


A Childhood Around 1950 

Sometimes a horse pulled a wagon down the street. 
A knife-grinder sometimes knocked at the back door. 
Airplanes passed over. Put to bed in the poignant 
half-thereness of summer twilights, we followed their long wobble 
into Midway, rare and slow as dragonflies. 

New kinds of safety. Our parents held their breath, 
though sickness, for us, was the vile yellow powders 
that burst from the capsules we had to gulp, and couldn't... 
The new danger quiet in the milk and air. 

The electric chair troubled no one. Good and evil 
were stark things, as grainy movies made the dark. 
But the city stopped if one of us was stolen, 
and found thrown, days later, in a Forest Preserve. 

It was what was. A childhood always is. 
Fathers came home at noon and took off their hats. 
Later, streetlights... But who was that /amplighter, in the stories? 
And we went on living it, like a wave, that doesn’t know 
it is at every moment different water. 

Alan Williamson 
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Letters 

CLINTON’s VICTORY 

To the Editor: 
I’m a Republican who has long ad- 

mired the insightfulness of TIKKUN 
magazine even while disagreeing with 
its fundamental commitment to liberal 
causes. In the November/December ar- 
ticles on Clinton’s victory by Michael 
Lerner (“The Sixties Generation Re- 
turns: The Lifting of America’s Psycho- 
logical Depression”) and Peter Gabel 
(“Clinton and the Id”), you outdo your- 
self, reaching new levels of insight, and 
in the process providing the real answer 
to why Bush lost. But although we on 
the Right may have lost a presidential 
election, we are far from defeated, and 
one consolation is that most of your col- 
leagues on the Left don’t really under- 
stand what you at TIKKUN are saying, 
while my friends on the Right may learn 
from your insights. 

If, as you say, Clinton won because 

he embodied a politics of meaning that 
infused every specific policy suggestion 
with a connection to a larger ethical and 
spiritual vision, if he did this in ways 
that promoted a spirit of optimism 
about the possibility of the world being 
fundamentally changed, if he rejected 
the special interests and spoke to a gen- 
eral interest, and if he tapped into li- 
bidinal energy that had been repressed 
in the 1980s, then the simple explana- 
tion of Bush’s defeat is that he did none 
of these things. 

The import of this for those of us on 
the Right is this: just as you correctly in- 
tuit that the majority of Americans did 
not study Clinton’s economic policies 
and then decide, after careful reflection, 
that they had made more sense than 
those that we conservatives have been 
endorsing, so too Americans did not re- 
ally reject a conservative president. 

The fact is that Bush betrayed the 
conservative legacy and he betrayed the 
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energy and excitement and vision that 
had originally animated the Reagan rev- 
olution. Bush had no politics of mean- 
ing—that is, he could not tie his specific 
policy programs to an animating moral 
and spiritual vision. The reason: he had 
no such vision, and was surrounded by 
technicians who similarly lacked that vi- 
sion. Bush came into national office in 
1980 because he provided centrist cover 
for a right-wing revolution symbolically 
headed by and articulated by Ronald 
Reagan. He won the presidency in 1988 
because the Democrats fielded an even 
less visionary candidate who shied away 
from defending liberal principles when 
confronted on them (not that they are 
so easy to defend!). But in 1992, Bush 
was at a loss to articulate a conservative 
agenda or to give Americans a sense of 
what remains vital in the Right’s poli- 
tics. 

Take, for example, the failed at- 
tempts to make “pro-family” politics 
work for the Republicans. The reason is 
very simple: Dan Quayle is a bumpkin 
whose stupid attack on Murphy Brown 
obscured our conservative message, 
and George Bush could barely get “pro- 
family” ideas out of his mouth without 
choking on them. Had someone from 
the Right focused on the ways that lib- 

eral politics undermines family life and 
explained it in a way that could be un- 
derstood, we would have done far bet- 
ter. 

The same is true for the range of pro- 
grams developed by us in the conserva- 
tive movement (what the media called 
the New Right of the early 80s). Our 
problem for the past four years is that 
we've had a president who didn’t be- 
lieve in our programs and yet who was 
presented to the country as the cham- 
pion of those ideas. This shouldn’t be 
hard to understand for TIKKUN readers 
you’ve been complaining about the 
same thing when it came to Eastern Eu- 
ropean communist elites discrediting 
the idea of socialism. 

Luckily for us on the Right, and de- 
spite your credible claims that Clinton 
reads TIKKUN, Clinton has not ap- 
pointed either Lerner or Gabel to the 
transition team, and they are unlikely to 
play prominent roles in a Clinton ad- 
ministration. Instead he is surrounding 
himself with people who don’t under- 
stand a politics of meaning, and this, I 
hope, will make it likely that he will be 
a one-term president. I know you don’t 
share that hope, but I think you’ll dis- 
cover that a Clinton presidency strays as 
far from the ideals and vision that 
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you’ve articulated in TIKKUN as Bush 
did from the politics of the New Right. 
And when he does that, we will have 
Jack Kemp and others ready to provide 
new leadership in 1996. So before you 
guys have too big a celebration about 
“the return of the generation of the six- 
ties,” let me assure you that Clinton’s 
presidency may well sound the death 
knell to all your transformative visions 
and once again your “generation” will 
be consigned to the well-earned obliv- 
ion that was imposed upon it after its 
first disastrous appearance in the late 
sixties and early seventies. From all that 
I can see as I follow the transition pro- 
cess, Clinton’s administration will be 
just as dominated by visionless policy 
people like Lloyd Bentsen who are 
more interested in showing that they re- 
ally are not too far from the American 
political center (and hence, just like 
Bush, will avoid programs that actually 
seem to embody the vision that origi- 
nally brought them into power). It was 
this same desire that crippled Carter 
and Bush and that will ensure a speedy 
end to this latest resurgence of liberal- 
ism, opening the doors again for a resur- 
gence of a more openly ideological New 
Right that will soon recover from the 
problems we’ve faced in the Bush years 
when, out of loyalty to a Republican 
president, we submerged our voices 
and went along with the boring and ul- 
timately hapless accommodations of a 
principle-less centrist. 

Kenneth Blair, III 
Washington, D.C 

To the Editor: 
Michael Lerner claims in his edito- 

rial on the Clinton victory that “Now 
the sixties generation is up at bat.” I’m 
part of that generation, and somehow it 
doesn’t feel like that is what is happen- 
ing. I was an activist who risked my life 
and ruined what would otherwise have 
been a financially successful career in 
order to stand up for my anti-war and 
anti-racist principles in the late sixties 
and early seventies. 

But the people who are coming to 
Washington with Clinton are the oppo- 
site—they are the very members of our 
generation who managed to excuse 
themselves from taking any serious risks 
or even sticking up for what they be- 
lieved in in ways that might possibly of- 
fend others. They were the people who 
were more interested in how to get into 
law school or how to get an article into 
an academic journal or how to please a 

professor who might write them a good 
recommendation for graduate school, 
or for a promotion or for tenure. They 
were really the people who lived 
through the sixties, but who missed it, 
who read about it. They never under- 
stood why we wanted to change “the 
system” they thought that talk like that 
was mere posturing, because they had 
never bothered to think out in any sys- 
tematic way the connection, for exam- 
ple, between the situation of the 
underclass and the needs of the capi- 
talists to keep labor costs down by re- 
lying on a large army of unemployed 
people, fear of which could “discipline” 
workers into not taking excessive risks 
(lest they be fired and find themselves 
similarly unemployed). Nor could they 
understand that having the underclass 
be Blacks made it even easier to keep 
working people in line, because racism 
would make their suffering more ac- 
ceptable to white workers who could al- 
ways kid themselves into believing that 
the poverty of these “others” was some- 
how deserved. 

The point is that these people didn’t 
want to understand what we were un- 
covering about the systematic nature of 
oppression under capitalism, because 
to do so would be to ruin their own 
chances for making it within the system. 
And isn’t the highest principle of the 
Clintonites just this: “Thou must keep 
thy viability within the system.” 

T’mnot saying that these are bad peo- 
ple or that they won’t do some good 
things. What I am saying is this: the 
Clinton/Gore years are no more the test 
of our sixties ideals than was the John- 
son administration, dominated by the 
need to win the war in Vietnam even as 
it gave lip-service to a Great Society, the 
test of liberal principles. Indeed, those 
of us who remain involved and still 
know that America’s pain will not be re- 
lieved until the system of private profit 
has been dismantled should become a 
“loyal opposition” rather than the 
cheerleaders for Clinton that so many 
others have become. I’m glad to see that 
in printing Tom Hayden’s somewhat 
skeptical piece (“Working the System: 
Memo to the TIKKUN Community”) 
TIKKUN is signaling to the rest of us that 
there’s still place within your commu- 
nity for those of us who are not so op- 
timistic about Clinton as Michael 
Lerner and Peter Gabel seem to be. 

Samuel Chapnick 
Brooklyn, New York 



To the Editor: 
We owe a great debt to those who 

consistently “spoke truth to power” 
during the Reagan national sleepwalk 
and the Bush farce-melodrama. Often 
with minimal funding they exposed the 
falsehoods coming from well-con- 
nected and affluent think-tanks such as 
the Heritage Foundation and its emu- 
lators. 

Nevertheless, the intellectual center 
of gravity for discussions of economic 
and social issues was shifted signifi- 
cantly to the right. The Clinton rhetoric 
and strategy demonstrated how much 
lost ground needs to be regained. 

Sumner Rosen 
New York, New York 

To the Editor: 
It has been your subtly nuanced ap- 

proach to Clinton that got me off my 
butt and convinced me to go vote for 
him in the primaries and work for him 
in the fall election. You spoke to all of 
my ambivalence about politicians when 
you described the way that you had 
gone from a deep skepticism to enthu- 
siasm about Clinton last spring, and this 
fall you helped me realize that the main 
thing of importance about Clinton was 
not the specific policies that he might 
introduce but rather the climate of hope 
that he would generate. Your Novem- 
ber editorial “The Sixties Generation 
Returns” spoke to the lifting of the psy- 
chological depression that has been 
shaping politics for the past several 
decades. I think it was prophetic be- 
cause all around me I saw happening 
precisely what you said would happen, 
a new hopefulness in every area of life. 
I think Clinton’s people must be read- 
ing TIKKUN, because their plan for the 
inauguration seems to pick up on your 
idea and tries to find a way to send the 
signal to the American public that we 
are really in a new period. I don’t know 
if it will work; I’m still a bit cautious, 
but I sure hope so and I must admit that 
T’ve begun hoping that Clinton would 
be reading TIKKUN on a regular basis. 

Wendy Lichtheim 
Los Angeles, California 

To the Editor: 
As much as I enjoy reading TIKKUN, 

T have a nagging complaint that reap- 
peared when I read the November/De- 
cember issue. Maybe it’s because I was 
born in 1968, but I find your insistence 
on interpreting events and reforms 

through “the ideals of the sixties” ex- 
tremely frustrating and limiting. While 
many good changes occurred because 
of the various movements in the sixties 
and I have benefited from them, the 
“ideals” of the sixties neither began 
there nor will they end there. The civil 
rights movement in this country began 
when the first African resisted being 
captured for the slave trade. The 
women’s rights movement can be traced 
at least back to Abigail Adams asking 
her husband to “please remember the 
ladies” in the Constitution by giving 
them the right to vote. The Native 
Americans have been fighting to regain 
(or retain) their sovereignty since 
Columbus arrived. Rather than at- 
tribute the struggle for justice to one 
particular era, I prefer to see myself as 
part of struggle that began at least as far 
back as Eden and has been embodied 
by different groups and individuals at 
different times around the world. 

Deborah Gottschalk 
Buffalo, New York 

Editor responds: 
There have been struggles to end the 

oppression of this or that particular 
group throughout history. And there 
have been struggles aimed at the over- 
throw of a particular social order, some 
of which have succeeded. In most of 
these previous struggles the issues as ar- 
ticulated by the leaders and responded 
to by the masses have been rather lim- 
ited: the ending of a particular set of op- 
pressions. 

What distinguishes “the spirit of the 
sixties” (as we have interpreted it in 
TIKKUN) is that it sought a more general 
liberation that went beyond ending spe- 
cific oppressions and toward the for- 
mulation of a more positive vision of 
what human beings could and should 
be, and that it was in the name of this 
transformation of the human spirit that 
people struggled. One of the major slo- 
gans of May 1968—"Power to the 
Imagination”—captured in its own way 
the theme of overcoming the kind of 
“one dimensionality” that had been 
generated by contemporary forms of 
technological organization and materi- 
alistic obsessions. In every realm of life, 
people began to ask themselves “what 
would a world be like that would offer 
real human fulfillment, real liberation, 
real creativity, and loving connection 
with others?” This was the kind of con- 
cern that was revolutionary in an en- 
tirely different way than we have seen 
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in most of the previous struggles and to 
the extent that the “spirit of the sixties” 
pervaded each particular movement 
they in turn began to translate this ques- 
tion into their own context, nurture it, 
and generate visions that incorporated 
their own experience and needs while 
also worrying about the general interest 
in liberation. 

Though there have been other social 
change movements in which this same 
set of issues has emerged, most of those 
movements had been so obsessed with 
the immediate material realities of sur- 
vival and freeing themselves from eco- 
nomic or political oppression that these 
larger visionary ends could only emerge 
as afterthoughts. But in the sixties, it 
was often children of the affluent and 
the entitled who engaged in struggle, 
and although they were driven in part 
by a desire to end the immediate op- 
pression of others, they were also moti- 
vated by their own needs for a liberation 
of the spirit that transcended other 
more limited needs. What was exciting 
about the spirit of the sixties—and what 
made it so dangerous to ruling elites 
that they did everything in their power 
to stamp it out and repress it—was that 
this need for liberation of the spirit was 
not segregated from other more imme- 
diate needs but integrated with them, so 
that, for example, younger workers in a 
GM plant in Lordstown or working 
people generally began to see that they 
not only needed higher pay (which was 
all that the AFL-CIO ever seemed to 
care about) but also a work place in 
which their creativity and humanity 
could be nourished and encouraged. 

It was this infectious liberatory spirit 
that was eventually repressed and de- 
feated, because to hold on to it takes a 
very special chemistry, and what re- 
mained was a series of particular social- 
change movements which seemed to 
only be interested in advancing them- 
selves and their own constituencies and 
had lost the larger transformative vi- 
sion. And having lost it, they also lost 
the confidence of the American people. 
After all, if each group was really fight- 
ing only for itself, then why should peo- 
ple who were not part of that group 
care, unless it was in their self-interest 
to do so? So we got the “coalition pol- 
itics” of the eighties (remember Jesse 
Jackson's “quilt”?) that inspired few, 
because it offered not an alternative but 
a continuation of the spirit of selfishness 
that Reagan and the Right were selling. 
It was only with Clinton that we get 
back to some of the liberatory themes 
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of the sixties, themes that transcended 
the particular interests of any one op- 
pressed group and instead linked them 
all together in a more general interest in 
liberation that could apply (albeit in dif- 
ferent ways) to every group. It’s not only 
because of nostalgia (though I confess 
to being one of the activists of the six- 
ties who felt more fully alive then than 
I did in much of the eighties), but be- 
cause of the need to remain a witness to 
the possibility that tens of millions of 
people can be moved to act not only for 
narrow material self-interest but also on 
behalf of transcendent ideals whose im- 
plementation may even incur a reduc- 
tion of individual material holdings or 
success, that I invoke the spirit of the 
sixties. 

LATINOS & JEWS 

To The Editor: 
I was looking through a variety of 

magazines at a newsstand in the Bronx 
when I came upon the article on Jews 
and Latinos by Tsvi Blanchard 
(Nov/Dec. 1992). I’m a Latino myself, 
so I decided to read it, and was blown 
away to find someone in the Jewish 
world sounding very different from the 
Jews I read about in the New York Post. 
I must admit that most of my attitude 
toward Jews has been formed by read- 
ing the statements of people who say 
that they are Jewish leaders and who 
only fight for themselves and their own 
community. They never seem to care 
much about the rest of us. Not that 
that’s so different from any other com- 
munity—it’s the same way in my com- 
munity, and among Blacks, Chinese, 
Italians, everyone. Still, I never could 
quite figure out why so many Jews voted 
for liberals, even for Third World lead- 
ers like Mayor Dinkins, if their ideas 
were so self-centered. 

But in TIKKUN I got my head turned 
around. In your magazine I found Jews 
who seem to really care about others, 
and to have ideas that are really differ- 
ent from the selfish ideas that I usually 
hear from leaders of every community, 
including my own. When Tsvi Blan- 
chard calls for a multiethnic politics that 
is “collaborative, not competitive,” or 
when he talks of rewriting the ground 
rules for politics so that from now on 
“nobody has enough if somebody 
doesn’t have enough” I simply couldn’t 
believe my eyes. No wonder you people 
vote in a liberal and tolerant way if you 
believe the kinds of things that are be- 
ing said inside TIKKUN. So, I have one 

question: why don’t you take more of 
TIKKUN’s ideas over to Crown Heights 
where it seems that a section of your 
community needs to hear them? And 
why don’t we hear more from TIKKUN- 
style Jews in the media? And why 
doesn’t Rabbi Blanchard become one of 
the national Jewish leaders? 

Jose Rodriguez 
Bronx, New York 

NATIONALISM 

To the Editor: 
I always wondered why internation- 

alism didn’t work as a replacement to 
ethnic nationalism when Eastern Eu- 
rope was under the control of the com- 
munists. From your roundtable 
(“Nationalism and Ethnic Particular 
ism,” Nov/Dec 1992) I learned the an- 
swer: though espousing a rhetoric of 
internationalism, the communist 
regimes actually played upon and ma- 
nipulated nationalism rather than at- 
tempting to replace it. I knew they 
hadn’t tried socialism, but I didn’t know 
that they hadn’t really tried interna- 
tionalism either. 

Marilyn Kaplan 
Chicago, Illinois 

To the Editor: 
I find it difficult to understand how 

your panelists (in “Nationalism and Eth- 
nic Particularism”) draw the line between 
interventions in the name of human 
rights that are legitimate and those that 
arenot. Weare told that if a society demo- 
cratically elects a regime that ends up be- 
ing oppressive, then we don’t have a right 
to intervene unless we are doing so to pre- 
vent murder or torture. We are told that 
we don’t have a right to intervene to stop 
cliteridectomy. But why not? 

If, as Elshtain points out, feminists 
acceded to the claim that women from 
societies that practiced it told them that 
this was their own issue which they 
would deal with in their own way over 
time, then why not let women in op- 
pressive relationships in America also 
make the same claim to prevent inter- 
vention by the state? The fact is that we 
have come to defend women who allow 
themselves to be passive in the face of 
their own victimization. We've sup- 
ported the state involving itself to stop 
wife or child abuse, even if the wife or 
child says that they accept this brutal- 
ization as somehow natural or appro- 
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EDITORIAL 

Israel’s Choice: Either Transfer a Million 
Palestinians or Get Out of Gaza 

Michael Lerner 

hen I learned that Islamic fundamentalists in \ a } Gaza, members of Hamas, had kidnapped 
and murdered an Israeli policeman, I was en- 

raged. For a moment I had the fantasy of lashing out 
against the Palestinians whose demands for national self- 
determination I have supported over the years. Enough 
is enough, I felt. When will all this end? Will Jews ever 
be safe, even in our own land? I even momentarily lapsed 
into the fantasy of how nice it would be for Israel if all 
the Palestinians were living in Los Angeles or Queens. 

I know that not all the Palestinians supported this ac- 
tion. But there is a war going on against my people, and 
those who are engaged in that war have some responsi- 
bility for how the war is being fought by those whom 
they are cheering on. 

Make no mistake about it, the Islamic fundamental- 
ists are not a decent bunch of people merely struggling 
for their own liberation. Some of them are coercive thugs 
who would deny all basic civil liberties and human 
rights—not only to Jews, but to other Arabs who do not 
follow their leadership. That’s why in every country in 
the Middle East besides Iran (where they run the show) 
these people are put in jail by their own Arab brothers 
and sisters. So I understand why many Israelis supported 
Rabin’s expulsion of more than 400 Palestinians. 

But there are three considerations that make my ini- 
tial reactions inappropriate. 

First, civil liberties and human rights should protect 
those with whom we strongly disagree as long as they do 
not act in a violent way. The 400 Palestinians rounded up 
by the Israeli government were not people accused of ac- 
tually participating in or conspiring in the kidnapping or 
murder—they were Islamic academics, writers, religious 
leaders, etc. They were not convicted of (or even charged 
with) any crime. To point out, as Rabin did, that other 
states have also violated human rights and gotten away 
with it is to hope that Israel can protect itself by compar- 
ing itself to the most odious regimes in the world. 

Second, nobody can reasonably believe that throw- 
ing these particular people out of the country will stop 
Islamic violence. There are close to a million Palestini- 
ans living under intolerable conditions in Gaza. It’s no 
wonder that many Palestinians are unmoved by peace 
negotiations as long as the occupation persists. So the 

violence will continue to threaten Israeli lives. There re- 
ally are only two solutions: morally intolerable expul- 
sion of the whole population, or self-determination. 

Third, although some Israelis thought that expulsion 
might preserve the peace process by proving Rabin’s 
toughness, it in fact will have the opposite effect, legiti- 
mating a rhetoric and style that will push the Israeli pub- 
lic toward the right. If Rabin convinces Israelis that what 
is really needed is more toughness, they are likely to be 
drawn to those forces that advocate greater repression or 
even a wholesale expulsion of the Palestinian population. 

Rabin really has only two choices: either to go the 
route of toughness ( creating a path for the Israeli right 
to return to power), or the route of withdrawal, leaving 
Palestinians to work out their own fate in Gaza. 

Most Israelis see no point in hanging on to Gaza. 
It’s time to get out. Unilaterally. Israel’s borders can 
be protected, and Gaza can be surrounded by the Is- 
raeli army and navy and prevented from receiving any 
arms. But within that constraint, Israel should an- 
nounce to the United Nations that it is giving Gaza to 
the U.N. for protectorship, and if the U.N. doesn’t 
want it, that Israel will nevertheless withdraw all 
troops in three months. 

Unilateral withdrawal can be sold to the Israeli pop- 
ulation as an act of strength and even retribution—”If 
the Palestinians would prefer to live in a Lebanon-type 
situation, that’s their problem. Better to kill each other 
than to kill us. We've had enough!” Though I'd prefer 
a more compassionate tone, and believe that Jewish in- 
terests are better served when the state that claims to 
speak in the name of the Jewish people uses a language 
of reconciliation, peace, and caring for others, in light 
of the present legitimate Israeli anger it may take this 
tougher language for Rabin to insure that unilateral 
withdrawal would get popular support. 

Far from being seen as a sign of weakness, unilateral with- 
drawal, if coupled with effective demilitarization of Gaza, 
would reduce pressure on Israel, increase security, and 
strengthen Israel’s negotiating position with Arab states. 

