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GEORGE DREW AND THE RABBIS: RELIGIOUS 
EDUCATION IN ONTARIO’S PUBLIC SCHOOLS

In 1950, three of Toronto’s Orthodox rabbis took up the cudgels of
George Drew, Ontario’s erstwhile premier, in support of com-
pulsory doctrinal Protestant religious education in Ontario’s
public schools. What prompted such a bizarre partnership? 

Politically, the enabling event occurred in the fall of
1943 with the election of Drew’s Conservative party.1 A few
months later, this minority Conservative government
announced changes to the Religious Education Program in the
Province. Instituted by Regulation 30/44, which I will refer to
as the Drew Regulation, these changes included: 

13. 2 a) Two periods per week of one half
hour each, in addition to the time assigned to
Religious Exercises at the opening of school,
shall be devoted to Religious Education.
b) Religious Education shall be given immedi-
ately after the opening of school or immediately
before the closing of school in either the morning
or the afternoon session.
c) Instruction in Religious Education shall be
given by the teacher in accordance with the
course of study authorized for that purpose by the
Department [of Education], and issues of a con-
troversial or sectarian nature shall be avoided. 
d) By resolution of the School Board, a clergy-
man or clergymen of any denomination, or a lay
person or lay persons selected by the clergyman
or clergymen, shall have the right, subject to the
regulations, to give Religious Instruction, in lieu
of a teacher or teachers.

3 a) No pupil shall be required to take
part in any religious exercises or be subject to
any instruction in Religious Education to which
objection is raised by his parent or guardian.2
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The Drew Regulation did not alter the essence of
Religious Exercises. Sometimes called Opening Exercises,
Religious Exercises included the recital of a prayer, generally
the Lord’s Prayer, reading from the Bible and possibly the
singing of a hymn. Part and parcel of Ontario’s public schooling
since the Common School Act of 1816, Religious Exercises had
always been conducted within school hours and, although com-
pulsory, were subject to exemption on the part of any student.3

The major change reflected in the Drew Regulation was
that, for the first time, instruction in religious education was
made compulsory in all public schools, up to and including
Grade 8, for two one-half hour periods per week during the
school day. Curriculum guides and materials for religious edu-
cation courses were provided by the Regulations and
Programme for Religious Education in the Public Schools and
The Teachers’ Guide to Religious Education, freely based upon
the English Cambridgeshire Syllabus, as prescribed by the
Church of England.4 Published by the Ryerson Press, a sub-
sidiary of the United Church of Canada, the Guide included
titles such as Stories of God and Jesus (Grade 2), Jesus and His
Friends (Grade 3), Jesus and the Kingdom (Grade 6) and The
Story of Jesus (Grade 7). The curriculum for Grades 4, 6 and 7
was restricted to—and in the remaining grades was heavily
weighted toward—the New Testament. The Programme coun-
selled teachers to “bring home to the pupils as far as their
capacity allows, the fundamental principles of Christianity and
their bearing on human life and thought.” Clearly, both the
intention and course materials of this provincially approved
religious education curriculum were designed to deliver doctri-
nal Protestant teachings. 

Prior to the 1944 Drew Regulation, religious instruction
was not formally part of the public school curriculum. In fact,
the only provincially authorized formal religious instruction
that took place in public schools was limited to a clergyman of
any denomination giving “religious instruction to the pupils of
his denomination...once a week before the hour of opening in
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the morning or after the hour of closing the school in the after-
noon....”5 With the primary responsibility for the giving of
instruction in religious education now shifted to the regular
classroom teacher, during normal school hours, religious edu-
cation took on the aura of a curricular subject, much like
Mathematics or History. As a sop to religious minorities, there
were so-called “conscience clauses,” enabling parents to obtain
exemptions from religious education instruction for their chil-
dren. As well, teachers were warned to avoid “issues of contro-
versial or sectarian nature.”6

Why make these dramatic changes to the teaching of
religion at this time? After all, at the dawn of the twentieth cen-
tury the Protestant religion was secure in Ontario and in its pub-
lic schools.7 Ontario was said to be the home of the “best kept
Sabbath in the world.”8 In the last decade of the nineteenth cen-
tury, the Toronto Daily Mail boosted circulation with “the most
popular pastor” contest and Consumer’s Gas Company
reserved pews at the Metropolitan Methodist Church much like
today’s corporations might reserve boxes at prominent sports
facilities.9 The marked success and influence of Protestant
Christianity fed into the vision of the Canadian nation as “His
Dominion.”10 Although the authority of a single church in
Canada was less patent and pervasive than in England, never-
theless, the English influence had contributed greatly to
Canada’s development of a unique affiliation between church
and state. Not quite on the English model, but most definitely
not modelled on the American example, the relationship has
been described as “legally disestablished religiosity.”11 Maybe
there was no Church of England-like established church, but the
combined force of a number of Protestant churches was not to
be denied. 

