
Ultimately, the Ministry was instructed to register Seidman as a Jew. The Orthodox
establishment was unwilling to accede to this demand, and a political struggle erupted that
threatened to topple a fragile governmental coalition between Orthodox and secular political
parties. Against the background of this impending political crisis, Rabbi Goren, then chief
chaplain of the IDF, met with Seidman for about three hours, after which he assembled a beit
din and hastily converted her. As Goren was an Orthodox rabbi of unquestionable stature,
Seidman’s conversion was how recognized by the Ministry of the Interior, and the political crisis
was averted. Goren’s decision was surprising, given his general position that Reform conversion
was not considered conversion at all.

Not surprisingly, the decision unleashed a storm of criticism from numerous Orthodox rabbinical
colleagues. They claimed that Goren's decision to convert Helen Seidman was virtually
incomprehensible, given that Jewish law required kabalat of rnilzvot as a sine qua non for
conversion. Some of Goren's Orthodox critics suggested that behind the decision lay the belief
that the standards for conversion could be different in Israel from what they were in the

Diaspora. Rabbi J. David Bleich offers an explanation for Goren's motivations: J,_h c‘f/:q Jz A{\

A feature article appearing in the weekend supplement of Ha-Tzofeh, 15 Sivan 5730 [June
19, 1970], purports to give the rationale governing Rabbi Goren’s actions in this case. it is
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reported that Rabbi Goren is of the belief that in Israel, prospective proselytes are to be
viewed differently from the way in which they are regarded in the Diaspora. . . . Itis
suggested that proselytization was frowned upon by the Sages in the Diaspora but
welcome in Israel. It is reported that Rabbi Goren, going a step further, asserts that in
Israel, sincerity of motivation may be dispensed with as a prior requirement for conversion.

In the Diaspora, converts motivated by reasons other than religious conviction cannot be
accepted since doubts remain with regard to their future comportment; in israel, where
conversion entails not merely religious affiliation but national identification as well, such
fears do not exist, contends Rabbi Goren. Hence, in his opinion, even converts prompted
by self-serving motives may be accepted in lsrael,

According to this interpretation, the decision that Rabbi Goren rendered in the Seidman case
indicates that he believed residence in the State of Israel to be a decisive factor that allowed a
prospective convert to be accepted into the Jewish fold, even when it appeared unlikely that the
convert would observe the commandments following her conversion. Those explaining Goren's
actions in this way concluded that, like his predecessors Rabbis Herzog and Unterman, Rabbi
Goren felt that the decision on the part of the convert to live in the Jewish State meant that she
would be part of Jewish destiny. Her decision to live in Israel, a setting in which her identity as a
Jew wouid be reinforced by her surroundings, was sufficient to justify her acceptance as a
convert despite her level of observance.

How, then, shall we explain Goren's actions? The perspective offered in Ha-Tzofeh—that Rabbi
Goren viewed conversion differently in Israel from how he might in the Diaspora—finds support
in his published views regarding another situation: that of Paula Cohen, a woman whom Rabbi
Goren converted, despite the fact that she had married, in viclation of Jewish law, a man of
priestly descent who was a member of a nonreligious kibbutz. When, after a number of years in
Israel, the Cohen family moved to Manchester and sought to register their children there in a
school under Orthodox auspices, they were told that the conversion that Mrs. Cohen had
received from Rabbi Goren was valid only in Israel. The British beit din based this ruling on the
conversion certificate, which declared: “This document has no legal validity in the Diaspora.”
Thus, ironically, and in contravention of the usual difficulties that people encounter, Mrs. Cohen
was considered Jewish in Israel by the chief rabbinate but not outside of Israel.