Even many center-right politicians in Israel agree that 
Gaza is a source of unending trouble for Isreel, with no 
intrinsic value or security significance. Ultimately, they 
agree, Israel must withdraw. If not now, when? 1 
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MEMO TO CLINTON: 
Our First Hundred Days 

Michael Lerner 
Editor, TIKKUN Magazine 

Dear Mr. President: 
Four years ago you read an article | had written in the L.A. Times. In it I argued that liberal struggles for economic entitlements and polit- 

ical rights, while deserving our support, must be reframed within a larger context that recognizes an equally central set of psychological, ethical, 
and spiritual needs—most important, the need to be part of a larger community of meaning and purpose that lets us transcend the self-inter- 
ested materialism of the competitive marketplace and situate ourselves in an ethically and spiritually grounded vision of who we are and who 
we seek to become. The social change movements had been successful precisely to the extent that they seemed to be reaching for such a larger 
framework of meaning and purpose. But when those movements had become identified with the narrow economistic reformism embodied in 
Jimmy Carter's presidency, or in the lifeless and narrow reforms proposed by a Walter Mondale or Michael Dukakis, or when they had narrowed 
their focus to serving the needs of their own group at what was perceived by others to be the expense of everyone else, they had lost popular ap- 
peal. So I urged liberals and progressives to adopt a politics of meaning that would emphasize the larger ethical vision that informed and guided 
each particular idea that they held—certain that the meaning, not the policy details, would be decisive in generating support. 

I had not sent you mey article, or solicited your comments. But I was delighted when, quite out ot the blue, you wrote me the ietter I've 
reprinted on the opposite page. 

was happy to hear that my ideas had “helped clar- 
ify your own thinking” and that they had helped 
“convince you to say what you feel.” I watched as 

you proceeded to weave your message with a politics of 
meaning, and I’m convinced that it was precisely the 
extent that you did that that separated you from the 
other candidates in the primary and made it possible 
for you to touch something in the hearts of ordinary 
Americans that was not being reached by other 
Democrats whose specific programs might have been 
equally intelligent but whose framework seemed one- 
dimensional. 

I wondered if I was reading things into your per- 
spective, but when we met this past spring, I asked you 
about your underlying philosophy and in your own 
words you restated to me much of what I had articu- 
lated in the politics of meaning article that had moved 
you years ago. Of course I know that it wasn’t my arti- 
cle or my ideas that shaped your approach—the per- 
spective of the politics of meaning really reflects the 
experience of our entire generation and that’s why it had 
so much resonance with your own thinking—but I 
couldn’t help feeling excited to realize that your letter 
to me had not been just a formal statement. It revealed 
a real intention on your part. And when you told me 
that you were reading TIKKUN, and even cited specific 
articles that you had been reading, I began to feel that 
it would not be too presumptuous to address you di- 
rectly in these pages. 
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So I decided to ask some people I respect to write 
you memos, imagining themselves sitting opposite you 
and saying directly to you what was in their heart. In 
this issue of TIKKUN and the next we will be running 
some of these memos. 

T’m well aware that you'll be getting a flood of advice. 
But what I asked these people to do was something dif- 
ferent: not to address the details of policy, but to ad- 
dress the question of what kind of cultural and political 
climate you must seek to create. You have plenty of pol- 
icy people surrounding you. We seek to address you on 
a different level. 

T'll be so bold as to start by talking about how we can 
be your most effective allies. 

How We Can Help You: 
The New Democrats 

You need help. You told us that throughout the cam- 
paign. You went out of your way to emphasize that you 
needed the participation of the American public in your 
plans to change things. You understood that you 
couldn’t do it alone. 

When you were in touch with us on a daily basis, we 
could communicate directly to you what we liked and 
what we didn’t in what you were saying. You met with 
us, listened, and modified your own thinking at times in 
response to what you heard. Often, what you found was 



that you could go with your 
most idealistic impulses—that 
far from turning people off, 
the more visionary you be- 
came the more people re- 
sponded to you. 

But in Washington, things 
are different. You are sur- 
rounded by people who will 
necessarily be limiting who you 
see and talk to, and many of 
those who will be working with 
you are people who “know 
how to get things done,” which 
is to say, they know how to re- 
frame issues in terms that will 
appeal to the established inter- 
ests that have run this country 
in the past. Many are veterans 
of the Carter administration, 
but few understand what had 
caused America’s dissatisfac- 
tion with Jimmy Carter. They 
failed to notice that while the 
policy experts surrounding 
Carter managed to generate 
hundreds of smart programs, 
all these programs were dis- 
mantled under Reagan and 
Bush because the Carter pro- 
grams were not infused with a 
mobilizing vision for which 
people would fight. 

Much of the problem will 
come from the media. Every 
time you try to frame a pro- 
gram interms of alargerideal 

Editor 

5100 Leona 

feel. 

Sincerely, 

BC:sc 

December 13, 

Michael Lerner 

TIKKUN Magazine 

STATE OF ARKANSAS 
BILL CLINTON 

GOVERNOR 

1988 

Oakland, CA 94619 

Dear Mr. Lerner: 

I read your article on "the crisis in the 
meaning of life" and the problems it poses for 
the Democratic Party in the November 14th 
article of the Los Angeles Times. 
statement that goes to the heart of why the 
recent campaign left so many people cold. 
You have helped me clarify my own thinking and 
to feel a little more convinced to say what I 

Thanks. 

It’s a fine 
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they will attempt to reduce it to a narrow, self-interested 
goal on your part. The media are filled with people who 
at one point in their lives yearned for the possibility of 
morally transcendent order, became disillusioned about 
its possibility, and now feel threatened by anyone who 
seems to rise above their own cynicism. They will do 
their best to misconstrue every attempt you make to 
reach beyond “politics as usual.” 

You will only succeed if you can build a politics of 
meaning, a politics based on a sense of shared purpose 
and moral vision. What will drive America’s economic 
recovery is a sense of hope and optimism. The moment 
you were elected, that hope and optimism began to gen- 
erate a new willingness of consumers to spend, and so 
even before you began to implement programs it was 
this collective perception that changed economic reali- 

ties. America’s economic recovery depends on how 
much people are willing to assume that others will act 
in accord with some higher principle than immediate 
self-interest, or, to put it in language that might be ac- 
ceptable to the “tough-minded,” how much they can see 
that it will be in their self-interest to act on a principle 
of mutual caring and community-building. 

Knowing how to build that hope and that way of look- 
ing at the world is not what your advisers learned in 
graduate school, in writing for policy institutes, or in 
strategizing about how to get programs approved by a 
not-yet-reformed Congress. So you need to recruit some 
other kinds of advisers to supplement your current 
crew—advisers whose expertise is in developing pro- 
grams to regenerate idealism and hopefulness. Other- 
wise you'll find that programs formulated by you with 
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the intention of speaking to a politics of meaning will be 
framed by your administration’s bureaucrats in ways that 
make them sound “practical,” hard-nosed, and deficit 
conscious, and all too often that way of selling the pro- 
grams is going to undermine their political and moral 
significance for the country. 

Let’s take one example, your “national service” idea. 
When proposed originally, by Sam Nunn and by vari- 
ous people in the communitarian and “politics of mean- 
ing” circles, it was part of a conception that everyone in 
our society has a special obligation to serve the com- 
munity. To create a sense of mutual obligation and car- 
ing seems to me to be the most important cultural goal 
for your administration. If you can break the cycle of 
selfishness and cynicism that reached its extreme in the 
Reagan-Bush years but which in fact has dominated 
American public discourse since the end of World War 
II, you would have made the most important contribu- 
tion you could to the future of America. 

But lately people close to you have begun to reduce na- 
tional service to a pay-back option for people who received 
government college loans. By reframing it in these terms, 
you would more likely obtain the speedy passage through 
Congress of a plan that would help people who could not 
yet afford to go to college—a noble goal. But look at how 
“service” and “responsibility” have been redefined: now 
it would be the economically disadvantaged who have a 
special responsibility for service, while the rest of us, be- 
cause we don’t have the same economic vulnerability, don’t 
have a corresponding “responsibility” to national service. 

Don’t expect people to make sacrifices for their coun- 
try if they think that lots of others are getting away with 
something. National service will generate little idealism 
if it is only for those who can’t afford to pay back col- 
lege loans. And if you don’t generate an ethos of “giv- 
ing” for the sake of the common good, then in every 
specific program area you'll find that relevant con- 
stituencies are resisting, looking out for themselves be- 
cause they perceive that that is what everyone else is 
doing. Labor unions will resist national service workers 
doing anything but make-work, fearing that they might 
replace hired workers and lower wages; health care pro- 
fessionals will resist cost containment at hospitals; teach- 
ers will resist innovative methods to accredit new 
teachers; business leaders will resist environmental reg- 
ulations; and the list will go on endlessly. Your adminis- 
tration must generate a new paradigm of communal 
responsibility, and embody that paradigm by appearing 
to insist on equal responsibility and equal sacrifice from 
all sectors of the population. If it appears that you are 
going to do little but tinker with the system, Americans 
are going to look after their own interests and the resis- 
tance to each specific part of your program will be over- 
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whelming. Nobody is going to be moved by speeches 
alone if the reality of your programs seems to be a con- 
tinuation of the self-interest logic of the past. 

If this dynamic takes hold, there will be a part of you 
that quickly despairs of changing anything very deep, 
and that gets drawn toward the logic of “realism,” the 
logic of sticking with the status quo and making only the 
smallest changes. 

hat could possibly help you resist all of these We that will push you toward narrowing 
your programs to what seems “realistic”? 

What can stop those around you from reframing your 
programs in the narrow language of productivity, deficit 
reduction, and cost-effectiveness, while abandoning or 
devaluing those aspects of your program that depend on 
or aim to foster a sense of community, caring, and ethi- 
cal and spiritual senstivity? What can we do to convince 
you that the more radical you become in challenging the 
logic of self-interest, the more you will actually build your 
mass base of political support and energize people to act 
as your allies? 

The answer is one that you gave us during the cam- 
paign: you need us. You gave us the challenge. Now it’s 
our responsibility to respond. 

You have to use your first hundred days to push ag- 
gressively for your economic programs. But the Ameri- 
can people have to use our first hundred days to organize 
a response to your challenge. 

Here’s what I propose to do, if you want us to do so: 
Try to create New Democrats, a grouping of people who 
will weigh in to support the most visionary and idealis- 
tic side of Bill Clinton. 

New Democrats would issue policy statements, pro- 
pose programs, and would critique some of the pro- 
posals being considered by your administration or by 
Congress, all from the standpoint of articulating the pol- 
itics of meaning in which you believe. We would take 
the logic of your speeches during the campaign, your ac- 
ceptance speech at the Democratic National Conven- 
tion, the inspiring words that you uttered the night of 
your electoral victory, your inaugural address—and we 
would try to show how to translate them into policies 
and programs expressive of your highest vision. 

And we would try to mobilize others to support this side 
of Bill Clinton. We would organize town meetings around 
the country so that ordinary citizens can remain involved 
in the political dialogue that you began. We would ask you 
to send official White House representatives to these meet- 
ings and to hold well-publicized weekly meetings with these 
representatives so that you get a first-hand report of what 
people are saying and thinking—because they won’t stay 
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MEMO TO CLINTON: 
Intellectuals 

James Atlas 

ways have been—Franklin Roosevelt had his Brain 
Trust, Kennedy had his fabled White House salon 

where the New York intellectuals came and went, /talking 
to the President. “Kennedy's style was superb,” testified 
Norman Podhoretz, the editor of Commentary. “He was a 
man who was post-Freud, post-Marx, post-Einstein.” Nor- 
man Mailer even called Kennedy an “existential hero.” 
Whether Kennedy actually read books—or wrote them— 
is irrelevant. He endowed an otherwise marginal (or 
“marginalized,” as it is now fashionable to say) class with 
importance simply by recognizing its existence. 

Tt he Democrats are the party of intellectuals and al- 

Make your interest in our endeavors 
known and give us a public voice. 

In your first Hundred Days—indeed, throughout 
what I hope will be your eight-year tenure—you will no 
doubt find yourself besieged by special interest groups 
pleading for attention, even within our modest con- 
stituency; the community of intellectuals is as divided as 
any other (probably more divided, given its argumenta- 
tive tendencies). The debate over multiculturalism— 
should college and high school curricula reflect the 
nation’s ethnic diversity, or should we insist upon a more 
traditional and universal identity—will continue to rage 
under a Democratic administration; the lines are too 
clearly drawn now for either side to retreat. 

In the public sphere, you will be called upon to medi- 
ate between these factions as they struggle to express their 
will through the National Endowment for the Humani- 
ties and the National Endowment for the Arts. Who 
should be in charge of these influential and controversial 
government agencies? Should they have an explicit ideo- 
logical direction? Should they exist at all? These issues 
are certain to be the subject of heated debate. But how 

James Atlas is an editor at The New York Times Magazine. His 
most recent book is The Battle of the Books: The Curriculum 
Debate In America (W.W. Norton), and he is working on a 
biography of Saul Bellow. 

much do such questions matter? The truth is, the politics 
of culture is all about politics and has very little to do with 
culture. The health of a nation’s literature and art is de- 
termined more by artists and writers working indepen- 
dently and often far from the centers of power—by some 
intangible spirit of enthusiasm or energy—than by who 
is in charge of dispensing the very limited funds at the 
disposal of our official bureaus of culture. If one gives any 
credence to the notion that artists are the antennae of the 
race (and I’m not sure I do), the signals they pick up are 
highly idiosyncratic; they’re notoriously unresponsive to 
the directives of any state, however benevolent. 

Artists, like journalists, are overwhelmingly Democrats; 
they think of themselves as liberal, tolerant, egalitarian by 
nature (in their politics if not in their personal conduct). 
They rightly perceive the Republicans to be philistines, 
proponents of the hostile attitudes delineated in Richard 
Hofstadter’s classic Anti-Intellectualism in American Life. 
Dan Quayle’s diatribes against the “cultural elite” confirm 
a long tradition—though I suppose one could point to 
William Kristol and William F. Buckley, Jr. as emblems of 
a countervailing influence within the GOP. 

But does art necessarily flourish under Democratic ad- 
ministrations? Repression is tonic: Robert Lowell pub- 
lished Life Studies, which transformed American poetry, 
when Eisenhower was President; the great efflorescence of 
American fiction in the late sixties (Portnoy’s Complaint, 
Myra Breckenridge, Couples) occurred under Nixon's 
watch. The fact that we have a sympathetic President, a fa- 
mous reader and friend of intellectuals, is no guarantee that 
we're in for an interesting time. 

How can you make it interesting? In the most obvi- 
ous way. The Kennedy White House was a place of great 
intellectual activity. “One of the surprising things which 
President Kennedy did—surprising certainly in its re- 
sults and its impact—was the simple act of inviting a 
hundred and fifty or so intellectuals and scholars and 
artists to his inauguration back in January 1961,” re- 
called August Hecksher in A. Alvarez’s informative 
chapter on “Kennedy and the Intellectuals” in his book 
Under Pressure. “That simple deed was an affirmation 
that the intellectual doesn’t stand anymore at the fringe 
of the national life, an odd and perhaps dangerous per- 
son, but is one of the crucial figures in the whole demo- 
cratic community.” Kennedy’s Thousand Days were 
crowded with such events. The illusion of cultural fer- 
ment is not very different from the reality. 

Kennedy “thickened things up and gave people a cer- 
tain sense of our actuality in the social structure,” ob- 
served Lionel Trilling. Simply by acknowledging us, 
making your interest in our endeavors known, and giv- 
ing us a public voice, you can thicken things up. The 
rest we'll do ourselves. 0 
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MEMO TO CLINTON: 
Aging 

resents the political ascendancy of us baby 
boomers. Political generations come and go. But 

never has an American generation come of age with 
the opportunity—even the obligation—to plan for its 
own aging in a graying social order. Our generation 
that never trusted anyone over thirty 
is now the forty-something genera- 
tion taking center stage. We will be 
old in the blink of an eye. 

Will our old age (we will consti- 
tute at least 20 percent of the popu- 
lation in 2020) be an intolerable 
burden on our children and the 
smaller cohort of workers paying 
into the Social Security system? I 
doubt that our future will be either 
as grim as the Cassandras of inter- 
generational warfare predict, or as 
rosy as some magicians of molecular 
biology would have us believe. It will 
surely be characterized by limited 
economic resources, increased med- 
ical needs, and by new possibilities 
for intergenerational solidarity, so- 
cial productivity, compassion, and 
spiritual growth. But to shape our fu- 
ture wisely, we will have to accept a 
difficult truth: We have met the aged 
and they are us. 

Filled with middle-aged power and pressed by im- 
mediate economic and social problems, you may feel 
that aging is a peripheral issue. On the contrary. It pre- 
sents a range of paradoxical challenges that demand gen- 
uinely innovative and proactive leadership. The 
challenges of an aging society require what Max Weber 
called “trained relentlessness in viewing the realities of 

I is already a truism that your administration rep- 

Thomas R. Cole is author of The Journey of Life: A Cultural 
History of Aging in America (Cambridge, 1992). He is 
Professor and Graduate Program Director at the Institute for 
the Medical Humanities, University of Texas Medical Branch, 
Galveston, Texas. 
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life, and the ability to face such realities and to measure 
up to them inwardly.” Your best advisers will teil you 
that we must learn to work longer, save more, be health- 
ier, die less expensively, and make progressive reforms 
in the Social Security system. True enough. But these 
changes alone will not help our generation escape the 
fate of Coleridge’s Ancient Mariner: wandering alone 
through the cold postmodern landscape, when the 
whole world will no longer be watching. 

For our own sake and that of our children, we must 
address the moral and spiritual dimensions of our aging 
society. If the “New Covenant” is to become more than 
a forgotten campaign slogan, it must be given content 
across generations as well as within them. Now is the 
time to initiate public deliberation about the ethical ide- 
als that should guide the reshaping of our institutions 
and policies. 

This opportunity will be squan- 
dered if you believe that aging is rel- 
atively unimportant, that old people’s 
problems are basically settled, and 
that they are separate from the in- 
creasingly desperate needs of chil- 
dren and families. “Aging” is not 
simply about the problems of old 
people who compete for resources 
with young people. Longevity is no 
longer a rarity but a mass phe- 
nomenon; growing—up and old—is 
perhaps our most universal experi- 
ence. Your administration has a per- 
fect opportunity to begin rethinking 
the assumptions, images, and policies 
embedded in the Older Americans 
Act and the Medicare and Medicaid 
legislation of 1965. Unfortunately, 
when Americans begin to think about 
these issues, we are often stuck: in 
anxiety about growing old; in ageist 
stereotypes (old people as worthy 
poor or greedy geezers); nightmares 

of medically protracted dying; dreams of medical salva- 
tion; and inflated fears of competition between young 
and old. 

Many of our most troubling dilemmas are linked to 
the fact that our culture no longer provides satisfying an- 
swers to questions about the meaning of aging and the 
integrity of the life cycle. Why do we grow old? Does ag- 
ing have an intrinsic purpose? Is old age the culmination 
or the dreary denouement of life’s drama? Is anything 
important to be done after children are raised and ca- 
reers are completed? Is wisdom an illusion that disguises 
illegitimate power or a real possibility to be pursued over 



a lifetime? What are the rights and responsibilities of 
older people? What are the virtues of old age? 

Rather than face these questions, most of us view ag- 
ing as one of life’s problems to be solved (or at least 
managed) through science, technology, and expertise. 
Accumulation of individual health and weaith passes for 
“successful aging.” These beliefs have debilitating ef- 
fects on medical ethics and practice, mental health, adult 
education, research on the biology of aging and the pro- 
longation of human life, intergenerational relations, ag- 
ing policy, and religious ministry for the old. 

odern democratic governments, thankfully, are Me in the business of answering questions of 
meaning and morality. Nor can we expect sat- 

isfying answers to emerge from science, medicine, and 
the helping professions—those authorized by modern 
culture to speak definitively about health and sickness 
throughout the cycle of life. Science and the professions 
possess no common language for articulating issues of 
meaning and morality. Their cultural dominance creates 
a double bind: Our aging society cannot express its most 
troubling problems without such a language, yet our 
commitment to pluralism forbids privileging any one re- 
ligious or spiritual language over others. The solution to 
this double bind lies in facilitating public dialogue that 
addresses concrete issues. 

How, for example, should we grapple with the pos- 
sibility (let alone hyped-up reports in the popular press) 
that manipulating genes that may control human aging 
will increase the life span dramatically? Or the bizarre 
phenomenon of Dr. Jack Kevorkian, the black knight of 
physician-assisted suicide, offering strangers a quick and 
painless death? What does the growing public interest 
in taking control of the dying process mean? These wide 
swings between false promises of immortality and easy, 
do-it-yourself death manuals suggest the need for pub- 
lic debate, responsible research, and careful discussion. 
Funding broad-based research on such topics at the Na- 
tional Endowment for the Humanities in coordination 
with the National Institute on Aging, would be an ef- 
fective, inexpensive way to generate new knowledge 
with potentially far-reaching effects on public under- 
standing. The time is ripe for creating a new generation 
of scientists and caregivers influenced by the humani- 
ties and a new generation of humanists knowledgeable 
about gerontology and geriatrics. 

There are many possible inexpensive forums to stim- 
ulate public dialogue while tying it to concrete problems 
in health care or social policy. I believe that you, or the 
Congress, should authorize another highly visible, bi- 
partisan Commission (such as the President’s Commis- 
sion for the Study of Ethical Issues in Medicine and 

Health Care, initiated under Carter and completed un- 
der Reagan) to conduct hearings, commission studies, 
publicly deliberate, and make recommendations about 
such issues as active euthanasia, physician-assisted sui- 
cide, the uses of genetic research, allocation of scarce 
medical resources, and the duty to treat AIDS patients 
as well as the conflict between privacy of AIDS patients 
and the public health role of the state. 

We need another White House Conference on Aging 
(the Bush administration postponed the WHCOA 
scheduled for 1991 because of its traditional liberal af- 
filiation). A Clinton White House Conference on Aging 
should center on creating a new vision of aging, on in- 
tergenerational relations, and on families. A new, plu- 
ralistic vision of aging will have to affirm the positive 
features of growing old, show compassion and care for 
its painful losses, and inspire people of all ages to live 
with rather than against the flow of time in their middle 
and later years. 

Our politically ascendant sixties 
generation must break through its 

collective denial of aging. 

“Love and Death are the great gifts given to us and 
mostly passed on unopened,” wrote the German poet 
Rainer Maria Rilke. A Clinton White House Conference 
on Aging could help Americans open the gift of old age 
by nurturing the search for ideals of spiritual maturity, 
self-transcendence, and wisdom originally envisioned by 
Rabbi Abraham Heschel in 1961 at the first White 
House conference. 

A White House Conference on Aging could also be- 
gin renewing the vision of Social Security as this na- 
tion’s foundation for guaranteeing adequate financial 
support for all Americans. Social Security is the only 
nationwide federal program that covers virtually every 
worker or worker’s dependent. It is the logical place to 
begin building not a safety net, but an adequate floor 
of income security for all, regardless of age. Its social 
insurance features—helping Americans achieve secu- 
rity against the risks of a modern economy—should be 
extended to more people and its stigmatizing welfare 
features eliminated. 

The “New Covenant” theme plays neatly into the 
mission of Social Security as an intergenerational com- 
pact (not a contract) that must be renegotiated as his- 
torical circumstances require. We need to continue 
raising the ceiling on earned income paid into the sys- 
tem and taxing the benefits of upper income recipients. 
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Better coordination of Social Security with voluntary 
groups, churches, banks, insurance companies, and 
families would extend a wide range of options and in- 
dividual choices at successive stages of life, without 
large increases in spending. Rethinking chronological 
age (a useful bureaucratic trigger but a poor prognos- 
tic indicator of health or productivity) as the primary 
variable in policymaking would create considerable 
flexibility. 