Protestant influence was equally influential in Ontario’s
public schools. Since 1791 most schools in Upper Canada
opened and/or closed their school day with scripture readings
and the recitation of the Lord’s Prayer. The Bible was often
employed as a primer to teach young children to read.12 These
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practices were endorsed by John Strachan, later Bishop
Strachan, Chairman of the General Board of Education for
Upper Canada from 1823 to 1833, and generally credited with
infusing Upper Canada’s nascent education system with a
strong Christian emphasis, accented wherever possible with a
Church of England flavour.13 Egerton Ryerson, during his term
as Superintendent of Education for Upper Canada and Ontario
from 1844 to 1876, was less sectarian than Strachan, preferring
public schooling to be constructed on a “broad basis of com-
mon Christian faith.”14 By “common Christian” Ryerson meant
Protestant. The distinctions between Strachan and Ryerson in
this area were in degree only. Without the historic wall of sep-
aration that confronted their American counterparts, the stran-
glehold of the Protestant churches was aided and abetted by
education statutes that enabled Protestant teachings to flourish
in Ontario. For instance, by the close of the nineteenth century,
public school teachers were bound by statute to be “persons of
Christian sentiment,” and to “inculcate [in their students] by
precept and example, respect for religion and the principles of
Christian morality...”15

However, shortly after the turn of the century, a series of
societal changes brought to an end this honeymoon between
church and state in Canada. Mainstream religion became bat-
tered by forces over which it had no control. Industrialization,
World War I, immigration from countries other than Great
Britain, all combined to gradually diminish the influence of the
churches in Canada. The Great Depression affected the church-
es considerably, impoverishing them just as it did their parish-
ioners, removing from church budgets local outreach projects
as well as the foreign missions that enhanced their work and
their reputations. Youth was most affected by these changes.
After-school religious education classes faltered. Sunday
Schools, a carry-over from the English model, were poorly
attended. Juvenile delinquency was on the rise. Families were
restructuring as more women became part of the workforce. In
the result, many Ontarians drifted away from all but minimal
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contact with churches. It was said that, like Americans,
“Canadians seemed determined to kick their institutions to
pieces...to cast off the Puritanism in which they and their fore-
fathers had been steeped.”16

The immediate signs of decline were reflected in the
shrinking of congregations. This was not helped by the increas-
ing dinginess of church buildings,17 nor by internal issues 
that Protestant churches found difficult to overcome.18 Add-
ing insult to injury, Catholic Separate Schools were making
inroads into Protestant territory by demanding a more equitable
sharing of education tax dollars.19 The Protestant churches were
feeling besieged.

Hard pressed to keep pace with change, Protestant
churches looked for ways to shore up their defences. Just as the
Allies stepped up their military efforts in the war against Hitler
and Nazi Germany, many Christian organizations pronounced
the need for a spiritual battle plan. Canadian Christian leader-
ship was actively seeking to organize Canadian youth “for
good” to counter the Nazi organization of youth “for evil.”20