In “Conversion in the Land of Israel and Qutside the Land of 1srael,” Goren explained the
reasoning and sources supporting his decision. He said that during his tenure as chief rabbi, all
certificates of conversion stated that these conversions were valid in lsrael alone. He insisted
that all conversions that occurred under his authority as chief rabbi required the convert to take
up permanent residence in the State and asserted that this decision had a "significant halakhic
foundation.” Goren noted that while the Babylonian Talmud was negatively disposed toward
conversion, the Jerusalem Talmud had nothing to say against “converts or those who converted
them™: “The Jerusalem Talmud adopts a positive and sympathetic approach to the institution of
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conversion,” even when the conversion is seemingly motivated by love for a Jewish man or a
Jewish woman.

Goren claimed that the differences between the views of the Babylonian and Jerusalem
taimudic traditions were logical. The rabbis of the Jerusalem Talmud believed that when a
conversion took place outside the Land of Israel, the “convert would still remain within the
bosom of his Gentile family, and a serious fear existed that the male or female convert and their
children would not sever themselves from their family, from their holidays, their festivals, and
their ritual. They would continue to live as one family, and . . . [t]heir children would thus be
raised in a Gentile atmosphere. Therefore, no conversion there could be regarded as authentic.”

In Israel, the situation was completely different. In contradistinction to the associational and
kinship patterns that attached converts in the Diaspora to their family of origin, Rabbi Goren
contended, converts to Judaism in Israel "were cut off completely from their Gentile family and
from their Gentile existence. Their children did not even know that they came from a mixed
family. Here the conversion is authentic and more certain from the standpoint of Judaism.” From
this perspective, it is "easy to understand why Massekhet Geirim [the tractate on converts] 4
states, ‘Beloved is the Land of Israel, shemakhsheret geirim [as it legitimates converts].” " In
Israel, it is certain that converts "will live as Jews in every way.” It could not be clearer that
Goren saw the lsraeli context as a key factor in judging conversion cases.

Pledges of Jewish Altegiance, by David Ellenson and Daniel Gordis: Order now from
Amazon
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24. Tradition: The Conversion Crisis: A Halachik Analysis (Rabbi J. David Bleich page 33)

new immigrants are accompanied by gentile spouses. These cour-
ageous new arrivals have endured untold hardships and mani-
fested heroic self-sacrifice in effecting their exit from the Soviet
Union. It is certainly fitting that every attempt be made to speed
and ease their acculturation to life in Israel. When appropriate
and Halakhically valid, the Israeli Chief Rabbinate has been
most sympathetic in expediting the conversion process. Of late
there has been an added attempt to ease procedural forms with-
out prejudicing fundamental principles. In weighing the merits
of such cases proper cognizance must be taken of all ramifica-
tions of the 1ssue, of the practical problems it poses, and of the
unique predicament of the Russian immigrants. However, in the
last analysis, the question is purely one of Halakhic determina-
tion and certainly is not an area in which political pressure may
be brought to bear.

Precisely such pressure raised the atmosphere in Israel to g
fever pitch in the unfolding of events surrounding the celebrated
Seidman case. At the time controversy raged with regard to the
actions of Rabbi Shlomo Goren, Chief Chaplain of the Israeli
armed forces. A feature article appearing in the weekend sup-
plement of Ha-Tzofeh, 15 Sivan 5730, purports to give the ra-
tionale governing Rabbi Goren's actions in this case. It is re-
ported that Rabbi Goren is of the belief that in Israel prospec-
tive proselytes are to be viewed differently from the way in which
they are regarded in the Diaspora. "Beloved is the Land of Israel
for it is receptive to converts," declares Mesekhta Gerim 4:3,
it a tone remarkably different from that of the oft-quoted dictum
of R Chelbo, "Proselytes are as difficult for Israel as leprosy."s:
Noting that R. Chelbo's aphorism is not incorporated in the
Palestinian Talmud, Rabbi Goren asserts that proselytization was
frowned upon by the Sages in the Diaspora but welcomed in
Israel. It is reported that Rabbi Goren, going a step further,
asserts that in Israel sincerity of motivation may be dispensed
with as a priore® requirement for conversion. In the Diaspora
converts motivated by reasons other than religious conviction
cannot be accepted since doubts remain with regard to their
future comportment; in Israel, where conversion entails not
merely religious affiliation but national identification as well,
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such fears do not exist, contends Rabbi Goren. Hence, in his
opinion, even converts prompted by self-serving motives may
be accepted in Israel. This, Rabbi Goren argues, is the meaning
of the declaration asserting that the Land of Israel is conducive
to converts. Such converts, he maintains, automatically fall into
the category of those of whom it may be confidently assumed
that despite the absence of proper intent at the time of conver-
sion nevertheless "their end will be for the sake of heaven."