W. Andrew Achenbaum has suggested two specific 
changes that would go a long way toward strengthening 
the family and reducing the unfair financial burden on 
many women. Both merit careful consideration. First, 
consider a policy of earnings sharing—in which spouses 
are entitled to half the assets earned by their working 
partner. This policy would promote security for the ca- 
reer homemaker without being unfair to the working 
wife. Second, devise a system of “care-giver” credits that 
would count toward the average earnings used in de- 
termining social security benefits. The credits would be 
earned not only for elder care, but for child care, AIDS 
care, or care of any family member with long term needs. 
Such a system would improve the financial security of 
women who generally provide such care as an unpaid 
service. It would strengthen the family, cost less than to- 
tal reliance on private sector or government provision, 
and help reduce the ballooning Medicaid expense of 
nursing home care. 

Last year, the federal Patient Self-Determination Act 
took effect across the United States, requiring health 
care institutions to ask all adults admitted as inpatients 
whether they have an advance directive and to inform 
them of their right to refuse treatment. Institutions fail- 
ing to meet the new federal standards risk losing Medi- 
care and Medicaid funds. This act, sponsored by 
Senator John Danforth, aims at strengthening individ- 
ual autonomy, preventing unwanted treatment at the 
end of life, and reducing the costs of medical care for 
the dying. 

It is too early to determine the effects of this act, 
which took effect in December 1991. But why wait un- 
til people enter the cold and forbidding terrain of the 
hospital to confront them with such difficult and fright- 
ening issues? Your administration should consider ini- 
tiating the same procedures much carlier—at the time 
people sign up for Medicare and Medicaid, when they 
are presumably healthy and able to think about their 
preferences under less duress. The Social Security sys- 
tem is also a natural place for a badly needed national 
educational effort about living wills and choices at the 
end of life. 

We need to formulate policies that eliminate the sur- 
plus dependency imposed on many older people, poli- 
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cies that strengthen their ability to solve their own prob- 
lems and contribute to their own communities. As Harry 
R. Moody has suggested, this will require a life-span ap- 
proach to human development. Just as public invest- 
ment in health care and education of children is essential 
to their future productivity, so too are policies for older 
people that stimulate self-help, lifelong learning, and so- 
cial participation essential for maintaining indepen- 
dence. 

Without any additional long-term expense, for ex- 
ample, the federal government could permit people to 
borrow against their Social Security benefits in order to 
finance retraining or enroll in new educational pro- 
grams. 

The Administration on Aging is one place where in- 
novative programs can be tested and implemented. In 
the last issue of TIKKUN, Tom Hayden suggested a new 
Service Corps to engage idealistic energies and coun- 
terbalance interest group politics. As part of such an 
effort, the AoA, for example, could establish an Elder 
Corps to mobilize and coordinate the already impres- 
sive volunteer work of older people. AoA might pro- 
pose a partnership between government and the 
private sector by inviting various groups (the Ameri- 
can Association of Retired People, the National Coun- 
cil on the Aging, Older Women’s League, Children’s 
Defense League, etc.) to establish goals and priorities 
for the Elder Corps and devise programs matching var- 
ious local needs (for example, in schools, universities, 
nursing homes, hospices, libraries, day-care centers, or 
hospitals) with the available skills of older volunteer 
workers. 

must break through its collective denial of aging to 
shape a responsible future. We need to envision 

growing old both as an opportunity for human devel- 
opment and social contribution and as a time of in- 
creasing need and preparation for death. There are 
already signs that the constructive passions of the six- 
ties are flowing in this direction. Various impulses to 
move toward something as one grows older—commu- 
nity service, renewal of innocence, expiation of guilt, 
God, wisdom, a good death, a deeper sense of one’s 
place in the cosmos—are becoming more apparent. 
These impulses should be nourished by an imaginative 
aging policy that takes account of the human needs for 
love, growth, and meaning at every age of life. 

Who knows what possibilities for social productivity 
and spiritual growth can be achieved by our politically 
mature generation willing to face both its own place in 
the cycle of generations and its potential for longer life— 
its finitude as well as its power? O 

I: short, our politically ascendant sixties generation 



MEMO TO CLINTON: 
Gays and Lesbians 

Sharon Kleinbaum 

‘our election has caused a palpable sense of an- y ticipation in the gay and lesbian community—a 
tremor of excitement, widened eyes of possibil- 

ity. There are those who confidently slap one another on 
the back and say, “You see, of course change is going to 
happen.” But there are more of us whose optimism is 
tempered by years of abuse, hatred, and fear, not always 
of a distant enemy, but often from our own families. We 
have been forced to lead lives of modern day marranos, 
hiding from both the hostile dominant society and, per- 
haps even more tragically, from those we love the most. 

I counsel gay and lesbian Jews and their families ev- 
ery week. I see lives that are contorted with pain because 
of the hatred they alternately absorb, fight against, and 
to which they sadly sometimes resign themselves. 

We gay and lesbian Jews relate better than most to the 
theme of exile that runs through and has shaped the the- 
ology of our people. Exile in the wilderness is not just a 
literary metaphor for us. We live it every day, confronted 
with the very real dangers that life in a hostile landscape 
poses. While we know that in some ways we in America 
of 1992 are out of Egypt, there are still many reminders 
that we have not yet reached the promised land: 

© 35 percent of all teenage suicides, according to a 1989 
federal government report, are gay and lesbian youth. 

© Hate crimes against gay and lesbian people constitute 
the fastest growing recognized category of hate crimes. 

The AIDS virus continues to decimate our commu- 
nity. While it is not only a gay disease, it has deeply af- 
fected us, with 65 percent of American cases found 
within the gay community. According to the National 
Commission on AIDS, more than one hundred people 
die in the United States alone every day, one every fif- 
teen minutes, and the pace is accelerating. The World 
Health Organization predicts that by the year 2000, there 
may be 15-20 million HIV-infected adults and 10 mil- 
lion infected infants and children in the world. There is 
still no cure in sight. 

© There are no legal protections for gays and lesbians 

Sharon Kleinbaum is the rabbi of Congregation Beth Simchat 
Torah in New York. 

in most states in this country. At this time, twenty-four 
states and the District of Columbia criminalize certain 
private sexual contact among consenting adults. 

Your election creates considerable expectation in our 
community. It is a community out of the slavery of Egypt, 
sitting in a vast expanse of the wilderness wondering, 
struggling, looking for leadership to bring us to some 
kind of a promised land. While we know that no one per- 
son can do it, it is clear that this country needs the lead- 
ership that you indicate a willingness to accept. 

ay and lesbian people want to live their lives i _ fear—without fear of losing their jobs, 
without fear of losing their children, without fear 

of losing their apartments, without fear of losing their 
homes. Your administration must support all legislative 
attempts to protect gays and lesbians from discrimina- 
tion based on sexual orientation. You must take leader- 
ship and emphasize that these are not “special needs.” 
The civil rights that extend to other Americans must be 
extended to gays and lesbians. That civil rights agenda 
includes: 

© rescinding the Department of Defense directive that 
institutionalizes anti-gay discrimination; 

© signing an executive order barring discrimination 
based on sexual orientation in federal employment; 

© vigorously endorsing the Civil Rights Amendments Act 
when it is reintroduced in the 103rd Congress and work- 
ing closely with congressional leaders to insure its passage; 

* immediately eliminating sexual orientation discrim- 
ination in the granting of government clearances; 

© deeming discrimination, including executions of ho- 
mosexuals, in other countries as a human rights abuse to 
be dealt with by the State Department, as it does with all 
other human rights abuses. 

While AIDS is certainly not exclusively a gay disease, 
it is a top priority of our community. Civil rights mean 
little when you are dead. Presidential leadership in the 
fight against AIDS has been sorely lacking in this coun- 
try. While we know that you cannot pull a cure like a 
rabbit from a hat, your leadership during this public 
health crisis can work magic. Guarantee adequate care 
for the sick and vigorous education programs to prevent 
further infection. 

We must actively work on several different levels at 
once, and you, Mr. President, must be the one to set the 
pace and the agenda. We must fight on the level of civil 
rights and legal protections for which there are now 
none in all but a few states, and we must fight to shat- 
ter the myths and the stereotypes that exist about gay 
and lesbian people. Nothing will do that more than for 
gay and lesbian people to come out and be visible—to 
their families, to their neighbors, to their workers, to 
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their co-workers, to their teachers, to their students, to 
their doctors, to their lawyers, to their cashiers in local 
supermarkets. And yet it is impossible to achieve that 
visibility with the kind of fear that exists in the hearts of 
all gays and lesbians about the risks that such visibility 
now incurs. 

We know all too well from the example of African 
Americans that discrimination is not eliminated by leg- 
islative fiat. You must send a clear message that gays and 
lesbians are normal human beings deserving of the same 
respect as others. You have an extraordinary opportu- 
nity in the first one hundred days of your administration 
to address what will be the largest civil rights march in 
the history of this country. On April 25, the ninety-fifth 
day of your administration, close to a million gays and 
lesbians and their non-gay supporters, friends, and fam- 
ily will gather in Washington. If you were to address that 
gathering, the signal would be clear. 

In addition to your visibility on this issue, I suggest to 
you some strategies to increase the visibility of gay and 
lesbian Americans: 

© It is essential that you appoint gay and lesbian Amer- 
icans to appropriate positions throughout your adminis- 
tration. The visible presence of gays and lesbians doing 
their jobs, contributing to society, and supporting the 
work of the larger community will do an enormous 
amount to dispel the myths and shatter the stereotypes 
that surround gays and lesbians. 

© Meet with local, openly gay and lesbian Americans 
when traveling through the country. Introduce them to 
their communities. 

Have town meeting-style events with gay and lesbian 
Americans. Allow our voices to be heard and our ques- 
tions to be asked. Give Americans a chance to realize that 
the person sitting next to them might be gay or lesbian. 

* Carefully study the Children of the Rainbow cur- 
riculum that is now being suggested for the New York 
City school system. Urge school systems across the coun- 
try to adopt such curricula. To eradicate anti-gay hatred 
we must start with the young. Call a summit meeting of 
educators to prepare educational materials that will de- 
mystify homosexuality and teach our young people that 
respect, not hatred, is the American way. 

You can do for gay and lesbian liberation in this coun- 
try what President Kennedy did for African American civil 
rights, and more. You can provide leadership in this di- 
rection, not only on a political level, but on the level of 
culture and social attitudes. The struggle for the civil rights 
of gays and lesbians will be the great civil rights battle of 
the 1990s and into the twenty-first century. Provide a 
moral compass to the American people, and indeed to the 
entire world, on this test of American commitment to 
democracy and rights for all of its citizens. There are an 
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estimated twenty-five million gay and lesbian Americans, 
and we are looking to you, Mr. President. There is no sub- 
stitute for presidential leadership. 

MEMO TO CLINTON: 
Economics 

Samuel Bowles and Herbert Gintis 

e will have reason to be grateful if your first term \ K } is remembered for ringing down the curtain on 
right-wing economics and focusing the nation’s 

attention on the need for adequate health care, quality edu- 
cation, and expanded public infrastructure. And economists 
may remember you for finally putting Keynesian economics 
in its place—a useful guide to stabilizing the economy, but 
irrelevant to the real task of achieving environmentally sus- 
tainable productivity growth. 

Such a roster of achievements is nothing to sniff at. 
But if that is all you accomplish, your administration will 
fail at its primary economic task: the development of a 
new policy paradigm. 

The collapse of Soviet centralized economic planning 
and twelve years of Reaganomics should have taught us 
a simple lesson. The lack of competition is a recipe for 
inefficient production and delivery of services, but com- 
petition on unregulated markets with a playing field 
sharply tilted by inequalities in wealth and by racial and 
sexual discrimination is a prescription not only for waste 
but for rampant inequality as well. 

This suggests a new approach to public policy: Level 
the playing field by redistributing wealth and ending dis- 
crimination and then enhance competition and account- 
ability by ending government monopolies in the delivery 
of services. 

In many areas competition—not government 
monopoly—is the way to empower people and deliver so- 
cial services efficiently and responsively. Competition may 
be among public bodies, as might be the case if public 
schools competed for students’ publicly funded vouchers 
redeemable in any public school. Or competition might 
be among public and private bodies (as could be the case 
in the delivery of the mail). Private individuals or organi- 
zations meeting government-regulated standards could 
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compete to deliver services paid for with public funds, 
such as in the Canadian health care system. 

Responsiveness and accountability can be encouraged 
in two ways: Give people the ability to walk away from a 
bad deal in favor of something better, and the effective 
means to participate in or at least influence the organiza- 
tions with which they deal. The political philosopher Al- 
bert Hirschman calls the first approach to accountability 
“exit” and the second “voice.” 

Progressives generally favor government accountabil- 
ity through voice-based democratic procedures rather 
than through exit-based competition among public and 
private alternatives. The Left is particularly suspicious of 
market competition. But this stance stems more from a 
concern about inequality than any objective reason to fa- 
vor the public over the private sector in principle. The 
Right, of course, favors exit, which, at least for the well- 
to-do, offers empowerment through market choices. 

Neither voice nor exit works very well alone. Market 
competition and electoral competition are equally es- 
sential to accountability and efficiency in the delivery of 
services. But electoral competition is often a blunt in- 
strument at best. If you don’t like the way your kid is be- 
ing treated at PS. 381, casting a vote against the mayor 
in the next election is not going to solve your problem. 
Similarly, your comments at a democratically elected par- 
ents council meeting would carry a lot more clout if your 
powers of persuasion included taking your child and her 
voucher to another school 

Are we advocating privatization? No, we want ac- 
countability through competition on a level playing field. 
Effective competition need not be among private firms; 
prices and other conditions may be highly regulated. The 
important thing is that people should have choices and 
that service providers pay a penalty when dissatisfied 
clients switch to other providers. 

Competition is no panacea, and in some areas free- 
market ideology has prevailed over common sense in pro- 
moting markets. One such area is environmental pro- 
tection, where more, not less, state intervention is 
needed, and where markets are bound to work poorly 
because of the impossibility of defining and enforcing li- 
ability for pollution and other environmental damages. 
Another is insurance, where competition among private 
providers allows insurers to pick and choose their risks, 
skimming the field and leading to a version of Gresham’s 
Law whereby those most needing insurance are unable 
to purchase it. Mandatory universal coverage is the most 
efficient solution—witness the popular and cost-effec- 
tive automobile-insurance programs introduced by New 
Democratic Party provincial governments in Canada. In 
this case, a government monopoly is what works. 

We should stop promoting competition where it does 

not work and create the conditions for competition to pro- 
mote both efficiency and fairness where it can. Competi- 
tion, particularly market competition, can be either a 
faithful servant or a cruel master. Which it is depends on 
whether the game is fair. Competition often reproduces or 
even magnifies whatever inequality existed at the start of 
the game. And worse, it even sanctifies it. Conversely, lack 
of competition means failures can survive forever: survival 
of the flops, for example, nuclear power, many public 
schools, and U.S. auto makers before German and 
Japanese imports prodded them to shape up. 

‘ou may balk at our idea, because a level playing 
field means tackling something you have been 
very quiet about until now: the distribution of 

wealth. As long as the distribution of America’s wealth 
is so skewed, nobody committed to fairness could sensi- 
bly advocate a greater reliance on markets or other forms 
of private/public sector competition to distribute our 
goods and services. 

Unless you are willing to change the way you and other 
candidates finance your campaigns, you may be right to 
balk. The redistribution of wealth is a frightening 
prospect to many of your well-heeled supporters. It 
sounds old-fashioned, but in reality, redistribution of 
wealth is the only way we can develop the kinds of in- 
centives to work and innovation that foster the real forms 
of public-sector accountability we need to make it into 
the twenty-first century. And we think wealth redistri- 
bution could be done in such politically palatable ways 
that you’d earn your place in the history books. Here are 
four concrete steps to redistribute wealth in ways that 
would enhance our economic performance. 

Step One. Education is wealth. A high-quality educa- 
tion will be an increasingly valuable asset in tomorrow's 
information-based economy. Break the link between 
parental wealth and a child’s educational opportunities. 
Start by extending the public high school model to col- 
leges and universities: Eliminate fees and tuition for pub- 
lic higher education (the price tag: less than the cost of 
one aircraft carrier). Then guarantee—at a minimum— 
equal funding of schools independent of local income 
levels or property values. If equal opportunity to acquire 
educational assets requires compensatory inequalities in 
spending, develop the necessary standards and provide 
the necessary funding. But because free higher education 
is unfair unless there is broad access, open enrollment is 
important: Higher education in some form should be 
available to everyone. Critics will dismiss this idea as a 
waste of resources but studies clearly show that the rate 
of return to education is as great for low achievers as for 
high. 

Step Two. Abandon the failed policy of public own- 
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ership of low-income housing as a means of solving the 
housing crisis. Create federal credit programs with fa- 
vorable interest rates that promote home ownership. For 
families in public housing projects, supplement this with 
a subsidized rent-to-buy option. Use the receipts to fi- 
nance the construction of new affordable housing. We 
need strong public-sector leadership and resources to 
solve the housing crisis but public ownership of housing 
is part of the problem, not the solution. Maggie Thatcher 
was right on this one: Home ownership gives people a 
stake in their homes and communities. 

Step Three. Studies of existing worker-owned firms 
show that worker ownership will equalize the distribu- 
tion of wealth and increase both the quality of work and 
productivity per hour. End the Cold War at work. Give 
employees an ownership stake in their workplaces by 
providing subsidized credit for worker buy-outs of firms. 
Let workers watchdog their managers rather than trust- 
ing it to absentee owners or the stock market. (Goodbye 
to golden parachutes: We suspect workers wouldn’t vote 
their managers $10-million-a-year pay packages.) Credit, 
technology, and training subsidies are now afforded to 
the family farm. Extend this model to the democratically 
managed workplaces with majority ownership in the 
hands of those who work there. 

Step Four. Parents lovingly help their children make 
their way in the world. But some forms of help, like nepo- 
tism in employment, are immoral. Extend this reasoning 
to estate taxation; wealth in excess of three times the price 
of a single-family dwelling should either be donated to a 
private nonprofit charitable or educational organization, 
known as a 501(c)(3), or taxed at 100 percent. Tax rev- 
enues from estates should be earmarked for the more 
equal distribution of wealth in education, housing, and 
work outlined above. 

These steps would go a long way toward making ac- 
countability through competition on a level playing field 
the guiding principle of your economic program. But a 
consistent application of the principle requires policy ini- 
tiatives in other areas. 

enrich the now impoverished menu of choices fac- 
ing many communities, particularly those with 

low incomes. The range of choices available would be 
greatly expanded by increased support for private non- 
profit charitable and educational organizations. Because 
the private contributions on which these organizations 
depend come primarily from the well-to-do, their fund- 
ing priorities tend to reflect their interests. To level this 
playing field, you should enact a tax law according to 
which we can deduct from our taxes (not just from tax- 
able income) any amount up to $100 given to a registered 

E== private/public sector competition bids us 
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charitable organization. Charitable contributions in ex- 
cess of $100 would continue to be deducted from in- 
come. Federal government tax receipts would fall by less 
than one percent, and the effect would be the flowering 
of a rich network of social service, recreational, and other 
institutions giving our communities greater choices and 
stronger identities. 

need a broader menu of choices, too, in the \ x } area of work. You should take steps to elimi- 
nate the bias against part-time work built into 

most companies’ pay and benefits policies. For example, 
you could legislate the hourly pro-rating of job benefits, 
a half-time worker receiving half the benefits of a full- 
time worker instead of none. We need these choices so 
that both parents can care for their children. Many work- 
ers would prefer a thirty-hour work week but cannot 
forgo the job-related benefits presently available only 
with full-time positions. And, when jobs are scarce, it 
makes more sense to share the work than to tax those 
who work to support those in forced idleness. 

If a level playing field is to be your principle, you have 
some tough choices in the area of combating racial and 
sexual discrimination. The necessity of overcoming his- 
torical disadvantages cannot compromise the principle 
of equal treatment and the irrelevance of all morally ar- 
bitrary distinctions. In particular, biased selection pro- 
cedures should be addressed not by preferential 
treatment but by eliminating the biases. 

Toward this end, you should take two steps. First, ag- 
gressively prosecute unfair employment practices such as 
the use of 1.Q. tests and other racially biased selection 
procedures when, as is frequently the case, they are un- 
related to job competence. Second, implement the prin- 
ciple of equal pay for comparable worth, refusing to do 
business with any firm using sexist or racist pay practices. 
Many major employers, including the federal civil service 
you are about to inherit, use job evaluation methods that 
unfairly discriminate against women to determine levels 
of pay for different jobs. Since the public sector is less 
prone than private business to racial and sexual dis- 
crimination, its implementation of fair employment prac- 
tices is even more important if the delivery of public 
services is to be increasingly subject to competitive ac- 
countability, and hence to increased private sector par- 
ticipation. 

The electoral process itself is far from a level playing 
field, and any administration committed to active pub- 
lic-sector involvement in the economy cannot tolerate the 
tilted political priorities that result. Institute public fund- 
ing of all election campaigns and referenda and place 
strict limits on private contributions to candidates—no 
more than $100 per campaign. Full public funding of 



campaigns for the presidency and the Congress would 
have added to our tax bills less than the cost of a single 
meal out—at McDonald’s. 

An accountable government requires a well-informed 
public debate on the issues. As long as measures of per- 
formance are inaccurate and inaccessible, public debate 
in this area will be closed to all but the cognoscenti and 
will continue to support failed policies. Two examples 
are particularly egregious. Our measure of national prod- 
uct should include the results of work and production 
done by wives, mothers, and others in the home. Fur- 
ther, we should treat environmental damage as asset de- 
preciation, subtracting it from our measures of output, 
as a consistent accounting framework demands. We need 
these measures to avoid being hoodwinked into think- 
ing that things are getting better when all that’s really 
happening is that the environment is being trashed and 
jobs once done at home are now done for pay outside 
the home (and some of them are not done at all). 

Second, we have paid dearly for public misunder- 
standing of the deficit. The problem with the deficit is 
not its size but the fact that it was incurred to finance 
military expenditure and tax cuts for the rich, neither of 
which creates the future productivity that allows the debt 
to be repaid. Conservatives are fond of saying that the 
government, just like households and businesses, should 
run a balanced budget. But households and businesses 
both borrow for capital purchases (education, houses, 

plant and equipment, and the like). The same is true of 
the public sector. You should institute a responsible sys- 
tem of capital accounting, in which debt is incurred only 
for expenditures whose expected return is sufficient to 
allow repayment of the debt without imposing tax bur- 
dens on the next generation. Immediate health care, so- 
cial security, judicial, correctional, and military 
expenditure are current account items that should be fi- 
nanced by taxation, while contributions to public in- 
frastructure, research and development, preventive 
health care, as well as investment in education and train- 
ing, are capital account expenditures. 

Leveling the playing field between workers and own- 
ers could go a long way toward increasing productivity, 
the amount a typical worker produces in an hour. The rea- 
son is that the key to productivity is not so much to be 
found in hardware as in incentives for high productivity 
work and innovation. Workers with no job security have 
little incentive to develop those skills specific to their firms 
which are crucial to high productivity work, and they have 
every reason to resist productivity-enhancing changes in 
technology and work rules. And despite the potential pro- 
ductivity gains, employers subject to the vagaries of the 
business cycle have little incentive to grant employment 
security to workers as it would mean bearing the cost of 
keeping idle workers on during a recession. 