By the 1940s, the time was definitely ripe for some
change to Ontario’s public school religious education program.
For almost a century it had sufficed to have Protestant clergy
enter the schools after school hours to give religious instruction
to those who wanted it. But the times had changed. Protestants
envied the state-supported Catholic education, with its doctri-
naire infusion into all aspects of the curricula. Protestants need-
ed such a model. With both empty pews and coffers, churches
were desperate to find a cheap and effective way to reach
Ontario’s children with their message. To accomplish this, the
churches put aside sectarian differences. Their goal was to force
a shift from the principle of passive Protestant orientation in
Ontario’s public schools to one of active engagement.21 The
public school would be the Protestant answer to the Catholic
Separate Schools. The churches lobbied. Circumstances, local-
ly and internationally, dictated a Provincial response. All that
was missing was the political will. 
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George Drew would provide that will. A devout
Anglican, Drew heeded the signals emanating from the grass-
roots religious communities.22 Once World War II began,
Protestant clergy breached religious education regulations by
entering public schools to give religious instruction during the
“traditional school day.” A number of school boards were com-
plicit in this action by altering their school hours in order to pro-
vide technical legitimacy to this breach.23 These years were also
witness to the continuous lobbying of the Provincial govern-
ment and Drew’s opposition Conservative party by the Inter-
Church Committee on Weekday Religious Education which
sought to enshrine some of these practices into law.24 Beyond
Drew’s Church of England connection with the United
Kingdom, his service overseas in World War I had entrenched
his strong Anglophile tendencies. A member of the 1915
Canadian Expeditionary Force to Europe, and wounded a year
later, Drew returned to Canada convinced that the British nation
was to be emulated.25 To Drew, the timing of his election victo-
ry during yet another war in which Canada was allied with the
English was fortuitous. He could make a difference. While the
result of World War II was still in doubt, England was consid-
ering the introduction of compulsory religious education.26

Drew’s admiration for all things English encouraged his advo-
cacy of similar program for Ontario.27 As a result, the Drew
Regulation paved the way for Ontario’s Protestant after-school
program to be converted into a compulsory curricular require-
ment for all public school elementary students. The change to
the curriculum was immediate and seamless.28

Initially, the battle between those in favour of the Drew
Regulation and those opposed was no contest. Those opposed
based their arguments in rational pedagogy or common sense,
stripped of emotion. Their adversaries, the defenders of the
Drew Regulation, attributed all kinds of societal ills to the lack
of religion in the public schools and built a passionate case on
that account. There was no arguing with them.29 Leadership of
the opposition fell, almost by default, to the Jewish communi-
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ty. There was no realistic alternative. Other minority faith
groups were small in number.30 Human rights organizations
were only just beginning to form. And after much discussion in
the press, concern about the discriminatory aspects of the Drew
Regulation dissipated.31 Only the Jewish community mobilized
against abuses precipitated by this Regulation.

But, how much muscle could the Jewish community
muster? In 1944, Jews were still, for the most part, an immi-
grant community. Moreover, recognizing the potential security
and upward mobility apparently assured by education, Jewish
parents were eager and grateful for the opportunities that uni-
versal, compulsory, free public education made available to
their children.32 This did not necessarily translate into a strong
motivation to do battle with those who these parents saw as the
benefactors of such a system. Yet, Jews were sensitive to any-
thing that had the potential to diminish the availability of the
Province’s public school system. Jewish communal organiza-
tions and in particular the Joint Public Relations Committee
(JPRC), a joint committee of Canadian Jewish Congress
(“Congress’) and B’nai Brith, took this as its mandate to oppose
the Drew Regulation.33 For some time, this opposition fell on
deaf ears.34

Early in the struggle against the Drew Regulation, an
incident occurred which offered a portent of what could follow.
Known as the Christmas carol controversy, it arose innocently
enough as the result of a Sabbath-eve sermon delivered by
Rabbi Abraham Feinberg to his Reform Holy Blossom
Congregation in Toronto on 1 December 1950.35 Rabbi
Feinberg devoted his remarks to the observance of Christmas in
the public schools and its affect on Jewish students and their
families. He advocated greater sensitivity to the plight of
minorities as the “best proof of peace and good will,” arguing
that public schools are not designed as instruments of religion.
Because they are designed for—and supported by—all ele-
ments of the population, the intrusion into the school of sectar-
ian teaching (i.e. Christmas carols) violated the principle and
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purpose of the public school. 
The larger community reacted immediately. A number

of Christian clergy, upset at the Rabbi’s comments, chorused
that, as the majority of Canadians were Christians, Canada
could claim to be a Christian country. As such, they hectored,
public bodies within Canada could adopt Christian religious
customs with impunity.36

The press was similarly unsympathetic to Feinberg’s
arguments. In a particularly strongly-worded editorial entitled
“A Deplorable Proposal” the Globe and Mail warned Ontario’s
Jewish community that although