Rabbi Goren's action in the Seidman case evoked disappro-
bation on the part of numerous rabbinic authorities who argued
that his conclusions go far beyond what may be rigorously
demonstrated on the basis of his sources. In fairness no detailed
analysis of his argument can be undertaken until a published
responsum penned by his own hand is available; journalistic
accounts are most assuredly not a reliable basis for Halakhic
evaluations.

One further point is worthy of note. One of the arguments
militating against the conversion of Helen Seidman was the fact
that Mrs. Seidman was a resident of an irreligious kibbutz in
which dietary laws were flagrantly violated. Accordingly, there
appeared to be reason to doubt the sincerity of her acceptance
of mitzvot. The report in Ha-Tzofeh states explicitly that her
candidacy was accepted by Rabbi Goren only on the basis of the
fact that she was a vegetarian.” It would thus appear that there
is nothing in Rabbi Goren's line of reasoning which condones
acceptance of a proselyte who, we have reason to believe, does
not intend to observe the precepts of Judaism.

In an article which appears in the current issue of No'am
(5731), a similarly permissive stance is adopted by Rabbi L. Y.
Unterman with regard to the spouses of Russian emigres. Rabbi
Unterman strongly emphasizes that throughout the period of his
rabbinate in England he remained adamantly opposed to the ac-
ceptance of converts motivated by the desire for marriage to
Jewish partners. While not altering his general position in this
regard, Rabbi Unterman contends that the specific situation with
regard to Russian immigrants to Israel is different on several
counts. In the first place, the change in social and cultural cli-
mate in the wake of immigration to Isracl engenders a commit-
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ment to Judaism which is absent in insincere converts in the
Diaspora. Presumably Rabbi Unterman means that although
conversions of this genre lack sincerity of motivation, such con-
verts will ultimately accept the tenets of Judaism wholeheartedly
and hence fall under the category of those whose conversion
may be deemed to have been undertaken "for the sake of
heaven." The counterargument which has been advanced against
this position is that nationalistic identification should not be
confused with religious commitment; willingness to share the
destiny of Israel is not necessarily the same as an ultimate leap
of faith in the God of Israel and commitment to His Torah.
Secondly, argues Rabbi Unterman, rejection of such applicants
may cause "a spiritual danger to hover over the entire family."
The danger that the Jewish members of such families may be
lost to Judaism, in Rabbi Untertnan's opinion, creates a situa- .
tion in which the regulations against accepting insincere con-
verts may be suspended.”

While it is an axiomatic principle of Halakhah that each case
in which a question arises must be decided in light of its own
particular ramifications certain general principles emerge with
striking clarity from the preceding discussion. It must be empha-
sized that a positive obligation exists with regard to candidates
for conversion whose motivation is sincere. Such converts have
always met with warm acceptance. However, conversions of
convenience are not sanctioned by Halakhah and cannot be
countenanced as a panacea designed to minimize the exacerbat-
ing problems posed by intermarriage. The situation with regard to
converts who have no intention of observing the precepts of
Judaism is even graver., The preponderance of halakhic opinion
ranging from Reb Chaim Ozer to the late Chief Rabbi Herzog
is that such conversions are null and void. It follows, of course,
that the children of spurious female converts can also not be
recognized as Jews in the eyes of Halakhah. The serious ques-
tions arising from such conversions should prompt a cautious
attitude on the part of those whose duty it is to deal with these
problems on a day-to-day basis, for it is they who are charged
with safeguarding and preserving the identity of the Jewish
people.
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