In this area, getting the rules right means that busi- 
nesses will have to abandon the stick of unemployment 
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as their favored enforcer against workers, and govern- 
ment will have to adopt more aggressive macroeconomic 
stabilization policies against the business cycle. Note that 
with unemployment rates averaging two percent for the 
past two decades, both Sweden and Japan have out- 
stripped the United States in productivity growth. Re- 
moving the credit market biases against worker-owned 
firms would also help, as these firms tend to foster sta- 
ble employment relationships with their built-in long- 
term incentives for productivity. International 
competition has fostered productivity growth in the U.S. 
economy by pressuring domestic firms to shape up or go 
under. But here the playing field is far from level, and we 
will pay for the resulting biases if they are not corrected. 
You should renegotiate the North American Free Trade 
Agreement to ensure that trade and investment with our 
American neighbors are based on promoting competi- 
tion on product markets and taking advantage of real 
productive differences among countries rather than ex- 
ploiting unfair labor practices and a ruinous lack of en- 
vironmental protection standards. 

If you endorse the use of international competition as 
a means of insuring flexible adaptation to change in the 
domestic economy, you must adequately fund trade ad- 
justment and other policies to insure that workers and 
communities hit hard by adjustments to the changing 
global competition and the possibility of military cuts do 
not bear the brunt of the costs of common sense national 
security priorities and economic flexibility. 

You should aggressively implement the labor standards 
provisions of our international trade agreements so that 
U.S. workers do not see their jobs evaporate out from un- 
der them due to imported products produced by work- 
ers who are routinely denied the right to join a union or 
to vote in a democratic election. Protectionism should 
never be used as a permanent shelter for inefficient sec- 
tors of the economy. But trade agreements should be used 
to foster long-term cooperation on environmental stan- 
dards, product quality, distributional equity, citizens’ and 
workers’ rights, the regulation of financial institutions, 
and macroeconomic policy. In particular, the new Gen- 
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) has become 
a weapon wielded by special interests against environ- 
mental regulation. You should join with other heads of 
state to implement tough environmental regulations as 
part of the new GATT agreements. 

A final point. If unregulated market competition on 
sharply tilted playing fields makes little sense for the 
United States, it makes no more sense elsewhere. You 
should abandon U.S. imposition of a naive and outdated 
free-enterprise shock therapy on the formerly communist 
countries and the poor nations of Africa, Asia, and Latin 
America. This is little more than policy dumping, un- 
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loading Reaganomics on the rest of the world after it could 
not be sold at home. U.S. policy in this area has not pro- 
moted development, threatens to aid in the restoration of 
dictatorship in the previously communist world, and has 
a devastating effect on Third World economies. 

We hope you still have time to read TIKKUN. If not, 
pass this on to Chelsea. 0 

MEMO TO CLINTON: 
The Middle East 

Letty Cottin Pogrebin 

et me begin with the bottom line: The Arab-Israeli 
peace process needs you. It needs your personal 
attention, your judicious activism, but especially 

your immense powers of empathy. Policy wonks from all 
points on the spectrum have proffered hard-headed ad- 
vice. The organized Jewish community has petitioned you 
to support Israel’s position whatever it is. Arabs have 
leaned on you to lean on Israel. But I’m not going to clut- 
ter your briefing book with yet another political tract. 
What I am asking is that you revolutionize the whole 
diplomatic enterprise by dealing with the feelings and 
fears undergirding the politics of the Middle East, par- 
ticularly the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, which contains 
the most emotionally volatile issues. I want to persuade 
you that “the politics of meaning”—elaborated in TIKKUN 
largely in connection with the domestic agenda—has also 
been missing from foreign affairs and that your talent for 
experiencing another's pain could greatly enhance the 
pragmatics of peacemaking. 

I became convinced of the efficacy of empathy 
through my experience in the charged crucible of a dia- 
logue group composed of Jewish and Palestinian Amer- 
ican women leaders. Since 1988, we have spent eighty 
hours in talk and tears that finally succeeded in getting 
123 Jews and twelve Palestinians to put themselves in 
each other’s shoes—not to surrender, not to coerce, but 
simply to understand how The Other views the history 
we share and the troubled land we love. 

Almost immediately, our group encountered the 
Rashomon phenomenon—the emergence of two ver- 
sions of “reality” as contradictory as Yes and No. Pales- 
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tinians heard Jews speak bitterly of pogroms, the Holo- 
caust, and Arab terrorism. Jews listened as Palestinians 
told of bombings by the Irgun and Lechi, the massacre 
at Deir Yassin, the brutality of life under occupation. 
Then each side disputed the other’s narratives. We found 
their story simplistic, distorted, and hopelessly one- 
sided; they found ours the same. One might think such 
scalding disputation would defeat dialogue, but, in fact, 
it justified it. There was anguish in the room but also re- 
lief. The unspeakable had been said and no one had 
slammed out. When all was said and done, each side had 
heard The Other's truth. 

One dictionary definition of empathy is “the capacity 
for participation in another's feelings or ideas.” The word 
is participation, not acceptance. Ultimately, our group had 
to concede that we would never see history the same way, 
never agree on who suffered more, or who has the greater 
claims, or who wronged whom most, or even where to be- 
gin the reckoning. (Should grievances date from the Bal- 
four Declaration, or Isaac and Ishmael?) Eventually, we 
decided to leave the past to the historians and move on to 
the future where other epiphanies emerged. 

It became clear to us, for example, that the idea of 
Palestinian autonomy was profoundly disturbing to the 
Jews not because we were invested in Israeli political 
hegemony but because any rise in Arab power seems to 
trigger Jewish feelings of vulnerability and threaten Is- 
raeli security. It also became clear that the Palestinians’ 
tough rhetoric stemmed from their frustration with lost 
opportunities, their rage at Arab betrayal, and their 
hunger for respect, not necessarily their realistic aspira- 
tions. After airing our fears, we were ready to tackle the 
hard issues, like boundaries, settlements, aliyah, the 
Palestinian “right of return,” the question of Jerusalem. 

Dialogue utilizes “both/and” rather than “either/or” 
thinking. It allows a Jew to say to a Palestinian, “I un- 
derstand and I don’t agree,” or a Palestinian to say, “I 
can see how you feel and I still don’t believe you are 
right.” The peace negotiators would do well to take their 
cue from dialogue participants who have learned to lis- 
ten with a heart that hears even what the mind cannot 
accept. In eighty hours, we discovered that it is not nec- 
essary to deny another's pain in order to affirm one’s own. 

In general, female socialization equips women more 
than men for “both/and” thinking. But you, Mr. Presi- 
dent, have the gift. Unlike men who approach the world 
with a relentless win/lose orientation, you seem predis- 
posed to a win/win way of life. You often appear to be 
searching for a solution that gives each party some re- 
ward, something to claim as a comfort if not a victory. 
Because of this, you’ve been accused of wanting to have 
it both ways and trying to reconcile impossible extremes. 
During the campaign this was posited as a weakness, an 

unwillingness to bite the bullet and make hard choices. 
I think it’s your strength. 

‘ou tend to see many sides of an issue. You ap- y preciate how individual needs and interests can 
lead decent people to differing conclusions. 

While some characterize you as a please-’em-all kind of 
guy, I find your emotional style authentic but I also see 
it as a brilliant strategy, for it opens minds, heals wounds, 
and speaks to the soul issues, not just the facts. 

I suspect this style is the by-product of a childhood 
making peace in your family. Undoubtedly your em- 
pathic skills were honed when you were a teenager pro- 
tecting your mother’s safety while sympathizing with 
your stepfather’s rage. Perhaps your youthful need to 
present a smooth front to the neighbors has helped you 
understand shame and the passion for personal dignity. 
And certainly, the dark times in your marriage, its sub- 
sequent repair, and the vibrant devotion now evident be- 
tween you and Hillary, have proved to you the 
perfectability of human relationships. In any case, these 
psychodynamics have prepared you well to serve the 
American people whose lives have been as complicated 
and troubled as yours. Moreover, your sensitive, com- 
promise-seeking approach is ideally suited to end the 100 
years war called the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. 

I offer you our dialogue experience as a microcosmic 
paradigm to stimulate your own ideas on advancing the 
peace process. As the catalytic agent in that process, you 
can model empathy for the world. Rather than attend to 
geopolitical issues like the regional power balance or the 
arms race, you might fashion a delicate, even-handed way 
to communicate your gut-level understanding of the na- 
tional and personal yearnings at issue in the talks and the 
suffering that roils beneath each negotiator’s diplomatic 
demeanor. By honoring this subterranean distress, you 
make it less necessary for the parties to assert their own 
righteous anger. You help them to transform their an- 
guished longing into an active striving for peace. 

Until recently, anyone who saw light at the end of the 
tunnel in the Middle East was probably going in the op- 
posite direction. But since Madrid, the Arab-Israeli ne- 
gotiations have been pregnant with possibility. The birth 
metaphor offers an apt summary of America’s role if you 
posit Middle East peace as a developing embryo and the 
United States as a New Age midwife. Certainly the ges- 
tation process must be properly nourished and moni- 
tored, and artful mediation, like vital nutrients, must be 
introduced at regular intervals. At the first sign of stress, 
extreme measures must be taken—not through pressure 
but with incentives—to prevent miscarriage or stillbirth 
and to bring the baby to term. A successful birth requires 
the help of a midwife who can act quickly when the preg- 
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nancy is in mortal danger, recognize when the labor pains 
have progressed from agony to readiness; sense when to 
assist, when to coach, and when to just stand at the side- 
lines and celebrate. 

Peace midwifery would suit you, Mr. President, but if 
the demands of Somalia, Bosnia, Russia, and a trillion 
dollar deficit prevent you from assuming the day-to-day 
job yourself, I hope you will assign it to a top level en- 
voy who has your complete confidence and is fully em- 
powered to act in your name, someone who commands 
the respect of all parties and can lead them to unimag- 
ined compromises and new plateaus. This special envoy 
should have cabinet status, routine access to the Oval Of- 
fice, and a clear mandate to use his or her life experience 
as an empowering tool and as a means of making con- 
nections with other national representatives at an emo- 
tional level—and to encourage others in the diplomatic 
corps, especially men, to express themselves in real 
words, not “bureaucraspeak,” when they talk about real 
people’s aspirations, disappointments, and dreams. He 
or she should not negotiate for the parties but should fa- 
cilitate their negotiating with each other. She or he should 
not oppose final status arrangements but should medi- 
ate and offer bridging proposals that help the parties 
overcome their stalls and impasses and keep their eyes 
on the prize: peaceful coexistence, political self-determi- 
nation, economic cooperation, and a safe, secure future 
for their children. 

Even if you are not involved in the minutiae of the 
peace process, you can put your mark on it. You might 
begin by inviting the parties to Camp David for the fif- 
teenth anniversary of President Carter’s meetings with 
Sadat and Begin. You could meet with heads of state to 
explore how they could help. Put your top brain trust to 
work mapping alternatives to the conventional settle- 
ment formulas. Encourage the parties to risk as much for 
peace as they have been willing to risk for war. Be pre- 
pared to underwrite the risks with economic incentives 
and military guarantees and to gather Arab and Euro- 
pean partners in this enterprise under U.N. auspices. 

What you do matters, but so does what you say. Speech 
is power. I hope you will use the Presidency as a bully 
pulpit to set a new tone and change the terms of public 
discourse. Last August you said you support Israel “by 
instinct and conviction.” You told the New York Jewish 
Community Relations Council, “I want you to feel I will 
be there at the end of the day.” By that I hope you meant 
that you will never let harm befall Israel. But I would be 
troubled if that “feeling” statement—plus your gratu- 
itously expressed opposition to a Palestinian state—sig- 
nals a plan to adopt the AIPAC line as U.S. policy. This 
would be a disaster, as it would alienate the Arab inter- 
locuters who are sitting at the table with Israel for the 
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very first time, and deligitimate the Palestinian moder- 
ates who must start bringing home some concessions or 
face a rising fundamentalist challenge in the Territories. 

ay I suggest that your best policy guideline can 
be found in the Middle East plank of your own 
party’s platform: “Direct negotiations between 

Israel, her Arab neighbors and Palestinians, with no im- 
posed solutions, are the only way to achieve security for Is- 
rael and full peace of all parties in the region. “No imposed 
solutions” means not predetermining what final status 
might follow the period of Palestinian autonomy. “No im- 
posed solutions” means not foreclosing any options. 

The parties need every option they can get. And we 
need you to widen the discourse, not shrink it. We need 
you to clarify that American support for Israel—whether 
in the form of foreign aid or security guarantees—does 
not prohibit honest recognition of the suffering of Pales- 
tinians under occupation and the statement of our pref- 
erence for negotiated settlement over continuation of the 
status quo. We need you to explain why the interests of 
both Israel and the United States are best served by re- 
gional stability, secure borders, and an end to the hostil- 
ities. Above all, we need you to make it okay to have 
feelings about the impact of politics on their lives. O 

MEMO TO CLINTON: 
Religion 

Jim Wallis 

“What does the Lord require of you but to do justice, 
and to love kindness, and to walk humbly with your 
God.” (Micah 6:8) 

post-election visit to Washington, D.C., created 
quite a stir around here. You weren’t far from our 

little Sojourners Neighborhood Center located just 
twenty blocks away from the White House. Outside, on 
cold D.C. mornings, hundreds of families stand in line 
for a bag of groceries. Inside every day, the place is alive 
with the activity of children who have been written off 
by this society. Our neighborhood infant mortality rate 

Y= walk up Georgia Avenue during your first 
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is higher than that of Honduras, and we’ve already lost 
a lot of our kids to the violence on the streets. Their na- 
tional government hasn’t much cared; at least that’s how 
most people feel. Folks here aren’t used to presidents (or 
other politicians) showing any interest in their lives, and 
your visit was quite dramatic and gratifying. 

The populist symbols you’ve chosen for your inaugu- 
ration also seem designed to send a message. I hear peo- 
ple wondering whether the substance will follow the 
signs; whether a week of opening things up to the masses 
will only be a great symbol, or be a new beginning to an 
entirely different approach. I think that depends a great 
deal upon whom you listen to, and how willing you are 
to put yourself in places where you can hear the voices 
that, otherwise, will never reach your ears. 

Presidents live at the top, yet the most important 
voices to listen to are at the bottom. Although that’s an 
absurd idea to the powerful who run this city, it is what 
the Bible says. The prophets boldly proclaimed that na- 
tions will be judged primarily by their treatment of the 
poor and vulnerable, and by how much attention they 
give to the requirements of justice. Yet nothing could be 
more foreign to the Washington political reality you are 
about to enter. Welcome to town. 

I hear that some of our most prestigious churches are 
already vying for your attendance. I’m a pastor too, but 
that’s one fight from which I'll abstain. I would, however, 
invite you to visit and spend some time in the churches 
of our poorer neighborhoods. Why? Because that’s where 
the struggle for authentic religion is now joined. 

The country has become used to religion being a kind 
of cheerleader for one side or another. Religionists line 
themselves up along ideological lines in the pitched battles 
for political and economic power. They do the blessings 
and share in the spoils. The Republicans now on their way 
out of town had their chaplains, and you'll probably have 
yours. But there is also religion of a more prophetic kind. 
You may sometimes find the prophetic voice uncomfort- 
able, but it will prove a more trustworthy and reliable guide 
than the messages from the religious sanctifiers of the sta- 
tus quo in their diverse political stripes. 

This less comfortable but more authentic religion can 
be found in the faith of the prophets and in the good 
news of Jesus. It asks different questions, such as, 
“Where can God be found in this world?” and “What 
does God require of us?” The poor and oppressed have 
always found refuge in the prophetic biblical faith. 

How does a president listen to a religious perspective 
that emerges from below? How will the Christian faith that 
is important to you and Hillary, and to Al and Tipper Gore 
shape your political decisions? Will your choices be mind- 
ful of the world of the poor, from which Jesus comes? 

Jesus is not a blue-eyed right-winger, as some have im- 

plied. Nor is he a guilt-ridden liberal, nor a compromis- 
ing centrist. Jesus is the one who entered the world among 
the dispossessed and the outcasts to announce an entirely 
new way of thinking and living. The way of Jesus and the 
prophets isn’t just a welfare program; it calls for a change 
of heart, a revolution of the spirit, a transformation of our 
consciousness. It moves us beyond the familiar options 
of abandoning the poor, controlling the poor, or even 
“helping” the poor from places of isolation and comfort. 

another, a deep reconnection, a restoration of the 
shattered covenant. 

When you speak of a “New Covenant,” my heart res- 
onates and wants to believe that it comes from a deeper 
place than the pens of clever speech writers. A national 
political reporter who covered your campaign recently 
told me that he thinks biblical language and images mean 
something to you. I hope he’s right, because biblical im- 
agery could help us a great deal at this moment, as we 
try to find what I would call a “politics of community.” 

Hope is a fragile and precious thing. Without it, we 
begin to die on the inside. With it, almost anything is 
possible. A lot of people in this country are on the edge 
between hope and despair. I’m working with young 
African-American men from the streets who are trying 
to negotiate a national gang truce and begin to rebuild 
their own communities in the aftermath of Los Angeles. 
I’m often out on the road, speaking to students or pas- 
tors, grass-roots people and church leaders, all of whom 
long for a change. You could offer some signals and sub- 
stance of hope to all of these people, or just further con- 
firm their cynical view of our nation’s political leaders. 

Some of us believe that a religious, moral, and ethical 
perspective on politics could help shape a new and more 
fruitful political discussion. For years, the Religious Right 
has controlled the discussion about politics and morality 
and given the country the impression that our only choices 
are either to be totally secular or religious bigots. Fortu- 
nately, those aren't the only choices. Many people are 
longing for an alternative to the Religious Right, but one 
that takes seriously the fundamental question of values 
which lies beneath the political discussion. There is a cul- 
ture war going on, and the conservatives have tapped the 
energy around such questions. 

Now that those on the Religious Right have fallen from 
power, they are regrouping for another takeover. Their 
preoccupation with power is their primary religious fail- 
ing, and it will keep them from taking the opportunity 
to re-examine their own agenda. They will be coming af- 
ter you and Hillary, and it’s probably going to get 
nasty. Your temptation may be to seek support from the 
established bastions of liberal religion and make your 

I nstead, it leads us to a new relationship with one 
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own alliances there. But such institutional religion will 
never be an alternative to the Religious Right. To quote 
the editor of this magazine, such establishment religion 
is too often “dry, lifeless, and Godless.” To put it most 
painfully, much of liberal religion today lacks faith and, 
like its conservative counterpart, has a primary preoccu- 
pation with power. 

If you choose to, you could listen to other voices. 
Over the last few decades, a real alternative in Ameri- 
can religious life has begun to emerge, although the me- 
dia have failed to recognize its significance. It seeks a 
religious perspective that is progressive rather than re- 
pressive; inclusive and respectful of pluralism, instead 
of exclusive and sectarian. It speaks both the language 
of social justice and that of personal responsibility. In 
economics, it takes us beyond the “bottom line” of 
profit and the stagnation of bureaucracy to the ethic of 
community. On the environment, it transcends old no- 
tions of exploitation and protection and proposes a the- 
ology of relationship. In foreign relations, it puts human 
rights over national self-interest and seeks alternatives 
to war as a solution. It sees racism and sexism as spiri- 
tual as well as social sins and calls for repentance. And 
it insists upon the vital connection between politics and 
morality. It’s a perspective that South African Arch- 
bishop Desmond Tutu is now calling “the spirituality 
of transformation.” 

Those of us who seek this new moral discourse on pol- 
itics will not be chaplains to your administration or any 
other. We won’t provide the pious phrases of easy reli- 
gious affirmation, but we will offer relationship in an at- 
mosphere of hope and accountability. We won’t convene 
prayer breakfasts in your honor, but we will pray for you 
in the difficult choices you will have to make. 

After many long years of suffocation by the political 
and religious Right, we hope that the change in govern- 
ment provides some “space” for new possibilities. We 
invite you to do what your best self knows is right, push 
you to take your own ideals seriously, and pull you along 
to the deepest meaning of the populist symbols you have 
already so meaningfully employed. We will offer per- 
sonal support when we believe what you are trying to 
do is consistent with the religious values you espouse, 
engage with you in mutual dialogue if you seek it, hon- 
estly challenge you when we disagree, and yes, mount 
principled opposition if you compromise things that are 
too important for political expediency. 

In other words, we will try to be faithful to the role that 
religious communities are supposed to play in any society— 
an independent voice for spiritual renewal and social trans- 
formation that can break down barriers and bring people 
together. Perhaps as you try to be faithful to your own pub- 
lic vocation, and we try to be faithful to our prophetic vo- 
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cation, a constructive and creative relationship may be pos- 
sible. If so, we would look forward to it. 

May God bless and guide you and Hillary Clinton. 0 

MEMO TO CLINTON: 
The Media and 
“Character” 

Jay Rosen 

the world. But the American presidency is actually 
two jobs: One is to embody the glory of the republic 

as symbolic leader of the nation; the other is to oversee 
the federal government as chief of state. Of course, Amer- 
ica’s glory is its government—a vital fact for presidents to 
recall. Your dual responsibilities reflect the historical 
truth that our founding myths and common bonds are 
political in nature. Americans were (and still are) consti- 
tuted as a people by the same Constitution that “we the 
people” created two centuries ago “to form a more per- 
fect union.” There is no other mystica! source for this 
union. As president, you will therefore represent not only 
the government contemplated by the Constitution but the 
original act of self-constitution by which the inhabitants 
of the land became (and yet become) a “people.” 

This is one reason the “character” issue tends to erupt 
into presidential campaigns—including the last one. The 
president re-presents the American people to themselves. 
He sums up what we're all about, the point we’ve reached 
in our evolution. Intuitively we know that this summing 
up depends, not only on us but on the sort of person the 
president is and has within him. “Character” thus re- 
mains an issue after the election, and the primary arena 
for its display is the media. 

The media cannot be equated with the Washington 
press corps, nor are they simply conduits to the nation’s 
living rooms. It is helpful to think of the media as a man- 
ufacturing industry—our biggest—producing our im- 
ages and understandings of the public world. The media 
will use you and your office to anchor their portrayal of 
politics, which means that you not only represent your- 

self, the government, and the American people. You also 
embody the political dimension of public life, the claim 

I is commonly said that you have the toughest job in 
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that politics exerts on our attention. When you travel, 
“politics” travels with you, and this includes your trav- 
els across media space. 

Your campaign appearance on the Arsenio Hall show, 
understood in the press as a ploy to woo young voters 
and prove your hipness, was another kind of action en- 
tirely. It transported “politics” into a cultural space 
ordinarily devoted to comedy, celebrity, and the cele- 
bration of youth culture, particularly the culture of ur- 
ban black youth. The value of such action rests in 
overcoming the isolation of politics from those cultural 
spheres in which ordinary (and forgotten) Americans 
find personal meaning. 

y demonstrating on “Arsenio” your familiarity B= the signs and rhythms of popular culture, by 
donning shades and blowing a sax, you dismayed 

some people and amused others. But you also pushed 
politics a little closer to the subterranean center of Amer- 
ican life, where a saxophone is heard far more often than 
“Hail to the Chief.” Critics worry about the “dignity” of 
the presidency if you continue these unconventional me- 
dia appearances. What should concern you, however, is 
not the majesty of the office, but the reputation of poli- 
tics as that dimension of the public world where we can 
(and do) face our common problems. You represent this 
dimension and the hope that it can work for all of us. 
The more human you make it seem, the more “popular” 
and meaningful politics may become. 