The Jewish people in Canada are on the whole an
admirable element of the community…they are a
minority of one to 100. The majority has an
absolute right to hold its own beliefs and express
them in a manner acceptable to itself.... Nobody
should ask [the majority] to give up their right to
be Christians in the full expression of that word,
just to avoid hurting the minority’s feelings.”37

Feinberg countered with a personal letter to the Globe’s
editor-in-chief, explaining that his “only objective [in the ser-
mon in question] was to deal with the question of
Christmas…as part of the larger issue of sectarian religious
instruction in the public schools....”38

This was a perfectly reasonable explanation on
Feinberg’s part. As chair of the JPRC since 1944, Rabbi
Feinberg had been charged with making the Jewish communi-
ty’s case against the Drew Regulation before the Hope
Commission on Education in Ontario in 1945.39 Having found
the Hope Commission unreceptive and even adversarial, he
continued to press the Jewish community’s position.40 In fact,
the singing of Christmas carols in public schools was not a cur-
ricular expression of the Drew Regulation and Feinberg knew
it. However, it offered Feinberg a platform from which he could
publicize the Jewish community’s disaffection with the related
issue of the compulsory teaching of religious education in the
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public schools.41

The reaction from the Christian community, the general
community and even the press was expected. But Feinberg was
unprepared for the furore his sermon caused within the Jewish
community itself where many lay and rabbinical members con-
demned him.42 Easily, the most publicized and flagrant attack
on Rabbi Feinberg came from three of Toronto’s Orthodox rab-
bis, Abraham A. Price, Gedaliah Felder and Erwin Schild.43 In
a public statement reprinted in the Toronto daily newspapers,
these three Orthodox rabbis disassociated themselves and the
Jewish community from Feinberg’s remarks. Discounting the
mandate of the JPRC and Congress itself, they claimed that his
remarks must be construed as personal as Feinberg had no
authority to speak on behalf of the Jewish community.44 Giving
expression to the Jewish community as a respectful and dutiful
minority, the rabbis objected to “any attempt by a minority to
regulate the majority.” In a curious example of politics making
strange bedfellows, they mimed the position taken by Drew
Regulation supporters that

the majority is free to operate schools or other
public services for the best advantage of the
greatest number. It would be absurd therefore to
eliminate Christmas, which plays such an impor-
tant part in the religious life of Christian
Canadians of all denominations, from its rightful
place in our schools. Moreover as religious lead-
ers, we welcome and appreciate that Christian
children love and observe their religion, for reli-
gion is indispensable to our Canadian way of
life.45

The statement, although attributed to all three rabbis,
was clearly the work of Rabbi Price, the senior of the three and
mentor to the other two rabbis. Rabbi Price had two personal
beliefs that coloured his approach to this issue. First, he did not
object to Jewish children being educated in public schools
because he was convinced that any untoward notions they
might be exposed to there would be offset by the Jewish values
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these children learned in their homes and elsewhere in the
Jewish community. Second, because Rabbi Price did not recog-
nize the legitimacy of the Reform movement or its rabbinate, he
had no compunction about criticizing Rabbi Feinberg, spiritual
leader of the largest Reform Congregation in Canada, Holy
Blossom, in public, nor was he concerned about the resulting
discomfort to which Feinberg would be subjected in fending off
attacks from both Jews and non-Jews alike.46 And the possibil-
ity of reprisal was real. In the very early stages of the Drew
Regulation, George Drew and J.G. Althouse, his Chief Director
of Education, were firmly of the opinion that “to adopt a policy
of avoiding emphasis on Christianity...would be to abandon the
consistent policy of Ontario education and would be resented
by the vast majority of school supporters.”47 The statement from
the three Orthodox rabbis certainly supported this point of view.

In response to the denigration of Rabbi Feinberg’s posi-
tion by the three Orthodox rabbis, Congress took the middle
ground, applauding the lessons of Christmas such as the uni-
versal brotherhood of man, while at the same time urging that
the singing of Christmas carols in public schools be restricted
to a voluntary basis.48

Congress saw itself and was seen by others, both within
and without the Jewish community, as the Parliament of
Canadian Jewry and the political voice of Jewish life in Canada,
speaking “in the name of the great majority of Jewish commu-
nities in Canada, directly or indirectly represented by dele-
gates.”49 Accordingly, Congress’ decision to take the middle
road between Feinberg’s aggressiveness and the three Orthodox
rabbis’ docility speaks to Congress’ reading of the general com-
fort level of the Jewish community in this regard. To assess
Congress’ stance respecting issues that received public expo-
sure one need look no further than a few months earlier when
another contentious situation respecting Jewish students in pub-
lic schooling required Congress’ input. That issue arose when
the Jewish community learned that, for the school term com-
mencing in September 1950, Toronto’s Forest Hill Board of
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Education had allocated students to classes in Grades 8 to 12 in
its Forest Hill Secondary School on the basis of whether they
were Jewish or non-Jewish. 