The danger, of course, is that you will humanize your- 
self in a false, trivial, or condescending way—which hap- 
pens routinely on commercial TV. But television also 
provides the opportunity for a potent form of truth- 
telling, in which you cut through the phony sincerity and 
manufactured emotion familiar to every member of the 
audience. You should plan, then, to make an occasional 
appearance on programs such as “Oprah.” There you 
can show you recognize that more is missing in Ameri- 
can life than good jobs, a healthy economy, and decent 
health care. People also worry about the brokenness of 
family life, the thinness of their communal attachments, 
the inner violence of a culture devoted to competition 
and material gain. These are proper subjects for a pres- 
ident to discuss, even if they do not translate easily into 
legislative priorities. You can demur when Oprah asks 
you about family pets or sex in the White House. But do 
speak about family strain and what you know of it from 
your own experience. Rather than simply unburdening 
yourself and confessing your pain, as her guests are wont 
to do, you should emphasize that personal troubles al- 
ways have public dimensions—and that these are the 
proper province of politics. 

The public display of private detail is the “thrill” Oprah 

tries to exploit. You should decline to provide this thrill 
and make a point of declining. Americans need to see you 
protecting your privacy in public; it is part of your job as 
the embodiment of “politics” to emphasize what should 
properly be excluded from that sphere. Your attempts to 
expand the zone of privacy around you and your family 
are legitimate and should continue. Since the assassination 
of President Kennedy, the media have decreed that the 
president shall be accompanied by cameras and reporters 
whenever he steps out into public—a macabre ritual 
known as the “body watch.” Previous presidents have ac- 
cepted it as a permanent part of the job. Equating pub- 
licity with power, they perhaps saw the ritual as daily 
confirmation of their exalted status as “leader of the free 
world.” In reality, the obsessive focus on the president's 
body is degrading and disempowering. 

Appearing on “Arsenio,” 
you transported “politics” into a 

new cultural space—one ordinarily 
devoted to comedy, celebrity, and 
the celebration of youth culture. 

To “appear” in the literal sense is to rise to visibility from 
a separate realm in which you do not appear. It is essential 
then that your activities in this other realm not be televised. 
The more we see you jogging and sweating, playing golf, 
or relaxing at home, the more difficult it will be to make 
your other media appearances count for something. You 
cannot rise to visibility from a realm in which you are con- 
tinuously visible, and in this sense the body watch is a drain 
on your power. By insisting on respect for your own pri- 
vacy, you encourage us to respect the public realm as the 
place where politics is supposed to “appear.” 

During the transition period, the suggestion arose 
that you plan to dissolve the distinction between gov- 
erning and campaigning. Televised town meetings have 
been floated as a way to generate a continuing mandate 
for change. In thinking about the value of such events 
it is not enough to focus on current political objectives. 
For there is another drama occurring whenever you ap- 
pear on the public screen. Consciously or not, you'll be 
selecting those traits in us you want to re-present to our- 
selves. The process is an extremely delicate one. You 
cannot reflect back what is not within you; over time 
the cameras will expose such attempts as insincere and 
calculating. (Recall Bush’s attempts to present himself 
as a down-home Texan.) Still, it is not as simple as “be 
yourself,” since part of your job is, in a sense, to be us— 
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the “us” you want us to be. At the same time, of course, 
you must try to win support for your programs, deal 
with critics, and meet the various crises that come your 
way. 

ut to concentrate on these alone would be a mis- 
take. You must try to project through the media 
a “character” the rest of us can recognize as 

truthfully yours and potentially ours. This character, a 
performed self, can be your greatest political asset, if it 
embodies virtues the country needs to summon from its 
own conflicted character. Devotion to work and family, 
love of country, the imperatives of freedom, democracy, 
and opportunity are wisely invoked by all presidents 
During the campaign you placed an admirable emphasis 
on personal responsibility, spoke of a “New Covenant” 
among Americans, and asked for a “new spirit of com- 
munity” to assist you in meeting the difficult challenges 
ahead. All are important themes worth emphasizing in 
a town-meeting format. But equally important are the 
values you project as the one person who best repre- 
sents “politics” to the rest of us. 

It is apparent that since childhood you've created your- 
self through diligent practice of the political arts. Accom- 
modation, compromise, networking, public speaking, 
listening and responding, handling yourself in a crowd— 
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these have clearly been constitutive experiences. In pin- 
ning the adjective “slick” on you during the campaign, 
some of us were recognizing not only a perceived excess 
in you but our own distaste for specifically political skills 
such as the formation of consensus or the ability to speak 

in the other’s vocabulary. Americans often want politi- 
cal leaders to display non-political virtues—to be faithful 
husbands, good Christians, hard-headed businessmen. 
But in 1992 we voted for politics as a way out of our 
present predicament, rejecting the do-nothingism of 
Bush and the anti-political appeal of business wizard 
Ross Perot. 

You must show us that our vote was a wise one, not 
only by succeeding as president but by demonstrating 
that politics can succeed as a way of addressing common 
problems. Here you will be subliminally opposed by the 

press. To most journalists, politics gets interesting when 
it’s about conflict, not commonality. (Watch for a suc- 
cession of “disarray” stories early and often during your 
tenure.) At its best, politics means war, for the more 
neatly divisive the terrain becomes, the easier it is for the 
journalist to step into the center, give vent to opposing 
sides, and speak the truth from an “objective” position. 
The discourse of the press aims to place the rest of us 
outside politics as savvy spectators, cooler and wiser than 
the struggling partisans on the floor below. Truth is as- 



sumed to emerge through a process of emotional with- 
drawal. High up in the announcer’s booth, disengaged 
from the issues, unimpressed by the rhetoric from either 
side (but ready to recognize a shrewd move or clever 
feint)—the journalist distills the truth by removing it 
from “politics.” 

As president you can counter the appeal of this pos- 
ture by taking the floor and “making” a kind of truth 
that can only be had through politics. Here your patient 
practice in the political arts will serve you well. If you 
can show us what it truly means to listen and respond, 
to accommodate a range of legitimate views, to hear a 
consensus amid the noise of conflicting positions, to ar- 
gue a case with conviction and emotion; if you can be 
seen connecting with others, in order to persuade them 
to redefine their interests, expand their notion of com- 
munity, speak a language of obligation, and moderate 
their sense of entitlement—if you can do these things on 
television (and appear to be in your element doing so) 
then your true “character”—your love of politics—will 
reflect back to us our own latent desires to understand 
each other, trade ideas, work together, and come to 
agreement about the community’s common concerns. 

nother way to think of it: If your call for a “New 
Covenant” is to appear convincing, then it should 
be seen in motion on television—in the way you 

step toward others and accept the task of persuasion. To 
these eyes, your finest moment of the campaign came dur- 
ing the second televised debate, when an audience mem- 
ber asked for the candidates’ views on term limits for 
Congress. Looking directly at the questioner, you were 
able to say, “I know they’re popular, but I’m against them. 
Tl tell you why.” Here was a hint of a new speech 
covenant between the president and the public, in which 
it’s our duty to accept that you’re not always going to agree 
with us, or be able to do what’s popular. In return, you 
pledge to explain yourself and address in a serious way 
the legitimate concerns we have. Don’t pretend to agree 
with us when you actually do not. But don’t pretend 
there’s no merit in our position unless you truly think so, 
in which case you must show the courage to explain why. 
We will not hold back in our demands and criticisms 
when we feel them justified but we also won’t assume that 
there is nothing you can say to change our minds or get 
us to see the question differently. 

“Address our needs, not your needs,” said another ques- 
tioner in the second debate. He was correct but so were 
you in the implicit reply you gave during your best mo- 
ments of the campaign season: “I'll try to address your 
needs, for I think I know what they are but you'll have to 
listen carefully to the way I see the problem, and what I’ve 
proposed to do about it.” Careful listening, plain speaking, 

an assumption of mutual goodwill, an effort to imagine the 
other's position, a commitment to further dialogue—these 
are some features of what might be called the “new civil- 
ity,” which would attempt to put the New Covenant into 
practice as a conversational style. If you can become the 
leading exemplar of this style, you might help redeem the 
political promise of television, which is to create a new kind 
of public space where we actually see democracy working 
and learn what its practice involves. 

Vote our hopes, not our fears, you said repeatedly dur- 
ing the campaign. Enough of us responded to make you 
the new communicator-in-chief. Hope now demands its 
own television character, a role for which you are dis- 
tinctly well cast. 

MEMO TO CLINTON: 
Social Responsibility 

Charles Derber 

‘ere are three virtually cost-free approaches to a 
politics of community attuned to America’s 
number one problem: the economy. 

Start with symbolism and words—your forte. For the 
past twelve years, Presidents Reagan and Bush inundated 
the country with a rhetoric of radical individualism which 
has had a devastating impact. As the sociologist Robert 
Bellah has written in Habits of the Heart, Americans now 
lack even the most basic vocabulary to think beyond 
themselves and develop a vision of the common good. 

You must lead a revolution in our symbolic paradigms. 
Revive the language of the New Covenant you intro- 
duced at last summer’s Democratic Convention and in- 
spire people with your new communitarian dream. Speak 
boldly to our collective hunger for connection and com- 
mon purpose, and to our anguish about the breakdown 
of the social fabric. Use your speeches and media ac- 
cess—starting with your Inaugural—to advance your 
new paradigm of moral obligation and community ser- 
vice. Select cabinet and other leading advisers—your 
principal allies in this symbolic struggle—who will “talk 
the talk” as well as “walk the walk” of the New Covenant. 

Your revolution in discourse must target our national 

Charles Derber, professor of sociology at Boston College, bas 
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codes of meaning and values. Conduct a four-year seminar 
on how greed and selfishness fueled “trickle down” and 
other economic and social policies of the 1980s. Show how 
“free market” morality brought us the Savings and Loan 
crisis and the largest rise in poverty and inequality in half 
a century. Prove by example and policy that you are dedi- 
cated to enforcing social responsibility in all sectors of so- 
ciety—among business and political elites as well as the 
poor. Demonstrate your new values by celebrating a dif- 
ferent set of heroes than the 1980s Wall Street en- 
trepreneurs, such as the grass-roots community organizers 
who are helping to revitalize the public school system in 
Chicago, or those promoting community-owned busi- 
nesses in South Central Los Angeles. Bring them to the 
White House and award them community medals of honor. 

Moving from discourse to policy, create a Social Coun- 
cil of Advisers—to be cochaired by a pre-eminent social 
analyst such as William Julius Wilson, the University of 
Chicago sociologist, and a distinguished social advocate 
such as Hillary Clinton—which will parallel your Coun- 
cil of Economic Advisers and serve as your institutional 
apparatus for the advancement of community. It should 
prepare the data for your new annual “State of the Com- 
munity” speech, which you should present to Congress 
and the American people with the fanfare of the State of 
the Union Address. The Council of Social Advisers will 
prepare a set of “social indicators,” similar to the one 
proposed in the late 1970s by then-Senator Walter Mon- 
dale in his Full Opportunity and Social Accounting Act. 
Based on these data, the council should issue highly pub- 
licized “social reports” on the changing health of our 
families, neighborhoods, and other communities. The 
council should also be responsible for monitoring pro- 
posed federal legislation for “community impact,” 
which, like environmental impact statements, will offer 
you data for determining whether programs meet the 
New Covenant test. 

Your council should move beyond traditional social in- 
dicators to help institutionalize New Covenant values of 
participation and social responsibility. “Social audits” of 
corporations—already conducted in some of our leading 
businesses—measure success in meeting social goals and 
could help to increase employee involvement and improve 
environmental performance and community relations. So- 
cial audits of schools—partly designed and administered 
by parents, teachers, and students alike—could encourage 
parental participation, cooperative student learning strate- 
gies, and neighborhood citizenship and service. 

As you seek to harness the spirit of community to re- 
build our economy, don’t lose sight of the great economic 
importance of community in the workplace—one of the 
secrets of the Japanese economic miracle. You have rec- 
ognized the economic imperative of rebuilding our cities 
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and neighborhoods, but implementing a New Covenant 
in the workplace itself is just as important—and will cost 
you a lot less money. You can get the job done by taking 
seriously your stated commitment to employee participa- 
tion and ownership. Feeling the heat of global competi- 
tion, more than half of our big corporations have begun 
to implement “employee involvement” (EI) and about 
10,000 companies have instituted employee stock owner- 
ship plans (ESOPs). But EI and ESOPs, as foundations 
of a New Covenant workplace, are badly flawed. They 
have not provided workers with either real participation 
or a significant share of the pie. One knowledgeable ob- 
server described most EI and labor-management cooper- 
ation as “shotgun marriages, with corporations holding the 
shotgun.” Corporations go ESOP to get the tax breaks or 
avoid takeovers, giving workers non-voting shares and so 
little new employee involvement that many remain un- 
aware of the existence of their own ESOP. 

tory innovation at such companies as Corning Glass 
and Shell Oil, where groups of workers design and 

“self-manage” their own tasks, schedules, and evalua- 
tion procedures, top management has expressed “cul- 
ture shock” at the new enthusiasm, while workers tell 
researchers there are nights they won’t “stay home” be- 
cause of the new excitement and responsibility. At GM’s 
Saturn auto plant, founded on the philosophy that “all 
people want to be involved in decisions that affect 
them,” joint worker-management consensual decision 
making is mandated on everything from each worker's 
job description to top-level marketing, training, and 
strategic investment decisions. Encouraging such real 
participation through symbolic and economic incen- 
tives is, arguably, your most potent, cost-effective, and 
under-discussed tool for boosting productivity. You 
should also lobby hard for basic changes in ESOP leg- 
islation, along the lines proposed by Joseph Blasi, an in- 
dustrial relations expert who helped craft the original 
laws in 1973. Create incentives to insure that ESOPs in- 
clude participatory job redesign, profit sharing, and la- 
bor management cooperation, as well as distribution of 
voting shares to all employees on a one person/one vote 
basis. 

Thope you have the courage to live up to your rhetoric 
of “empowerment.” In the end, the most enlightened 
policymakers don’t create community; people do. Your 
task as covenant-builder is to work your way out of a job. 
Get ordinary Americans to take the New Covenant into 
their hearts and make it their vocation rather than yours. 
Support their community activism with money, talk, and 
maximum access to information and power. It is the only 
path to the New Covenant. [ 

I: “autonomous teams,” a more genuine participa- 



Israel is Waiting for Clinton 

Akiva Eldar 

Awaits Rabin.” The election results show that the 
Israelis, like the Americans, want change. When Is- 

raelis talk about change, they are referring, first and fore- 
most, to a new approach regarding the peace process. The 
Israeli public is beginning to understand that a peace set- 
tlement with the Arabs, primarily with the Palestinians, is 
the key to change on other issues on the national agenda: 
security, immigration, economics, and prosperity. 

Six months have elapsed since the elections and the 
most conspicuous change wrought by the Rabin gov- 
ernment can be formulated in a new slogan, “Israel 
Awaits Clinton.” In contrast with the previous govern- 
ment, which rejected any attempt by the Arabs to drag 
the Americans into the peace negotiations crawling 
along in Washington, the Rabin government is counting 
the days until Bill Clinton moves into the White House. 
In a public appearance, the Prime Minister said that he 
envisions a key role for the new American president in 
the peace negotiations. In a private conversation, For- 
eign Minister Shimon Peres noted that the negotiations 
begun by the Likud are not taking place face to face, 
but back to back—rather than each side speaking to the 
other, each side speaks outward, to its own constituents. 

A short time after the 1967 war, Sheikh Jabri, the 
mayor of Hebron, requested from Shlomo Gazit, then 
Israel’s military governor, that Israel supply his city with 
electricity. Gazit approached Moshe Dayan, then min- 
ister of defense, and got his approval. Gazit went back 
to Jabri and asked him to send a formal request to 
Dayan, assuring him that the request would be ap- 
proved. Jabri smiled and explained that the only way to 
handle this was by coercion, otherwise he would be ac- 
cused by his people of collaboration with the govern- 
ment of occupation. He asked that Dayan announce 
unilaterally that, from now on, Israel will supply Hebron 
with electricity from Jerusalem. Jabri said that he will 
strenuously object and even lodge a protest with the Se- 
curity Council of the United Nations. Only following all 

T: election slogan of the Labor Party was “Israel 
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this will Hebron be able to enjoy Israeli electricity. More 
than ten years later, during the Camp David peace talks, 
Moshe Dayan appeared before U.S. President Jimmy 
Carter and suggested a compromise regarding one of the 
sticking points in the negotiations between Israel and 
Egypt. Dayan asked Carter to adopt the proposal and 
present it to the two sides as an American idea. Dayan 
explained that if the compromise offer would come from 
him, the Israeli public would never put up with it. “If 
you present the formulation and, at the same time, ob- 
tain concessions from the other side,” explained Dayan, 
“we'll have an easier time getting this through at home.” 

“Direct negotiations” is an attractive slogan but a for- 
mula for paralysis. The history of the Israeli/Arab 
conflict shows that the intervention of an American me- 
diator is a necessary condition for an agreement. It will 
take direct American involvement to get Israel to make 
the territorial concessions necessary for a peace agree- 
ment that could be acceptable to the Arab side, and it 
will take that same American involvement to get the 
Arab states and the Palestinians to move beyond their 
expansive rhetoric and accept a compromise solution. 
It was precisely this process of American pressure and 
then compromise on the part of Israel and the Arabs 
that was central to the creation of every previous agree- 
ment: the withdrawal from Sinai, the separation of forces 
agreement, and later the Camp David accord. Rabin un- 
derstands this, and when he talks approvingly of Amer- 
ican involvement he is signaling a willingness to make 
territorial concessions on many issues, as long as he 
doesn’t have to appear to be making those concessions 
in response to Arab demands, but rather in response to 
American pressure. Moreover, because both the Israelis 
and the Arabs believe that the United States is likely to 
reward them for concessions made in response to Amer- 
ican pressure, they are unwilling to make too many com- 
promises in direct negotiations for fear that in so doing 
they will lose the opportunity to be compensated by the 
United States for the flexibility they would show at this 
later stage of negotiations when the United States is 
more deeply involved. For that reason, negotiations dur- 
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ing the final months of the Bush administration were un- 
eventful, because both sides were waiting for Clinton 
who might be able to reward them for concessions. 

that the peace negotiations can make much 
progress without his direct involvement. And this 

involvement must be more than simply showing concern 
or sending a high-ranking envoy. The Americans have 
to take a more serious step by being ready to propose 
their own ideas at critical moments in the process. Ne- 
gotiations will go nowhere without American pressure 
and without America being willing to make substantive 
proposals. The reason: It will be far easier for Rabin to 
sell territorial compromise to the Israeli public if he can 
say that it was made in response to American pressure 
than if he has to say that it was made in response to 
Palestinian or Arab proposals. Similarly for the Arab 
states—concessions to America will be easier to live with 
than concessions to Israel itself. 

The process of making these proposals is a delicate 
one, and could be similar to that which happened at 
Camp David. At times, the role of the United States will 
be to bring to each side proposals that the other really 
already accepts but, because of domestic pressure, is not 
yet ready to propose publicly. At other times, the role 
will be to pressure each side to make concessions and 
to consider new ideas. Clinton will need to have his own 
ideas about what a settlement could look like and to 
push for those goals, even using pressure and rewards 
to achieve them. 

There is some reason to believe that Rabin under- 
stands the need to make significant concessions. What 
is less clear is whether he is willing to provide leader- 
ship to the Israeli public to help shift their attitudes and 
prepare them for such concessions. Rabin shows ex- 
traordinary sensitivity to the nuances of public opinion, 
and even set up a team in his office whose job is to an- 
alyze public reaction to government actions. A minister 
close to Rabin told me that the prime minister was ready 
to offer the Syrians withdrawal from the Golan Heights 
in the first round of talks carried out under his leader- 
ship. He decided to save this for the second round, how- 
ever, and to begin with a more ambiguous formulation, 
according to which Israel agrees to negotiate with Syria 
on the basis of U.N. Resolution 242. Perhaps Rabin is 
taking advantage of the interim period between the out- 
going Bush administration and the incoming Clinton ad- 
ministration to prepare public opinion for the 
concessions that will come. 

Sources close to Rabin say that he is willing to make 
rather far-reaching territorial concessions, but so far he 
is not revealing the extent. There are those who say that 

C= would be making a big mistake to assume 
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Rabin himself has not fully thought it through. Several 
public declarations of the prime minister can be cited to 
show his intention to be flexible and forthcoming and 
to demonstrate that something has really changed since 
he came to office with the Labor victory in June 1992: 

Rabin’s statement, made a few weeks after taking 
office, that the strength of a nation is not measured in 
centimeters alone. 

Rabin’s statement to the residents of the Golan 
Heights that Syria will not give us peace in exchange for 
peace, and that therefore if we want peace we must be 
prepared to offer land. Rabin pointed out that by con- 
ceding two kilometers (given in the separation of forces 
agreement in 1975), Israel has had ten years of quiet on 
the Syrian border—implying that it wasn’t really such a 
bad deal. 

Rabin has agreed to rescind the law prohibiting Is- 
raelis from meeting with PL.O. members. More impor- 
tant: In his words to the Sunday Times of London 
(12/6/92), Rabin said that the P.L.O. in Tunis has more 
credible members than Arafat, such as Abu Mazen and 
Nabil Sh’at. This was a strong hint that he doesn’t rule 
out the possibility that in the future he might talk to the 
“more responsible” leaders of the P.L.O. whom he dis- 
tinguishes from Arafat. 

© In the same interview, Rabin stated that he does not 
negate the concept of a federation between a Palestinian 
state and Jordan. 

These would be cause for celebration if Rabin had not 
also made other statements that seem to indicate an in- 
flexibility and unwillingness to follow through on the 
implications of these remarks. Rabin has declared that 
he will never repeat the precedent set in the peace ac- 
cords with Egypt, i.e., that Israel must pay with “all the 
territory” for “all the peace.” 

This position is hard to understand. First of all, testi- 
mony from the negotiating table with Egypt indicates 
that efforts failed to convince Sadat to forego a part of 
the Sinai, so the accord that was reached was the only 
one that could have been reached (and is Rabin saying 
that he would have preferred no accord to the one that 
was actually reached?) Secondly, it’s not clear what Ra- 
bin finds so flawed about relations with Egypt; Israel 
received “all the peace” in exchange for “all the territo- 
ries.” After all, we have had peace with Egypt for the last 
fifteen years. Not a single Israeli soldier has been hurt on 
our southern border. The peace may not have brought 
the tourism, cultural exchanges, and warm relations that 
people had hoped for (though Begin’s war in Lebanon 
and Shamir’s treatment of the Palestinians may have had 
some impact on that), but it did bring military security 
to Israel’s southern border, and that’s nothing to belittle. 

Rabin’s promise that he will not withdraw from the 



entire Golan may put him in a very difficult political sit- 
uation as the negotiations unfold. If he is not willing to 
withdraw in exchange for a real peace accord that is well- 
supervised, he is likely to miss the opportunity to create 
a permanent peace with Syria (and without that, the rest 
of the peace process might be undermined), and history 
will judge him harshly. But if he does accept withdrawal, 
he will pay a political price and a loss in credibility be- 
cause he has gone out on a limb by making this kind of 
categorical statement about never withdrawing. 

Another troubling sign is Rabin’s refusal to meet with 
any recognized leader of the moderate P.L.O. camp in the 
territories. The prime minister has access to a variety of 
tools for strengthening the hand of the moderate Pales- 
tinians in opposition to the Hamas, whose power grows 
as the PLL.O. fails to deliver the goods to the residents of 
the territories. Even those very close to Rabin are disap- 
pointed that he rejects their advice to give Husseini and 

his colleagues some concrete concessions, such as releas- 
ing prisoners or reunifying families. P.L.O. officials warn 
us that a weak P.O. will strengthen elements more ex- 
treme than the Hamas. The time element is crucial here— 
the longer the Palestinian moderates seem to be delivering 
nothing, the greater the credibility of Hamas and other 
extremists who reject all compromise with Israel, and 
whose recent kidnapping and murder of an Israeli po- 
liceman shows what may be in store for Israelis if the more 
moderate P.L.O. loses its credibility with the Palestinians. 

That may already be happening in reaction to the de- 
portation of 400 Hamas members. While a year of 
negotiations has achieved no visible gains for the Pales- 
tinian people, Hamas's action is perceived as having had 
a real impact, shaking the Israelis out of their compla- 
cency and bringing about the first condemnation of the 
Rabin government by the Security Council, the Euro- 

(Continued on p. 80) 

Inside Israel’s West Bank Settlement Movement 

Robert I. Friedman 
“the mystical mythology, yuppie yearnings, willful naivete’ and raw prejudices of those staking a claim to what 

they consider to be ‘Greater Israel’ have rarely been this revealingly and comprehensibly documented.” 
— Newsday 

Robert |. Friedman, the author of The False Prophet: Rabbi Meir Kahane, won the Smolar Award for Excellence 
in North American Jewish Journalism and was awarded an Alicia Patterson Fellowship to chronicle 

the rise of the radical right in Israel 
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The Escalation of Terror in Germany: 
Is It Time to Leave? 

Elliot Neaman 

What is happening is not Germany 1932/1933. But 
is it Germany 1922? 
— Israeli writer Uri Avnery, November 30, 1992 

n the cold morning of November 10, 1989, I O stood with my Jewish-American friends at a 
freshly carved passageway in the Berlin Wall as 

thousands of East Germans crossed into the west side 
of the city in their tiny, noisy plastic cars. They were 
greeted by exuberant West Germans with flowers and 
bananas (icons of wealth in those days). Some people in 
the crowd held up tiny flags of the Federal Republic and 
once in a while someone hollered: “Wir sind ein Volk” 
(“We are one people”). The atmosphere was festive and 
relaxed. We felt happy with and for the Germans. We 
had always despised the hypocrisy and paranoia of the 
East German state and shed no tears over its demise. 
The experience of living in the stable, wealthy, and plu- 
ralistic democratic West Germany gave us no reason to 
fear a united Germany. And yet on that day I, like many 
others, felt an indistinct uneasiness when I thought 
about the future. It was clear that Germany was about 
to throw off the last shackles of Cold War imprisonment. 
How would the suddenly freed prisoner-of-war behave? 

Three years down the road we are increasingly less 
happy with our ex-prisoner, whose parole cannot be re- 
voked. By all accounts, the unification of the two Ger- 
manys has been miserably managed by the Kohl 
government. Exactly one year ago, in the pages of 
TikKUN (“German Roulette,” Jan/Feb 1992), Hajo 
Funke and I explained the escalation of violence di- 
rected against foreign workers and political refugees in 
Germany as the result of a calculated gamble by the Kohl 
government, which consciously avoided seeking a polit- 
ical solution to once manageable problems in order to 
placate voters and political parties on the right and al- 
low pent-up frustrations to be unleashed on visible 

Elliot Neaman was recently granted a Ph.D. in history from the 
University of California at Berkeley for a dissertation on Ernst 
Jiinger. He is currently an editor at TIKKUN. The author would 
like to thank Professor Hajo Funke of Berlin, who was consult- 
ed during the writing of this article. 
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scapegoats. The government believed that right-wing vi- 
olence could be kept at a politically advantageous level. 
In other words, Kohl tried to play the nationalist card 
to hold together the right wing of the party and put the 
screws to the Social Democrats to force through a long- 
sought reform of the constitution that would tighten the 
conditions of access for political refugees. In this way 
Kohl believed he could buy time to implement his hap- 
less economic schemes. 

T he gambit has not worked. The economic per- 
formance of the East is miserable, and the pres- 
sure on the federal budget is slowly but surely 

pulling Germany into a recession. Much worse, 1992 has 
been a year of escalating terror on the Right, with sev- 
enteen recorded deaths of foreigners and vagrants at the 
hands of extremist skinheads, and more than 2,000 in- 
jured. The justice system was slow to react, refusing to 
recognize the organized nature of right-wing activity. It 
took the fire-bombing of a home in Mélln in Northern 
Germany, as a result of which three long-time Turkish 
residents were killed, before the police and Justice Min- 
istry were finally shaken into action. While left-wing ter- 
ror is routinely probed with legendary Teutonic 
thoroughness and sensationalized by the mass media as 
a lethal danger to democracy, right-wing hooligans have 
been treated with leniency and compassion by the courts 
—poor misguided youths!—and their actions trivialized 
by the press. As in Weimar, justice is blind on the right 
eye. In another alarming development reminiscent of the 
1920s, foreigners no longer trust the police to defend 
them and are beginning to arm themselves. Along with 
left-wing extremists, they have been taking the law into 
their own hands and regularly assassinating the leaders 
of the neo-Nazi movements. The number of clashes in 
the streets between red and brown is rising weekly. An- 
other disturbing development, painfully reminiscent of 
Nazi practices, has been the sustained attacks by ex- 
tremist skinheads on defenseless vagabonds and handi- 
capped persons, whose lives they consider “worthless” 
to the German nation. 

For the Jews in Germany, alarm signals have been go- 
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ing off all year. As the following horrible example shows, 
the skinheads are not content any longer just to deface 
Jewish cemeteries, synagogues, or Holocaust memorials 
(although the number of such attacks has doubled since 
1982). On November 12, 1992, after a disagreement in 
a Wuppertal bar, a fifty-three-year-old pensioner, Karl- 
Hans Rohn, was trampled to death and burned because 
two members of the “National Front” were told by the 
bartender that Rohn was a Jew. Outside the bar the thugs 
poured high-percentage schnapps on the body, lighted 
it, and yelled “Jews must burn.” 

Jewish public figures experience anti-Semitic threats 
regularly. Prime Minister Rabin’s wife found her car 
smeared with swastikas on her most recent trip to Bonn. 
Jews often find their tires slashed and receive threatening 
phone calls. According to Charlotte Knoblauch, presi- 
dent of the Israeli Cultural Society in Munich, her mem- 
bers receive death threats in the mail and on the phone 
“on a regular basis.” The Jewish writer Ralph Giordano 
has called upon German Jews to “arm themselves.” Just 
as alarming as open terror is the fact that more subtle 
forms of anti-Semitism are becoming acceptable in main- 
stream society. A notorious example occurred in Septem- 
ber 1992, when the head of the Central Jewish Council 
in Germany, Ignatz Bubis, came to Rostock after a widely 
reported firebomb attack on an asylum residence. At a 
press conference, Bubis criticized the police for reacting 
too slowly to the presence of skinheads in the city. Karl- 
heinz Schmidt, a city alderman, replied that Bubis should 
be more concerned about the treatment of Palestinians 
in the occupied territories since, as a German citizen of 
Jewish faith, his “real” homeland was Israel. When 
Schmidt was asked to resign from the city council after a 
public outcry, he clearly did not understand the explo- 
sive nature of his question, the racial definition of citi- 
zenship he had unreflectively applied. 

Ithough there are only 40,000 Jews in Germany, 
and most Germans have never met a Jew, old 
anti-Semitic attitudes simmer close to the sur- 

face: According to a 1992 poll by Der Spiegel magazine, 
36 percent of the respondents agreed to the statement 
that “Jews have too much influence in the world.” Jew- 
ish jokes, many with references to Auschwitz, long a 
taboo, are back in style. A right-wing intellectual scene 
is burgeoning as well, fed by so-called “revisionist his- 
torians” who lend a semblance of respectability to the 
gutter-level productions of Holocaust-deniers. 

All of these developments might lead one to conclude 
that Jews in Germany should not wait around a second 
time to find out how the story ends. In fact, over 150 
Jews left the country in 1992, double the number from 
1991. One can well understand their fear and disgust. 

One can also, however, sympathize with the vast major- 
ity of Jews who are staying and willing to fight anti- 
Semitism, confident that they are confronting a very 
different society than the one that embraced Nazism. In 
recent telephone interviews, Ignatz Bubis and Micha 
Brunlik, a sociologist at the University of Heidelberg, 
both stated that, as serious as the situation appeared in 
Germany, they were confident that the country would 
be able to solve its problems. They also stressed, how- 
ever, that foreign pressure was very important, since the 
German people and in particular the German govern- 
ment are very sensitive about the image of the country 
abroad. Although the situation does not call for a boy- 
cott, or breaking of diplomatic ties, as had been dis- 
cussed recently in the Israeli cabinet, both of these 
leaders in the German Jewish community voiced their 
support for the proposal currently being discussed in 
the TIKKUN community for an international group of 
Jews to go to Germany next summer in order to demon- 
strate against the rise of the the right wing and to make 
the Jewish presence felt in the current public debates. 

Although international pressure is certainly an im- 
portant factor, the real litmus test for post-war Germany 
will be the extent to which the current crisis can be mas- 
tered internally and a viable multicultural, nonhomoge- 
neous community can be constructed on German soil. 
None of the western or eastern European countries is 
having an easy time adjusting to the new migrations of 
the post-Cold War period. The rich countries of the west 
cannot seem to deal with the fact that the hungry and 
dispossessed are coming back to the center of Europe, 
knocking on the doors, or with the fact that erstwhile 
“guest workers”—as they are euphemistically called— 
have now become dissatisfied de-facto citizens waiting 
for equal political rights. But Germany has a special re- 
sponsibility because of its past to prove that it is capable 
of transcending the centuries-old particularistic concept 
of what constitutes a nation. 

German society is already a multicultural society. In 
every major city, there live large numbers of Turkish, Yu- 
goslavian, Italian, Spanish, Greek, Vietnamese, and 
many other minorities. But the resistance to accepting 
multi-culturalism as a way of life is enormous. “Guest 
workers” generally live in self-imposed ghettos, wary of 
the limited tolerance accorded to their customs and lan- 
guages. They are expected to conform to German “val- 
ues” and norms publicly and live out their culture in 
private. But the idea of what constitutes “Germanness” 
is bogus. Consider the wooing by the German govern- 
ment of so-called “ethnic Germans,” those foreigners, 
mostly East European, who can prove some vestige of 
German ancestry. Last year alone nearly 220,000 of then 
came to Germany, attracted by an array of taxpayer-paid 
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benefits. These immigrants often speak no German and, 
other than having perhaps a German grandmother in 
the family tree, are no closer to German culture than 
their “un-German” counterparts. The terminology 
beautifully discloses this prejudice: If you are an “eth- 
nic German” you get transferred “over” to where you 
belong (Ubersiedler) but if you are “non-German” and 
just want to emigrate, you come from “out” there 
(Aussiedler). Meanwhile the sons and daughters of 
“guest workers” who have grown up in Germany, speak 
the language, and are virtually indistinguishable from 
other Germans must go through a bureaucratic night- 
mare in order to receive citizenship. 

The resistance to multiculturalism in Germany is 
clearly visible in a position paper written in the fall of 
1991 by Eckart Schiffer, the CDU’s chief expert on for- 
eigners in Germany. Schiffer outrightly rejected the idea 
of a cultural mosaic as an ideal type that countries such 
as Canada and Australia strive to attain. He argued that 
if all cultural practices were accepted as equal, Germans 
would be forced to abide by non-Western norms such 
as the Koran as a basis of law. 

Germany must acculturate themselves according 
to the laws and norms of the land. His reasoning 

is that German citizens are justified in defending their 

Se unabashedly declared that foreigners in 

familiar surroundings (Heimat) as a “collective human 
right.” Besides the notorious ambiguity of this phrasing 
and its ideological proximity to vélkish thought, Schif- 
fer’s romanticized view of German life shows how that 
resistance to the modern reality of shifting identities in 
a world of global cultural interchange remains deeply 
ingrained. A good starting point for the kind of change 
that the Greens and the Social Democrats might initiate 
in German society would be to re-affirm their commit- 
ment to breaking down these deeply entrenched but po- 
tentially dangerous ideas of cultural homogeneity and 
concentrate on the positive, enriching aspects of plural- 
istic culture. A first order of business in a new Social 
Democratic government should be to change the citi- 
zenship laws that are still based on the Roman lex san- 
guinis, that is, the principle that identity is defined by 
birth, not by society. (In contrast to the United States 
and England, in Germany children born to legal resi- 
dents are not considered German citizens.) 

The recent debates about changing the German con- 
stitution demonstrate how difficult it is for the Left in 
Germany to take a clear position in favor of multicul- 
turalism. The object of dispute is whether or not article 
16 of the Basic Law should be changed so that it will be 
more difficult for political refugees to enter the country. 
This fairly liberal, curtly phrased clause (“All politically 
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persecuted persons have a right to asylum”) was incor- 
porated into the German constitution as a way of mak- 
ing retribution to the Western countries that accepted 
exiles fleeing from Nazism in the 1930s. After a long 
struggle among members of Kohl’s coalition and with 
the reluctant participation of the Social Democrats, a 
settlement has been reached in regard to changing the 
Basic Law. The compromise between those who wanted 
to abolish article 16 and those who did not want to touch 
it will differentiate between political refugees who are 
deemed to have “political” in contrast to those who sup- 
posedly have “economic” motives. But this distinction 
is, at bottom, based on a grand illusion. As long as the 
current vast and interrelated imbalance remains be- 
tween the financial and industrial centers of the West on 
the one hand, and the struggling post-Communist, as 
well as dilapidated “Third World” economies on the 
other, it will become increasingly difficult to draw this 
distinction. When a civil war erupts because economic 
deprivation and foreign meddling causes famine and 
tribal warfare, are the people who flee economic or po- 
litical refugees? Furthermore, the amendment will allow 
rejection of asylum applications for refugees from cer- 
tain countries that are deemed “free of persecution.” It 
will be interesting to see how the “experts” in the Bonn 
bureaucracy determine these restrictions, since Amnesty 
International has found abuses in just about every coun- 
try, including Germany. Finally, and most important, it 
is arguable that the asylum laws had to be changed in 
order to create conditions under which fair assessments 
of the cases of political refugees could be ascertained. 
But the manner in which this reform has come about, 
after over a year of virtual neglect of the problem, has 
certainly given the right wing a victory which will 
strengthen its position in future confrontations. 

In Germany and elsewhere, the problem of political 
asylum has barely been faced except in terms of its most 
obvious symptoms. Migration experts warn that in the 
coming decades vast numbers of displaced and dispos- 
sessed peoples are going to be on the move searching for 
means to survive ecological and economic catastrophes. 
Instead of dealing with the underlying causes of this com- 
ing global migration, the western countries, including the 
United States, are burying their heads in the sand. Walls 
are built, borders are patrolled, and immigration laws are 
tightened, as if these measures are really going to stop 
desperate, hungry people with nothing to lose from flee- 
ing the chaos. The problem is compounded by the fact 
that the rich industrialized countries preach a hypocrit- 
ical capitalist ideology that says, in effect: “Open borders 
for goods and services between our and your countries, 
but please don’t send your people.” Don’t Third World 
countries have a right to demand that capitalism be con- 



sistent? If all artificial boundaries are bad for the growth 
of world trade, as Milton Friedman and the World Bank 
insist, why do capitalist countries close themselves inside 
privileged walls? 

In Bonn, the Greens and the left-wing Social Democrats 
have insisted for a long time that Germany become more 
active in spreading its wealth and engaging in construc- 
tive developmental policies in the poorer regions of the 
world. Although Germany spends more per capita than 
most other countries on foreign aid, the total is still well 
below 1 percent of its total Gross Domestic Product. But 
the majority of Germans insist that they cannot be re- 
sponsible for feeding the world, especially now that they 
face the formidable task of rebuilding the eastern states. 
One can only respond by pointing out that as far as the 
current crises in Eastern Europe and Russia are concerned, 
the “chickens are coming home to roost.” That is, Hitler’s 
invasion of Russia and the defeat of Germany sealed the 
fate of Eastern Europe for forty-four years. Now that the 
system has fallen apart, it seems only fair that Germany 
engage in its own form of a Marshall Plan. In regard to 
the impoverished countries of Africa and Asia, it is in the 
long-term interest of all to bolster these economies before 
their populations are forced into migration. 

The attacks on foreigners in Germany are, in the final 
analysis, also the end result of these underlying global de- 
velopments that are not being properly addressed. Still, 
one must try to fight symptoms now that preventive 
medicine has been neglected. What can be done to alter 
deep-rooted prejudices against foreigners and cultural mi- 
norities in Germany? The old liberal answers are found 
wanting. Liberals demand, for example, that more work 
be done in German schools to inform students about the 
German past. In the fall of 1992, the German government 
responded by printing 110,000 new history manuals for 
teachers and 500,000 pamphlets for pupils. But almost all 
education experts complain of the limited effect of these 
measures. In a world of violent video games and non-stop 
action television, the children of the 1980s and 1990s are 
fairly resistant to horror scenarios. The obligatory school 
trips to concentration camps and Holocaust museums 
don’t seem to reach the desired goal either. In fact, one re- 
sult of the constant bombardment of images of the Holo- 
caust in German classrooms can be that children develop 
emotional walls as a reaction to projected guilt which it- 
self can lead to anti-Semitic defensive-reactive feelings. 

The preaching and moralizing of liberals in the public 
sphere can have similar effects among the adult popula- 
tion. Many Germans freeze internally when they are con- 
fronted with the sins of their fathers. Unsure how to react, 
they close their emotional windows. The other options of 
liberal society—more police enforcement and tougher 
laws—are equally problematic. To a certain extent, the 

right-wing scene in Germany is thriving because of the 
attention it now receives from the media and the police. 
Growing up in a world of broken families and gray sub- 
urban tenements, as do most of the youth who become 
skinheads, clashing with the police and going to jail be- 
come a badge of courage. 

problem that foreigners and minorities are the only vis- 
ible scapegoats left for people who have been aban- 

doned by a ruthlessly uncaring, individualistic, and 
ultra-materialistic culture, it would have to structurally 
transform its own basis of economic and social power. Just 
as on the global level, where the imbalance between rich 
and poor states causes pressures to build that result in de- 
structive forms of nationalism, vertical economic imbal- 
ances inside countries also place the weakest elements of 
society at risk of xenophobic backlash. In other words, at- 
tacks on foreigners are a sure sign that a consensus about 
how to deal with social problems has broken down and the 
dispossessed react by searching out victims on which to 
vent their rage. The stability of all western liberal societies 
depends on the ability of the economic and cultural elites 
to use their cultural hegemony to convince the top two- 
thirds of society that they have a stake in the liberal order 
so that the discontents of the bottom one-third never have 
a chance to turn into rebellion. In fact, the dire conditions 
below the increasingly porous social net of capitalist soci- 
ety serve to tighten the reins and the blinders on the mid- 
dle-class workhorses. In Germany, the pervasive feeling 
that the “boat is full,” that Germany is under siege (which 
is contrary to all sober, statistical analysis), signals a deep 
crisis of trust, a collective suspicion that the state will not 
be able to master the economic challenges of the future. 

Given these economic facts, it is not surprising that all 
sociological studies come to the conclusion that xenopho- 
bia is most widespread among the “bottom” third of Ger- 
man society (with plenty of exceptions in the other milieus). 
Since a fundamental re-structuring of society is not in sight, 
it is easy to see that the long-term goal of creating a socially 
harmonious multicultural society is not going to be easily 
achieved. This is especially true as long as the current CDU- 
led coalition remains in power. Chancellor Kohl shocked 
the German political establishment when he suggested, at 
the beginning of November 1992, that the German state 
was in an “emergency situation” as a result of the wave of 
asylum-seekers. He intimated that the government might 
have to suspend civil liberties in order to control the rising 
violence. Kohl has since backed off from this threat, but 
the mere suggestion points to a bankruptcy of leadership 
and an arrogant misuse of power, particularly considering 
how both Bismarck and Hitler abused emergency decrees 

(Continued on p. 75) 

I: a liberal democratic society wanted truly to solve the 
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Current Trends in Psychoanalysis: 
Social Constructivism 

Michael J. Bader and Kim Chernin 

erywhere. The validity of teaching the “canon” in 
academia has been challenged by those who ar- 

gue that the particular interests and experience of eth- 
nic and racial groups, women, and homosexuals are 
ignored or distorted by the dominant—usually white 
and male— cultural and academic establishments. De- 
constructionist critics have made us aware of how fun- 
damental conceptions such as gender, sexuality, race, or 
personal autonomy are cultural and linguistic conven- 
tions that, upon analysis, reveal hidden purposes relat- 
ing to authority and power. 

This broad assault on authority and “truth” has found 
its way into the theory and practice of psychoanalysis. 
Since Freud, analysts have had an uneasy relationship to 
their own professional authority and the truth of their 
theory. On the one hand, psychoanalysis has been revis- 
ing itself since its inception. Freud’s qualifying footnotes 
to his own texts, his continual rethinking of his original 
ideas, have established within psychoanalysis a tradition 
of radical self-revision. His disagreements with Carl Jung 
about libido, with Sandor Ferenczi about the role of in- 
terpersonal persuasion, and with Alfred Adler about re- 
pression, can be understood as a tribute to the complex 
richness and ferment within psychoanalytic thought. 

On the other hand, these struggles were also about 
Freud’s need to retain his unquestioned authority as the 
“father” of the psychoanalytic movement. Wave after 
wave of critics and dissenters were expelled from the 
“family” by Freud and his heirs and discounted as oedi- 
pal sons or envious daughters who were diluting the pu- 
rity of Freud’s received wisdom. These rebels went on 
to found their own schools or sects, each mining its own 
cherished vein of thought, without any meaningful rela- 
tionship with each other or with the mainstream. 

Since Freud, the tension within psychoanalysis be- 
tween truth and skepticism, between the need to ques- 

Corie of universal truth are under attack ev- 
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board. Kim Chernin is a writer and psychotherapist who lives 
and works in Berkeley, California. 

36 TIKKUN VOL. 8, No. 1 

tion received wisdom and the need to rely on and use it 
in therapeutic practice has contributed to its vitality. It 
has also spawned factions, sectarian tendencies, and au- 
thoritarian pronouncements. 

Some of this rich tension of ongoing self-revision that 
questions central tenets and evolves new schools is ap- 
parent in the recent psychoanalytic debates over the role 
of the analyst. The classical theory of the psychoanalytic 
process posits that the patient experiences his or her re- 
lationship with the analyst through the lens of earlier fa- 
milial relationships. The analyst, through a stance of 
relative neutrality and the technique of interpretation, 
helps the patient to understand these distortions in per- 
ception and gradually to acquire the capacity for more 
authentic forms of relatedness, undisturbed by neurotic 
intrusions from a troubled past. 