The setting for this controversy, Forest Hill Village, was
unique.50 A very well-to-do community in mid-town Toronto,
the Jewish residents of Forest Hill Village, who, it was estimat-
ed, comprised forty percent of its 18,000 residents, included the
cream of the Jewish establishment. Following the rapid growth
of Forest Hill’s Jewish population after World War II, the num-
ber of Jewish students in the public school system grew out of
proportion to Forest Hill’s Jewish population. Generally
younger than their gentile neighbours, the Jewish residents had
more school-aged children. Then too, many of the wealthy gen-
tile residents sent their children to private schools which were
then closed to Jews. As a result, it was estimated that in grades
above Grade 8, Jewish students constituted “in the neighbour-
hood of 66 percent of Forest Hill’s student population.

Congress investigated this matter on behalf of the
Jewish community.51 It learned that, in fact, the Forest Hill
Board of Education had grouped students in classes “based, in
part, on the[ir] non-Jewish or Jewish identity.” The Forest Hill
Board defended this action as a necessary procedure, designed
solely to placate gentile students who were feeling outnum-
bered. To accomplish this goal, at least one class in each grade
in the Secondary School was limited to Jewish students so as to
increase the ratio of gentile to Jewish students in the remaining
classes in each of those grades. 

After receiving this explanation, Congress objected, but
very carefully, couching its objections in terms of a breach of
democratic principles.52 Indeed, Congress backed off quickly
when the Forest Hill Board of Education agreed to consider an
alternative course of action for the following year.53 As far as
Congress was concerned, it had brokered a satisfactory resolu-
tion for the Jewish community, and had forestalled extensive
public discussion. Nothing more was necessary. Time Magazine
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commented at the time that “the situation would have provoked
an uproar in the United States, but with typical Canadian
restraint, Jewish organizations decided against a public outcry
because the Board [of Education] had acted in good faith.”54

The Christmas carol controversy, however, did not dis-
appear so easily. As badly as many members of the Jewish com-
munity wanted this matter to go away, ironically, it was kept
alive by the Jewish press, specifically, Yiddish language news-
papers. One of these, the Canadian News lectured Congress for
being “diplomatic and cautious, if not timid...however infinite-
ly less truckling in tone than that of the statement signed by the
Rabbis.”55 Another, the Hebrew Journal, took up the cause of
Rabbi Feinberg, arguing that “this tempest in a teapot would
soon have blown over had not...several Orthodox Rabbis rushed
into print heatedly endorsing the singing of Christmas carols, as
though Christian children would not learn them without their
[the rabbis’] prior approval.”56 To the Journal, by agreeing to
“bow and scrape before the Christian community,” the three
Orthodox rabbis were guilty of over-reacting.57

When Rabbi Feinberg issued a public apology in
response to all the fuss his sermon had provoked, the Journal
accused him of “too much humility,” terming Feinberg’s plea to
the Christian community “to believe that [he had] the most 
profound respect and reverence for the sanctity of the faith
which they hold dear,” not so much an attempt to mollify the
Christian community “as [an attempt] to calm the rather 
too-easily alarmed Jewish public.”58 The Canadian News
refused to believe that Rabbi Feinberg had caved in willingly.
Positing that Feinberg’s retraction was not of his own making
but that it was imposed upon him by his congregation, the
Canadian News reasoned that 

seeing their Rabbi assailed by Christian clergy-
men for un-Christian conduct and by rabbis for
un-Jewish conduct, some members of Rabbi
Feinberg’s congregation, it is reasonable to
assume, may have pressed him to make a public
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retraction of his remarks lest they imperil the
friendly relations that have been slowly but 
successfully forged between Toronto Christians
and Jews.59 

With less bluster, the Journal worried that as a result of
the uproar caused by Rabbi Feinberg’s sermon and his failure to
acquire wide support within the Jewish community, “no one
will raise a voice of protest if the public schools should be
transformed into full-fledged religious institutions.”60