The classical stance of the analyst as a relatively neu- 
tral adjudicator of psychic reality with the authority to 
distinguish what belongs to the patient’s past and what 
is actually happening within the current analytic situa- 
tion has always been subject to critical debate. In the last 
ten years, this critique has broadened and the classical 
position is no longer hegemonic. An increasing number 
of psychoanalytic authors have taken pen in hand to ar- 
gue that the analyst’s psychology and behavior deeply 
affect the patient’s current experience, that “transfer- 
ence” always contains a kernel of truth, and that the an- 
alyst’s alleged privileged capacity to interpret what is 
“inside the patient” is actually a pathological fantasy 
shared by patients and analysts alike. 

These authors have argued for an intersubjective view 
of the analytic process, with both parties making con- 
scious and unconscious contributions. They have also 
urged analysts to focus their analytic attention on how 
the patient’s perception and experience of the analyst 
might be “right”—or at least constitute a plausible and 
subjectively meaningful interpretation—before they an- 
alyze it as a pathological distortion based on childhood 
repetitions and projections. In general, this current of 
psychoanalytic thought tends to eschew the role of the 
authoritative analyst who knows best in favor of a more 



democratic, less tilted, view of the analytic relationship 
in which the analyst is a co-equal participant. The proper 
object of study is, therefore, not the intrapsychic life of 
the patient but the psychological interaction between 
two co-equal parties, neither of whom has a monopoly 
on irrationality or reality. 

One of the more articulate strands of this mounting 
critique of psychoanalytic authority is “Social Con- 
structivism.” Its leading theorists include Irwin Hoff- 
man, Donnell Stern, Louis Fourcher, along with many 
kindred spirits in the Interpersonal School of psycho- 
analysis (such as Harold Searles and Stephen Mitchell). 
They argue that the child’s experience of reality is al- 
ways an interpretation of reality and never the “thing it- 
self.” Likewise, the reality that the analyst sees in his or 
her consulting room is never objectively inside the pa- 
tient but is constructed by the analyst and patient to- 
gether. The analyst can’t know what is, in reality, going 
on inside the patient because the analyst’s knowledge is 
filtered through his or her own unconscious. That which 
the analyst sees “inside” the patient is always being in- 
fluenced by the analyst’s personality. Thus, psychic re- 
ality is constructed in a social relationship, both in our 
lives and in our analyses. 

In this model, the analyst’s interpretations have to be 
imperfect and incomplete hypotheses, simultaneously 
expressive of the analyst's expertise and unconscious 
mental life. The analyst doesn’t ever “discover” what is 
“there” in the patient’s unconscious but rather creates 
meanings through language out of many unarticulated 
possibilities. Doubt, ambiguity, self-reflectiveness, and 
humility replace authoritative interpretative analysis as 
the proper psychic stance of the analyst. The analyst’s 
knowledge is always imperfect and incomplete. 

Clinically, this heightened interest in how the analyst 
and patient jointly create meaning has had various 
methodological consequences. Many analysts now be- 
lieve that reconstructing the patient’s childhood devel- 
opment and familial traumas is much less important than 
focusing on the here and now of the current analytic re- 
lationship, in part because the analyst’s authority to de- 
fine the patient’s reality is no longer assumed. Analysts 
are being urged to consider the reasonable basis for the 
patient’s complaints and perceptions about the analyst 
and not to interpret them away as simply transference. 

here has come to be an increasing acceptance of i the fact that the analyst inevitably has complex 
and deep emotional reactions to the patient. 

These reactions, in turn, are often seen as valuable 
sources of information about what is going on with the 
patient and in the analytic relationship. Overall, the 
sharp critique of analytic authority presented by the so- 

cial constructivists and kindred theoretical voices has 
had a significant impact on contemporary psychoana- 
lytic theory and practice. 

The social constructivist view of the limits of analytic 
authority and omniscience may be understood as part of 
a larger intellectual movement that rejects the ideal of an 
objective, scientific rationality, subsuming deconstruc- 
tionism, hermeneutics, and even those modern theories 
of physics that posit that reality is not fixed and inde- 
pendent of the effects of its observers. Together these 
schools represent a broad attack on traditional authority 
and the ways in which particular interests—often polit- 
ical, vested interests such as class, race, privilege, or gen- 
der—are hidden behind the disguise of rationality. The 
social constructivist critique of the psychoanalytic pro- 
cess argues that the psychological and social needs of the 
psychoanalyst are continually being gratified and ex- 
pressed but not acknowledged because of the ideology 
of analytic neutrality and the assumption that the pa- 
tient’s transference represents distortion of the reality of 
the analyst. Psychoanalytic authority is under attack, just 
as academic, moral, and aesthetic authority is being un- 
dermined in modern intellectual circles. 

While casting a jaundiced eye on the analyst-as-au- 
thority, however, the psychoanalytic constructivist has a 
tendency to eschew her responsibility to offer some kind 
of vision of health and possibility to the patient, just as 
kindred attacks on authority in other disciplines can rob 
the critic of any moral center or vision with which to 
judge which “truths” might help people feel more hu- 
man and which might increase their sense of power- 
leseuess and alienation. If the truth discovered in the 
psychoanalytic situation is only mutually constructed, 
then it is unclear how the analyst decides among multi- 
ple narratives which ones offer the most promise of ther- 
apeutic help for the patient. 

In its critique of the illusory and self-serving nature of 
analytic authority, social constructivism ignores the po- 
tential caretaking functions of benign authority. There is 
a tradition of care and responsibility that accompanies the 
classical role of the analyst that can get lost in the con- 
structivist attempt to democratize the analytic relation- 
ship. The expression of calm and supportive authority in 
the form and content of one’s interventions and inter- 
pretations can be crucial to establishing the conditions of 
safety and support some patients need to explore their 
inner lives and work through their inner conflicts. Ideal- 
ization of the analyst may be necessary to enable some pa- 
tients to weather the storms of their analytic work. 

The assumption of responsibility and parental au- 
thority by the analyst does not necessarily preclude an 
analyst’s openness to being wrong, to acknowledging the 

(Continued on p. 75) 

SOCIAL CONSTRUCTIVISM 37 



In Your Blood, Live: 
Re-visions of a Theology of Purity 

Rachel Adler 

began what became én influential essay with the 
words “All things die and are reborn continually.” 

I was wrong. Sometimes we cannot repeat ourselves. We 
can only transform ourselves. Yet our moral responsi- 
bility for that earlier self and its acts lives on. Twenty 
years later, as a feminist Reform theologian I continue 
to be faced with an an essay I wrote, an essay that con- 
tinues to be quoted, cited, and reproduced, promulgat- 
ing opinions and prescribing actions that I now cannot 
in good conscience endorse. 

My essay, which was published both in the first Jew- 
ish Catalogue and in the first Jewish feminist anthology, 
The Jewish Woman, was called “Tum’ah and Taharah: 
Ends and Beginnings.” It dealt with the ancient laws of 
purity whose major surviving form is the powerfully va- 
lenced body of law and custom concerning women’s 
menstruation. Because this legislation governs sexual 
and social behavior and attitudes so pervasively, it can 
be said that menstrual impurity is constitutive of the re- 
ligious selfhood of women in Orthodox Judaism. I un- 
dertook to justify this legislation by constructing around 
it a feminist theology of purity. 

Confronting my essay, I have had to ask myself what 
is the responsibility of a theologian when she no longer 
believes what she taught to others as Torah? Merely to 
recant is insufficient, because theologians are not just the- 
orists. They exemplify ways to live out Jewish commit- 
ments with integrity. What I owe to those who read and 
were persuaded by my theology of purity is not merely 
to outline abstractly my revised conclusions but to tell a 
richly detailed story about a particular process of rup- 
ture and transformation in a specific time and place. 

My task is complicated by the fact that the earlier es- 
say itself represents a kind of transformation—a refram- 
ing. Even the title of that project is eloquent: “Tum’ah 
and Taharah: Ends and Beginnings.” It signals that I had 

"Tien years ago, as a young Orthodox woman, I 
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defined my topic as a theological understanding of the 
entire ancient category, and not just the part of it per- 
taining to women. The title evades the words woman, 
sex, niddah [menstrual impurity], menstruation, and 
mikveh [the ritual immersion by which purity is 
achieved]. It also eschews the common euphemism 
taharat ha-mishpacha (the purity of the family], in which 
women are reduced to a nameless function whereby fam- 
ilies are produced and maintained in purity. 

In the essay I attempted to reframe the meaning of 
women’s menstrual impurity [niddab] by reintegrating 
it with the other purity regulations stipulated in the book 
of Leviticus rather than focusing upon it as a unique 
phenomenon. I interpreted all these regulations as rit- 
ual expressions of a single theology of purity equally rel- 
evant to women and men. I see clearly now how this 
generalized reframing reflected my awareness of and 
hopefulness about egalitarianism as a value in secular so- 
ciety. Probably, it was the discrepancy between my sense 
of self-worth and entitlement as a participant in secular 
and in traditional Jewish contexts that heightened my 
experience of niddah as a source of gender stigma. Egal- 
itarianism seeks to normalize women by stressing their 
similarity to men. That is how I sought to neutralize the 
stigma of niddah: by emphasizing its kinship with the 
purity laws applicable to men. I maintained that all im- 
purity ritual enacted a common set of meanings. Im- 
plicitly, this was a denial that any special “women’s 
meaning” distinguished menstrual impurity from impu- 
rities contractable by men. The strategy I chose has been 
used extensively by secular jurisprudence to neutralize 
discrimination: Obscure or ignore the differences on 
which discrimination was predicated and stress instead 
the commonalities all are presumed to share. That the 
laws of pollution had once applied to men was therefore 
indispensible to my argument, even though men had not 
observed them for many hundreds of years. 

It is important to understand that my concerns were 
as much theological as social. Existing theological justi- 
fications of menstrual impurity did not help me to make 
sense of myself as a God-created creature. They treated 



me, to use Kantian terminology, as a means to someone 
else’s end, rather than as an end in myself. To have the 
observance of niddah and mikveh justified to me as the 
instrumentality whereby my husband was entitled law- 
fully to cohabit was both inadequate and insulting. 

Indeed, the otherness and the instrumentality of 
women were foundational presumptions of the men who 
wrote about these laws. What was significant about 
menstruation for them was that it made women uniquely 
capable of causing men to sin by transmitting pollution 
to them. They never asked themselves how it would feel 
to be someone to whom such a capacity had been as- 
signed, or whether menstruation might have other 
meanings to those who menstruated. Their one educa- 
tional goal was to persuade or terrify women to keep 
their pollution to themselves. 

child-birth or deformed children.* Others promised 
observers a honeymoon every month in compensa- 

tion for the estrangement of niddah, on the dubious as- 
sumption that sex is most satisfying when the participants 
are unfamiliar.? The only rationale the sources did not of- 
fer was the rationale that motivates all sincere piety, the 
one held out to men: that observing the commandments 
would make one holier and bring one closer to God. 

I required an explanation which acknowledged my 
personhood as intrinsically important and affirmed my 
capacity for spiritual growth. Even more urgently, I 
needed to understand how a body that menstruates, a 
body that pollutes, could be a holy body. The male writ- 
ers were concerned about how women were to comport 
themselves in their impurity. I wanted to know what it 
might mean to be pure. 

Intuitively, I sensed that the classical texts by them- 
selves would yield no answers. The topic had not inter- 
ested their creators because women as spiritual subjects 
had not interested them.? I took my questions into fields 
of secular learning: anthropology, literary criticism, com- 
parative religion. These areas provided perspectives to 
focus upon the Jewish texts. They offered forms of dis- 
course in which I could view myself as a subject and par- 
ticipant rather than as an object to be passively defined. 
The classic anthropological work of Mary Douglas taught 
me a new way to understand the categories of purity and 
pollution. Douglas argues that the body may be viewed 
both as a symbol and as a mirror of society. Upon it are 
inscribed the categories that make sense of the universe. 
Protecting the demarcation lines of those categories pro- 
tects us from chaos or meaninglessness. Pollution is the 
punishment for violating those boundaries, and thus en- 
dangering the coherent world. Supplementing Douglas’ 
theory of pollution with a literary reading of the texts in 

S= sources threatened nonobservers with death in 

Leviticus, I theorized that the boundary crossed by all 
those who incurred impurity was the boundary between 
life and death. I maintained that all of the forms of im- 
purity were regarded as encounters with death and were 
associated with conditions imaged as death-like or life- 
diminishing, such as the erosive skin diseases the Bible 
calls “leprosy” [¢sara’at], menstruation, and seminal 
emission, or from nexus situations that bridge the pas- 
sage between life and death, such as childbirth and the 
purification ritual for corpse-impurity. 

The comparative religion scholarship of Mircea Eli- 
ade provided me with an understanding of water as an 
ancient and universal symbol of regeneration and re- 
newal and of cycles as markers of sacred time and affir- 
mations of return and restocation. Using his 
formulation, I depicted the mikveh as the womb or the 
watery chaos from which Creation is elaborated, a life- 
giving fluidity in which forms can be repeatedly dis- 
solved and made new. 

Drawing on these sources, I formulated a theology of 
purity in which menstrual impurity and mikveh were re- 
located within a universal cyclical process in which all 
creation endlessly rehearses its death and rebirth. In the 
context of this theology, menstruation was not only nor- 
malized, it acquired powerful spiritual significance. 
While the theology justified the laws of menstrual im- 
purity and supported their observance, it sought to re- 
frame their meaning, to remove their stigma and to 
discover their spiritual value. 

The sources I brought to my theology of purity, how- 
ever, built their arguments upon assumptions very dif- 
ferent from my own. In fact, some of the implications of 
these assumptions were incompatible with Orthodoxy: 
that diverse religions have comparable or analogous sym- 
bols, myths, and practices; that valuations such as pure 
and impure are socially constructed and not divinely pro- 
claimed; that religious meanings are derived not merely 
from texts, but from how the words of the texts are lived 
out in communities. Rabbis who viewed my work as 
merely an effective apologia for getting educated women 
to use the mikveh had no interest in pursuing these dis- 
turbing implications. They regarded secular sources 
much the way they regarded women, as instruments, 
rather than as ends in themselves. But the more I came 
to understand the scholarly sources I had utilized, the 
deeper and more troubling were their implicit challenges 
to the work into which I had incorporated them. 

What did it mean to formulate a theology of purity that 
was blind to gender difference and silent about gender 
stigma, when the only kind of impurity with behavioral 
consequences in Orthodox communities is gender spe- 
cific—menstrual impurity? What did it mean to claim that 
the theological meaning of niddah had to do with sym- 
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bolisms of life and death, when its impact on women’s 
lives was obviously and concretely sexual? What did it 
mean to describe niddah as part of a cycle when, in the 
public life of the communities in which it was observed, 
women were always treated as if they were impure? 

Human bleeds. 
Human births its worlds 
in agonies of blood and 

bellyaches... I tear your Torah 
verse from verse until it is 

broken and bleeding 
just like me. 

The social facts about impurity in living communities 
are about the impurity of women. Sexual relations with 
a niddah are forbidden. Also forbidden are physical con- 
tacts and expressions of affection, on the grounds that 
they could lead to sexual relations.* In all but the most 
left-wing Orthodox circles, the general presumption of 
niddab status is a reason for excluding women from con- 
ventional social courtesies like shaking hands, and for 
denying them access to the Torah.? In contrast, men ex- 
perience themselves socially as pure. Although they may 
meet the qualifications for biblical impurity (having had 
a seminal emisssion, for instance, or contact with a 
corpse), there is no behavioral consequence. The only 
men who have to contend with impurity laws at all are 
kohanim, descendants of the priestly clan, who may not 
expose themselves to corpse impurity. Kohanim who 
obey these laws, although they probably bear some sec- 
ond hand impurity from polluted others, experience 
themselves as utterly pure. Socially, then, purity and im- 
purity do not constitute a cycle through which all mem- 
bers of the society pass, as I argued in my essay. Instead, 
purity and impurity define a class system in which the 
most impure people are women. 

Even a more rigorous literary analysis would have 
called into question my reading of Biblical purity law. 
The word niddah describes a state which is neither so- 
cially nor morally neutral. Niddah, from the root NDD, 
connotes abhorrance and repulsion. In a recurring 
prophetic motif, it is associated with adultery, idolatry, 
and murder.® The icon for sinful Israel wallowing in its 
corruption is not the corpse-handler or the leper but the 
exposed niddah, her skirts stained with menstrual blood, 
shunned by passersby.” 

I explained that imagery away, interpreting it as an 
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expression of prophetic despair and loathing at societal 
impurity that refuses to be cleansed. Tum’ah [impurity] 
is a stigma, I argued, only when it is divorced from the 
purification cycle. At some earlier time in Israel’s his- 
tory, I believed, there had been a Golden Age when the 
cycle had revolved smoothly and blamelessly for both 
women and men, and gender had not been a source of 
stigma. This belief informed my reading of the purity 
texts of Leviticus. But this belief is untenable. 

In his cross-cultural anthropological study, The Sav- 
age in Judaism, Howard Eilberg-Schwartz argues con- 
vincingly that the stigma upon menstrual blood enables 
ancient Israelite religion to draw a crucial distinction be- 
tween men’s and women’s capacities for holiness. The 
uncontrolled blood flowing from women’s genitals is 
blood which has the power to contaminate. Its antithesis 
is the blood of circumcision deliberately drawn from 
men’s genitals, which has the power to create covenant. 
Eilberg-Schwartz emphasizes that the symbolism of the 
body and its fluids as embedded in categories and rules 
does not merely reflect but is constitutive of the social 
structure within which it applies. The Israelite purity 
symbolism which associates masculinity with fertility 
and control and femininity with death and disorder con- 
structs a culture in which men dominate women. This 
polarization of the symbolic meaning of gender is in- 
tensified by developments in rabbinic and post-rabbinic 
Judaism, in which purity laws affecting men become at- 
rophied, while those affecting women are elaborated 
and made more stringent. 

y theology claimed that impurity was univer- M: The social reality, since the rabbinic period 
at least, was that impurity was feminine. My 

theology claimed that impurity was normal and morally 
neutral. Literary and anthropological evidence, as well 
as that of contemporary social reality, identify impurity 
as deviant and a source of stigma and exclusion. In par- 
ticular, all the meanings of menstrual impurity asserted 
by my theology are explicitly disconfirmed by historical 
precedent, by literary analysis, by linguistic usage and 
by communal practice. And yet women embraced this 
theology with great fervor and felt transformed by it. 

What I had succeeded in creating was a theology for 
the despised, reminiscent of certain strains of early 
Christianity, where worldly power went unchecked, the 
slave remained a slave, the poor stayed poor, the woman 
subject to her husband, but the meaning of indignity was 
inverted and transfigured: humiliation was triumph, re- 
jection was salvation, and death, eternal life. My theol- 
ogy upheld the rules and practices that sustained 
women’s impurity by holding out to the impure a never- 
before experienced sense of purity. For women who 



were touched by this theology, mikveh became not 
merely the water that made one sexually accessible once 
more, but water that cleansed the soul. 

It became acutely painful to me to meet these women 
at lectures and conferences and have them thank me for 
a theology I had come to believe both intellectually and 
morally unjustifiable. It seemed inadequate to tell them 
Thad changed my mind, now that my teaching had been 
so strongly integrated into their spiritual praxis. I did 
not know how to be accountable to the people who 
learned from me. I had never heard a theologian say that 
he or she had been wrong. In addition, I was left with 
questions of faith and practice, some of which are still 
unresolved for me. Is the mikveh usable for women’s rit- 
ual? Should we ritually acknowledge our menstruation? 
Can we continue to regard the Holiness Code of Leviti- 
cus as sacred text? What does it mean to be pure? 

hen Jewish women who were not Orthodox \ \ ) appropriated my reframing of immersion in 
the mikveh to mark occurrences for which no 

ritual expression had existed, they taught me an impor- 
tant lesson about the possibility of salvage. They began 
using the mikveh to purify themselves of events that had 
threatened their lives or left them feeling wounded or 
bereft or sullied as sexual beings: ovarian tumors, hys- 
terectomies, mastectomies, miscarriages, incest, rape. In 
waters whose meaning they had transformed and made 
their own, they blessed God for renewed life. The mak- 
ers have imbued these rituals with a different under- 
standing of what purity means. 

They appear to agree with the writers of the ancient 
texts that impurity afflicts the embodied human self; it is 
not a malaise of disembodied soul. But for the feminist 
Jew, impurity seems to mean the violation of physical or 
sexual integrity, death by invasion. If purity is the mirror- 
ing of God’s oneness in human wholeness, it is no less frag- 
ile and transitory than humankind itself. Our flesh is 
gnawed by disease, eroded by age, menaced by human vi- 
olence and natural disasters. Our minds and our souls are 
subject to intrusions, exploitations, indignities. We keep 
breaking or being breached. We keep knitting ourselves 
together, restoring ourselves, so we can once again reflect 
God's completeness in our female or male humanity. 

When I was Orthodox, I thought that God’s Torah 
was as complete as God: inerrant, invulnerable, invari- 
able truth. I thought that I, the erring, bleeding, muta- 
ble creature, had to bend myself to this truth. Whatever 
I was or saw that did not fit had to be cut off, had to be 
blocked out. The eye—or the I—was alone at fault. I 
tried to make a theology to uphold this truth, and as 
hard as I tried to make it truthful, it unfolded itself to 
me as a theology of lies. 

I do not believe the laws of purity will ever be rein- 
stated, nor should they be. The worlds reflected in such 
rules are not worlds we inhabit. Neither should we seek 
to replicate such worlds. They are unjust. 

In the mind of God, according to a midrash, is a Torah 
of black fire written on white fire. In the hands of Jews is 
a Torah written in gall on the skins of dead animals. And 
the miracle is that the fire of God’s Torah flickers through 
our scroll. I continue to learn the purity texts, hoping for 
some yet unglimpsed spark, but that is not enough. I must 
learn what purity can mean in my own world and in the 
most human world I can envision. For if ours is a Torah 
of and for human beings, it may be perfected only in the 
way that we perfect ourselves. We do not become more 
God-like by becoming less human, but by becoming more 
deeply, more broadly, more comprehensively human. 

We must keep asking the Torah to speak to us in hu- 
man, this crude jargon studded with constraints and dis- 
tortions, silences and brutalities, that is our only vessel 
for holiness and truth and peace. We must keep teach- 
ing each other, we and our study partner the Torah, all 
that it means to be human. Human is not whole. Hu- 
man is full of holes. Human bleeds. Human births its 
worlds in agonies of blood and bellyaches. Human owns 
no perfect, timeless texts because human inhabits no 
perfect, timeless contexts. Human knows that what it 
weds need not be perfect to be infinitely dear. 

Sacred need not mean inerrant; it is enough for the sa- 
cred to be inexhaustible. In the depths of Your Torah, I 
seek You out, Eheyeh, creator of a world of blood. I tear 
Your Torah verse from verse, until it is broken and bleed- 
ing just like me. Over and over I find You in the bloody 
fragments. Beneath even the woman-hating words of 
Ezekiel I hear You breathing, “In your blood, live.” 0 

2 A traditional source for this view is B. Shabbath 31b-32a. 
2 A traditional source for this view is B. Niddah 31b. Its most 
noted modern promulgator is Norman Lamm, A Hedge of 
Roses, 4th ed. (New York: Philip Feldheim, 1972). 
> I discuss this point more extensively in, “I've Had Nothing 
Yet, So I Can’t Take More” Moment 8 (Sept. 1983), 22-26. 