The lightning rod for this controversy was the
American-born and educated, Rabbi Abraham Feinberg.
Having served several congregations in the United States, in
1943 he assumed the pulpit at Canada’s pre-eminent Reform
congregation, Toronto’s Holy Blossom Temple, and remained
there until his retirement from the active rabbinate in 1961.61

Rabbi Feinberg personified liberal and progressive views
through all of his rabbinical career, from his condemnation of
American isolationism of the 1930s and 1940s to his concerns
about nuclear disarmament in the 1950s and 1960s. After leav-
ing the pulpit he was outspoken in his criticism of the Vietnam
War. This resulted in threats against his life and the publication
of a pamphlet which dubbed Feinberg “the Red Rabbi.”62

Save for the outspoken Feinberg, the more typical
approach of many Congress leaders and even those involved in
the JPRC, was cautious in the extreme.63 Even before the reli-
gious education issue came to the fore, the JPRC was accused
of having a sha shtil (hush-hush), “don’t rock the boat,” men-
tality.64 Congress claimed that it was only trying to be sensitive
to the experiences of Jews in Eastern Europe assuring critics
that there was no planned program of kowtowing to the gov-
ernment and the church.65 And as far as the Drew Regulation
was concerned, Congress opposed it officially, all the time cog-
nizant of the importance of public schooling to Jewish parents. 

The head-to-head confrontation between Rabbi
Feinberg and the three Orthodox rabbis reflected, in many
ways, the Jewish community’s quandary over compulsory reli-
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gious education in the public schools. To Rabbi Feinberg,
Christmas carols were not in the best interests of Jewish chil-
dren; to the three Orthodox rabbis, it was not Feinberg’s place
to make that judgment on behalf of the Jewish community. To
Rabbi Feinberg, Christmas carols represented a violation of the
democratic principles inherent in the concept of public school-
ing; to the three Orthodox rabbis, any religious behaviour, even
someone else’s, guarded against atheistic behaviour, which, to
them, was a far greater concern. To Rabbi Feinberg, Christmas
carols were imposing doctrinal Protestant religion on Jewish
children; to the three Orthodox rabbis, the teachings of the
Jewish home and community would safeguard against the influ-
ence of such public school practices. Moreover, their position
of preferring religious over non-religious Christians as class-
mates for Jewish children in public schools, was entirely ten-
able within Ontario’s Jewish community in 1950.66 To Rabbi
Feinberg, an American in training and inclination, the idea of an
established church had to be rejected out of hand; to the three
Orthodox rabbis, without Feinberg’s American background
which was steeped in the constitutionally-supported concept of
the separation of church and state, there was no benchmark
against which to measure the reasonableness of Feinberg’s
argument.67 Nor was the apparent discounting of the rights of
minorities and the corresponding rule by the majority a black-
and-white issue to these rabbis. Unlike Feinberg, each one of
these rabbis was born in Europe. Their experience taught them
both to be grateful for the benefits of public education, often
unavailable to Jewish children in Eastern Europe, and at the
same time, to be careful, respectful and accepting in their deal-
ings with government authorities. Moreover, they viewed the
majoritarian church, which spoke for Protestant traditions, as
part and parcel of the ruling authority in the country and specif-
ically in the Province of Ontario. 

As for the other players in the Christmas carol controver-
sy, although Congress supported Feinberg’s position, as a matter
of record, for it damage control was paramount. To the Jewish
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press, any indication of a retreat from Feinberg’s statements
was an admission of wrongdoing which it categorically denied. 

For all the posturing, clearly, the three Orthodox rabbis
did not endorse the larger community’s reaction to Rabbi
Feinberg’s sermon, nor by extension did they endorse the Drew
Regulation. Although not plumping for the right of the majori-
ty Protestant faith to monopolize the public school religious
education curriculum, the three Orthodox rabbis preferred that
the non-Jewish classmates of Jewish public school students
formed their opinions and based their morals and values on
some form of religious belief. For this limited purpose, these
rabbis could see a place for majoritarian religion in the public
schools. Moreover, while the Christian clergy and the press
were defending majoritarian prerogative, these three Orthodox
rabbis, by allowing that majority religious traditions had a place
in the public schools, addressed their own agenda. They were
attempting to minimize Feinberg’s statements in order to reduce
the potential of disfavour of the Jewish community in the larg-
er community. At the same time, they were declaring that they
were not handing over the Jewish community’s agenda to a
Reform rabbi.

The manner in which the Christmas carol controversy
played out provided many telltales for the actions of the Jewish
community in its long-standing campaign against the Drew
Regulation. This helped to place in some perspective the posi-
tion taken by Ontario’s Jewish community in the context of its
general opposition to the Drew Regulation in the decades fol-
lowing the Christmas carol controversy, including:

(1) The Jewish community’s reticence to test the Drew
Regulation in the courts despite compelling arguments;68

(2) The Jewish community’s need to bring credibility to
the opposition campaign by seeking out alliances with non-
Jewish organizations;69

(3) The frustration caused by the inability of Jewish
public school parents to obtain school-wide exemptions from
religious instruction, even in schools where Jewish students
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were in the majority;70

(4) The helplessness of the Jewish community in the
face of the Provincial government’s unwillingness to risk the
negative political repercussions of implementing the 1969 rec-
ommendation of the government-appointed Mackay Committee
that the Drew Regulation be repealed;71

(5) The continuing dilemma created by Jewish commu-
nity representatives lobbying for government funding on behalf
of Jewish Day Schools with compulsory religious components
in their curricula at the same time as the Jewish community
remained in the forefront of the opposition to compulsory reli-
gious education in the public schools.72

The Christmas carol controversy demonstrated that the
immigrant persona of Ontario’s Jewish community had not
been shed by 1950. It further demonstrated that the trappings of
that persona, including concerns about “rocking the boat” and
fear of drawing undue attention to positions taken by the Jewish
community, which were at variance with that of the general
community, would curb an otherwise heart-felt campaign
against a blatantly discriminatory government-authorized edu-
cational practice. This controversy also foretold that Drew
Regulation opposition campaign would often fall victim to the
lack of consensus within the Jewish community. Sometimes
this lack of consensus was due to the subtle differences between
the circumstances of Jewish families in large urban centres as
opposed to those in rural settings or small communities.
Sometimes it was because the anti-Drew campaign had to take
a back-seat to matters that the Jewish community deemed more
urgent. These urgent matters may have gained priority because
they carried with them the potential to impact seriously on com-
munity finances, such as government funding of Jewish Day
Schools, or because Jewish lives were in jeopardy, such as
threats to the State of Israel or to Jews elsewhere. 

The Christmas carol controversy also served as a
reminder to the Jewish community that certain Ontario tradi-
tions which had been formed over time in a Christian-dominat-
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ed society were virtually inviolable. One of these was
Christmas, and another was the Lord’s Prayer.73 If the Jewish
community chose to attack these traditions, even within the
public square, it did so at its peril.74 Finally, the community
learned that new traditions will become enshrined if you permit
them. The Drew Regulation was one Ontario government’s
wartime response to certain perceived societal ills. Yet, no mat-
ter that it was clearly discriminatory, no subsequent Ontario
government mustered the political will to overturn it.
Therefore, the Drew Regulation remained the law for forty-six
years. And until the Charter of Rights and Freedoms was
entrenched within a repatriated Canadian Constitution, thereby
providing a statutory basis for a successful cause of action
against the Drew Regulation, just as with Christmas carols,
compulsory doctrinal Protestant religious education remained a
virtually immovable institution in Ontario’s public schools.75

ENDNOTES

1Although Drew’s victory in the 1943 Provincial election marked

the beginning of forty-three successive years in power for the Tories, after

becoming premier, Drew personally enjoyed an abbreviated career in

Ontario politics. Following his personal defeat in the 1948 election, he

moved on to federal politics where he served as the Conservative Leader of

the Opposition for eight years.
2Regulation 30/44. R.O., 1944. This Drew Regulation, approved on

22 August 1944 and filed on 31 August 1944, replaced Regulation 13 of the

General Regulation, Public and Separate Schools, 1939, as amended, 2

February 1944. By simply effecting amendments to the Regulations, Drew

avoided the requirement of a new legislative enactment. The Drew

Regulation simply gave effect to existing statutes. Legislation was already

on the books providing that “Subject to the Regulations, pupils shall be

allowed to receive such religious instruction as their parents or guardians
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