+ Maimonides, Mishneh Torah, Hilchot ‘Isure Bi'ab 12:18. 
? Exclusion of menstruants from access to sancta is a matter 
of folk piety rather than law. See Shaye J.D. Cohen, “Purity 
and Piety: The Separation of Menstruants from the Sancta,” 
Daughters of the King: Women and the Synagogue, edited by 
Susan Grossman and Rivka Haut. (Philadelphia: Jewish Pub- 
lication Society, 1991). 
© Lam. 1:8, 17; Ezek. 7:19, 36:17-18; Zac. 13:1; Ez. 7:19-20, 
9:11; II Ch. 29:5. 
7 Lam. 1:8, 17. 
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Stranger in the House 

Edith Pearlman 

vigdor never worried about his first wife’s faith- 
fulness. Dahlia was pretty in a hot-eyed, half- 
groomed way; and at parties she’d been openly 

flirtatious. He remembered her stance, pelvis forward, 
hand on hip, sleeveless flowered blouse revealing moist 
dark underarms. He’d shrugged. He knew she preferred 
him to other men. And he'd had the confidence of his 
own seductive powers, and of his youth, too, or at least 
relative youth. He was only fifty when they divorced— 
a tall man whom women looked at more than once; a 
French-born Israeli whose slightly accented Hebrew 
made them listen, made them move closer ... 

But he was almost sixty now. And his new wife, 
Sharon, though (in her own smiling words) no spring 
chicken, aroused in him a jealousy that flared like ardor. 
Unlike ardor, it didn’t exhaust itself. Some devil kept 
fanning the flame. It burned now, on an early morning 
that was still cool, though the day would heat up soon 
enough—wasn’t this Jerusalem in July? The breeze that 
ruffled the ivy on the balcony seemed to refresh Sharon, 
to refresh Phil; but he, Avigdor, kept on sweating. He 
sat like a duenna between them, stiff with his shameful 
fever. His American wife and his American brother ex- 
changed opinions about American movies across his lap. 
A code, thisPp—names like Capra and Cukor and Cary 
Grant; well, he knew Cary Grant, dead wasn’t he? but 
when alive possessed of a dark smoky glance like Phil's, 
whose brown eyes were staring right now into Sharon’s 
blue ones. In slightly accented English Phil was making 
some comment about the pursuit of happiness. Another 
code? Who was Robert Altman? 

Avigdor was not an easy man to delude. But Sharon 
had muddled him the very night they met, almost two 
years ago, in Phil’s own house in Massachusetts. Phil had 
introduced his brother from Jerusalem to his neighbor, 
Sharon Levine. Levine? 

Avigdor silently hooted. If this tall, blue-eyed, pearl- 

Edith Pearlman has received two PEN Awards and two 
O’Henry Prizes for her previous writings. 
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haired beauty wasn’t an Irishwoman you could cut off 
his right hand. 

But it turned out that Sharon was not only Jewish but 
halachically Jewish. Her mother—South Boston Irish on 
both sides—had long ago undergone an Orthodox con- 
version in order to marry her father, Belkin. The young 
Sharon Belkin had married a Jewish dentist, Levine, now 
dead. A kind man. she told him; very possessive, though. 

And now she was Sharon Belkin Levine Nathanson. 
A dragon’s tail of Jewish surnames; the face of a Celtic 
sorceress. And a kind heart too. Monks leaped off cliffs 
for such women. 

“More coffee, Phil?” said Sharon. “Thanks,” Phil 
said, and handed her his cup. “What neighborhood am 
I looking at?—that far off hill.” 

“Gilo,” Avigdor told him. They could see cars in the 
distance spurting along the roadway from Gilo. Nearby 
the Boulevard Herzl pulsed, unseen from their quiet 
curved street. But Avigdor felt the traffic; it set off an un- 
wholesome thudding in his veins. Automobiles would ac- 
complish Jerusalem’s ruin more thoroughly than Arabs 
or Russians or Ethiopians or Americans. “You’re look- 
ing over at Gilo,” he said again. “Dahlia lives there now.” 

Philipe had never cared for Dahlia. “I'd like to see 
your children,” he said. He was in town for only two 
days, on his way home from a cancer convention in 
Athens. 

“Good, call them, they'll want to see you too. They 
come here a lot. They’re crazy about Sharon ...” 

“My cooking,” she murmured. “... crazy about her, 
like everybody else. Lucky for us both that I’m not a sus- 
picious man.” She gazed at him without smiling. “Call 
them, Phil,” he said, ratcheting his heartiness. “The 
number’s over the telephone. Maybe you'll catch them 
before they leave for classes. Ask them for .. 
Sharon?” 

“Tonight,” she said. “Daniel has a lab until five or so.” 
“Does he.” The voice sharp. “He does.” The voice 

mild. Phil got up to telephone. Avigdor kissed Sharon. 
Her mouth was as jammy as a child’s. Her hair, silver 

. when, 



since the age of eighteen, was swept back from her face 
and secured by a blue headband. It hung straight and 
thick almost to her shoulders. He kissed her again. 
“When will Michael visit us?” 

“Next month.” Her son was an actor in New York. 
Her daughter practiced psychology in California. She 
had a grandchild, too, this enchantress of fifty. 

vigdor was leaving the balcony just as his brother A= returning; they had to slide past each other 
nose to nose. “They’re coming tonight,” re- 

ported Philipe, taking Avigdor’s chair. And he was still 
sitting there fifteen minutes later. His curly head leaned 
towards Sharon’s sleek one. Avigdor, on his way to work, 
said good-bye to their backs. They turned towards him 
to echo his words, without apparent guilt. 

Their inclined heads shimmered before his eyes as he 
walked to the bus stop. They must separate soon, he rea- 
soned. Phil had an appointment with a colleague. 
Sharon had her part-time jobs. Three mornings a week 
she worked at the Sheridan Institute for Cultural Ex- 
change, a berth for retired diplomats and literary types. 
Sharon was the Institute’s liason with the United States 
consul. She earned a small salary which, along with a 
meager income from her husband’s estate, she insisted 
on contributing to their household. 

Her afternoon job was unpaid: She worked at an 
Ethiopian Absorption Center, euphemistically called a 
hotel. Sharon helped the visiting nurse, soothed the 
women, played with the children. She had come to be- 
lieve in their demons and respect their fears. She trusted 
their notion of physiology, too. Some pains might really 
be the work of evil spirits, she’d told Avigdor. And per- 
haps it was true that a miscarriage did not obliterate the 
infant's soul, that the child lurked in the womb until the 
next pregnancy. Mother and newborn thrived best if a 
midwife performed the delivery, she’d informed him 
with a serious nod. During the eighteen months that 
Sharon had lived in Jerusalem she had sometimes as- 
sisted in sudden labors; she had become a sort of hon- 
orary midwife. 

“Like a big city taxi driver,” Avigdor told her. “Maybe 
I could become one for real.” “A cabbie?” “A midwife.” 
“You'd have to study nursing first.” “I could go to nurs- 
ing school down at Hadassah. I'd take my lunch break 
in the room with the windows.” 

The sun pouring through Chagall’s ruby and cobalt 
panes would pool onto her lustrous head, bent over for- 
mulas she'd never understand. 

“Classes would be conducted in Hebrew,” he mur- 
mured. “Nachon,” she said, looking hopeful. It was as 
if a ventriloquist had thrown the word into her mouth. 
Her Hebrew was pitiful; she used it only with the local 

Yemenite grocer, who spoke very little English. “I just 
obev your tapuzes,” she exclaimed one day to Amon, 
holding the oranges in her cupped hands as if they were 
breasts. Avigdor wondered if she had ever granted her 
favors to a woman. Sharon soldiered on. “My ba’ali here, 
he obevs them also.” And little Amon smiled—a smile 
that was one part subservience and nine parts adoration. 

There had been no further talk of midwifery. But 
Sharon faithfully attended the Ethiopians. The Hotel 
was only a block from their apartment. Hundreds of im- 
migrants lived there. They stayed for months, sometimes 
a year, before another place was found for them. Bus- 
loads of children left for school in the mornings and re- 
turned in the afternoons. They played on the roof of a 
parking garage. Sharon reported that on rainy days they 
rolled marbles in the echoing lobby. 

Sometimes Avigdor would pass a small group of 
young men on the sidewalk. They wore assorted hood- 
lum garments—jeans, flannel shirts, knitted caps. They 
spoke Amharic among themselves. He understood a few 
words of the soft, genderless language. The verb came 
last in the sentence. A wag of a newspaper columnist 
had written that the syntax reflected the temperament 
of the people: their reluctance to take action until the 
last moment. (The following week several angry letter- 
writers reviled the columnist.) 

ccasionally Avigdor saw women in traditional Ov at the bus stop. There was one such 
woman today. She carried an infant in a sling; a 

small child clung to her skirt. Patiently they waited. 
Meekly they boarded the crowded bus and fitted them- 
selves somewhere—he lost sight of them. Such tolerant 
beings, Sharon had said. They could squat all day long 
in the corridors of the Hotel, outside their narrow 
rooms, doing absolutely nothing. She collected medical 
details. Very little hypertension. Plenty of diabetes, 
though ... 

“They are Jews, after all,” he said. “Some of our 
friends don’t think so.” “The Rabbis have spoken.” 
“They are treated as underpeople,” she said. “They are 
made infants of. They are discouraged from studying 
anything—the adults, anyway. Functionaries do their 
shopping for them.” 

“They learn Hebrew so slowly,” he said. She red- 
dened. He tried to make amends. “They're not used to 
cars; our traffic could kill them.” 

“Their rooms have no kitchen equipment,” she said. 
“They aren’t allowed to cook in the communal dining 
room. Paid workers prepare their meals and they are in- 
sulted by that, and insulted by the diet we press on them. 
They hate our food.” 

“Our’?” She shook her head in annoyance, and 
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rightly; she had adapted to the honey and yoghurt and 
apricots of the Middle East as she had earlier adapted 
to the pretentious cuisine of her husband the dentist, 
abandoning the boiled dinner of her mother the con- 
vert. But she still sweetened her underwear drawer with 
her mother’s Christmas trick: an orange studded with 
cloves. She made a new spice ball every week. “Ethiopi- 
ans gag on our salads,” she went on. “In their villages 
lettuce is fed to horses. It’s as if you and I had to eat raw 
oats.” 

And now, swinging off the bus at the central station, 
loping down the Jaffa Road, Avigdor grinned at the im- 
age of himself and Sharon feeding out of nosebags. It 
was his first smile of the day; the jealous spirit that 
spoiled his pleasure and ruined his temper had at some 
point jumped off his back. 

He walked the six blocks to his building. Cars and 
buses grunted by; the narrow road was already jammed. 
He climbed the four flights of stairs to his office, and sat 
down at his too-neat desk. He was an honored emeritus 
here—shown off to clients, not asked to do much de- 
signing. But he paid close attention to projects. They 
were extending sewers for a new development north of 
the city. He spread out the plans: white lines and num- 
bers on blue paper, white filaments on blue ice. When 
Sharon leaned forward to hear Phil’s opinions on Elia 
Kazan, a lock of hair tumbled in front of her morning- 
glory eyes. The new pipes would gleam as if lined with 
beryl. 

Young engineers dropped in on him. Between visits 
his thoughts followed his wife. She left the balcony, she 
dressed for work, she boarded the first bus, she boarded 
the second, she entered the Cultural Institute. Her head 
illumined the brown corridors. She settled herself in her 
little office. The Chairman of the Board, former Minis- 
ter Shmuel Ben Zion, would soon be knocking on her 
door. Wouldn’t he? 

“He sometimes pokes his head in,” Sharon had ac- 
knowledged. “Poor man; he hasn’t enough work to keep 
him occupied.” 

“Poor man! Shmuel Ben Zion? Murdered his first two 
wives; I have it on good authority.” 

“Murdered?” she laughed. “Drove them to death 
with his philandering. Watch out for that goat.” 

“Poor Shmuel,” Sharon insisted. Then she laughed 
again. “I got mixed up in the beginning, called him Ben.” 

Avigdor laughed with her, relieved as always by her 
mild dysfunctional streak. One day he had come home 
to find Sharon curled in the corner chair next to the 
stereo, the better to hear a new Brahms disk, though she 
knew, didn’t she, how couldn’t she, that the sound from 
the two speakers converged perfectly on the couch 
against the other wall. 
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She'd be sitting at her old fashioned desk now, her 
legs wound around each other in the privacy of the knee- 
hole. Philipe must be prowling around some hospital, 
exchanging dark tales with his fellow oncologists. Dahlia 
hunched over film in her dirty office. Their children 
shifted glumly on hard chairs within the fortress of the 
University. 

¢ left his office in the middle of the afternoon. He: got off the bus, bought some irises. Flow- 
ers in hand, he stopped at the door of Amon’s 

shop and peered into its dark fastness. The Yemenite 
was leaning against the shelf of preserves, arms folded 
across his chest. 

“Do we need anything?” Avigdor asked. Amon 
flashed his professional twinkle. “Your lady purchased 
potatoes, carrots, squash ...” 

“Her famous stew.” “ ... and oranges. No apricots or 
figs,” Amon added with regret. 

She would have bought such delicacies earlier, at the 
shuk, along with beef for the stew. At the shuk she 
moved from stall to stall without avarice. Under pow- 
erful bulbs her hair gleamed like a rich sweetmeat. Here 
one thing hid another — the open selling of hashish 
screened the secret selling of opium; the oily vendor of 
halvah owned a factory and lived in splendor; a poultry 
man purchased secrets for the Iraqis. Only Sharon was 
what she seemed: a tall, wide-hipped housewife on her 
way home from work, stopping by to pick up a few 
things. “People stare at you here, too,” he’d murmured 
into her ear one afternoon when he’d surprised her at 
work, accompanied her on the bus, escorted her into the 
bazaar. 

“They stare at us,” she’d corrected, stopping. He 
had to stop as well. She leaned her head into his neck. 
He dropped his hand onto her shoulder. “You partic- 
ularly,” she said. Shoppers jostled them from behind, 
muttered, stomped around them. But Avigdor and 
Sharon held their pose, gazing ahead like a couple on 
shipboard. “Your pirate’s complexion,” she said. 
“Your Gallic complexity. Your long legs. Your British 
tweeds.” 

“My gorgeous wife,” he said, not lovingly. “Move!” 
barked a voice at their backs, and so they drifted for- 
ward, bride and wary groom ... 

“Did she buy coffee?” Avigdor now inquired of 
Amon. “No.” “We need some.” Amon nodded, but 
turned his attention first to a black child and her grand- 
mother. They asked for powdered milk, the child in- 
terpreting the old woman’s Amharic. The old woman 
picked up the milk and put some coins on the counter. 
Then she thought of something else. “Tapuzim,” trans- 
lated the child, holding up two fingers. Amon gave the 



child the oranges. “Bakshish,” he smiled, waving away 
further payment. 

Did Sharon get oranges free too? Avigdor sourly 
watched Amon grind the coffee beans. He walked home, 
strode up the stone stairs. He remembered the two heads 
outlined against the pale morning. He banged into the 
apartment. 

He sniffed. The spicy, nutty smell of her stew drifted 
towards him. He peeked. Languidly she moved from 
sink to stove. Even at the airport, while Israelis shoved, 
Sharon merely drifted towards the gate, passively main- 
taining her position in their midst. He wondered how 
she’d behave in a fire. 

Fresh from the shower, Philipe sat on the living room 
couch reading the newspaper and listening to Chopin. 
His shirt of narrow blue and white stripes must have 
cost a hundred dollars. “You look Parisian,” said Avig- 
dor by way of greeting. 

“Do I? I feel as American as all get-out.” They had 
both left France after the war, Avigdor for Palestine, 
Philipe and their parents for America. “I hate Paris, in 
fact,” Philipe added in an amiable way. 

Sharon, entering with a bowl of anemones for the cof- 
fee table, said, “I love the gardens there. The flowers.” 

“Oh the flowers,” said Philipe, straightening a blossom. 
“Mine,” said Avigdor, handing her his irises, upside 

down. 
While they were waiting for the kids he made cock- 

tails. He made Sharon’s too strong and Philipe’s too 
weak. Each complained. When Daniel and Dinah burst 
in there was a storm of embraces. Daniel wrapped his 
arms around Sharon from behind and pulled a pack of 
cigarettes from her apron pocket. Before dinner Dinah 
and Sharon disappeared into the bedroom for ten min- 
utes and came out rosy and laughing. Avigdor knew that 
Dinah never confided in her mother. Poor, shunned 
Dahlia. 

At dinner he spoke French to his brother; Hebrew to 
both kids; Arabic to Dinah, who was studying the lan- 
guage. He said nothing at all to Sharon. After dinner he 
took his brandy out onto the balcony and stood glow- 
ering down into the street where an old Ethiopian 
woman and a child were hanging about under the lamp. 

The kids whisked Philipe off to a new bar. “Every- 
one makes use of you,” Avigdor said to Sharon. 

“You're like this damned city.” 
“You have a choice, Vig,” she said, smoking at him 

in the bedroom. Her blouse, partly unbuttoned, re- 
vealed her fragrant hills. “You can trust me or you can- 
not. If you choose to trust me, b’seder.” She paused. “All 
right,” she translated in a tentative way, as if she was not 
sure she had properly pronounced the phrase that any 
wooden-headed tourist could manage. “But if you 

choose not to trust me,” she continued. And then did 
not continue. Her eyes filled, and she shook her head 
heavily as if in slow recognition of destiny: The men who 
loved her would forever doubt her. 

She had twice separated from her first husband be- 
cause of his suffocating attention. Avigdor knew that she 
was capable of leaving him, too. She would pack up her 
small wardrobe and her few books; she would remove 
her unproductive stock certificates from the safe; she 
would take an airport bus and idle towards the gate and 
board a plane. She would rent an apartment in the town 
she came from; she would get a job; she would serenely 
begin life again. He knew that to keep her he’d have to 
ignore the lustful eyes of his brother, of his son, of Amon 
and ben Zion and doddering diplomats and guests at 
cocktail parties and Dinah and men in the street and 
Cary Grant. He had to trust his wife. 

wo weeks later he came home early again. He car- ] ried no flowers. He would have picked up fruit 
and coffee but Amon’s shop was closed. Though 

unencumbered by packages he climbed the stairs slowly. 
As he fitted his key into the lock he heard a voice. The 
voice, he was certain, came from the bedroom. 

“You have a choice,” she had told him. He chose. He 
chose not to trust her. He turned the key as softly as he 
could. He entered on tiptoe. He stood briefly in the lit- 
tle hall. The living room was empty, as he had expected. 

The voice—it was Sharon’s—rose and fell. He could 
hear the caress in the tones, but he could not under- 
stand the words. Moving closer to the door, which was 
ajar, he could still not make out the sense. And even 
when he saw the two of them, facing each other cross- 
legged on the bed, each pricking an orange with cloves, 
the words remained unfamiliar, though his accom- 
plished ear recognized sounds of love. The little girl, 
who was facing the door, saw him, and cried “Ah!”—a 
syllable of surprise in any language. Then the child 
reached for Sharon’s hair. The small dark fingers grasped 
at the candescent strands, black fire on white fire. 
Sharon turned her head, though the movement must 
have hurt her, for the fist still clung. She smiled at her 
husband—that blameless, ruinous smile—and then 
turned back to the child. She gently loosened the fin- 
gers and spoke several reassuring sentences. Avigdor, 
though his brain was whirling, realized that what he was 
listening to was confident, fluent Amharic. 

He experienced a warm inner stirring. A man more 
easily fooled might have mistaken this feeling for admi- 
ration, even for love. But he knew that it was only his 
old jealousy, implacably expanding. Avigdor would now 
find room in his heart to suspect Ethiopians, every glis- 
tening man among them; and their children, too. O 
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Back to Basics: 
A Politics of Meaning for Education 

Svi Shapiro 

changing America’s education system, it must start 
by recognizing that the Right’s campaign to “return 

to basics” contains, at its heart, critical insights into the 
psychological, moral, and social context in which par- 
ents face their own future and that of their children. Al- 
though progressives have dismissed the conservative 
education agenda, citing its dehumanizing prescriptions 
and its distractions from the real issues, the Right has 
been able to harness deep-seated human concerns and 
anxieties to the practices and goals of schooling. As we 
build our own politics of educational meaning, it be- 
comes imperative for us to take these concerns seriously 
and to address them in ways that will genuinely enhance 
the dignity, responsibility, freedom, and opportunities of 
the young. 

Basic Skills: 
Toward a Curriculum for Survival 

I: the Clinton administration wants to succeed in 

One of the rallying cries of those who believe Amer- 
ica’s schools are cheating youngsters out of their educa- 
tional “rights” has been the need to emphasize—or 
re-emphasize—the “basics.” On the surface, at least, 
what the basics are seems straightforward: teaching kids 
how to read, write, and do arithmetic. At one level there 
is an unassailable sensibleness to this demand: It is de- 
bilitating, disempowering, and deeply injurious for any 
American to lack these skills. 

There is in the expectation that schools will instruct 
children so that they are functionally literate and nu- 
merate an obvious logic that is reinforced daily by the 
experiences of working-class and middle-class parents. 
To the extent that radical or progressive educators have 
taken issue with the Right's version of the argument for 
the primacy of basics in the schools, they have seemed 
out of touch with Americans’ everyday concerns, needs, 
and demands. No agenda for education can possibly suc- 
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ceed if it does not take seriously the importance of teach- 
ing reading, writing, and numeracy. 

How the public discourse about educational basics 
came to be so thoroughly identified with the Right is one 
of the most instructive political phenomena of recent 
years for those seeking to promulgate a progressive 
agenda. Throughout the Reagan and Bush years, con- 
servatives championed the position that public educa- 
tion must focus on the acquisition of literacy skills 
among children. Former Education Secretary William J. 
Bennett and his minions pilloried liberal educators’ poli- 
cies and practices, blaming them for the decline in kids’ 
ability to read or write. Liberal education practitioners 
were depicted as hostile to the salience of the basics in 
school curricula. 

There is considerable evidence that the conservative 
attack on liberal education policy was a misrepresenta- 
tion or obfuscation of reality. Nevertheless, framing the 
educational debate in these terms has been disastrous 
for progressives, since it has cast the long-term struggle 
for social justice in America in opposition to the more 
immediate concerns of parents. Literacy as the concern 
of schooling has been falsely counterposed to the goals 
of an education that might help bring about a more 
equitable social order. 

The public discourse on basics education evokes im- 
ages and concerns much wider than the Three R’s. Those 
observers who ascribe a reactionary aspect to the men- 
tality of some proponents of a return to basics are cor- 
rect. Encoded in the conservatives’ call for a new 
traditionalism in education is a wish for schools to pre- 
pare youngsters for jobs and roles of a bygone era, 
thereby to recapture that time and its cultural norms. 
There is, too, in the notion of the basics (as well as in the 
related concepts of “minimal competencies” and “per- 
formance standards”) the implicit expectation of self-suf- 
ficiency and self-reliance—compelling ideas in a time of 
economic and social insecurity. Thus, the power of the 
conservatives’ basic skills rhetoric stems from the equa- 
tion we make between schooling and the acquisition of 
those skills or knowledge that might, in some way, pro- 
tect individuals from the insecurity and predatory nature 
of our social and economic environment. Defined in this 
way, education becomes an expression of the concern for 



survival in a hazardous, fragile, and precarious world. 
Parents’ desire for their children to master the basics 

is both understandable and rational, as is their desire for 
their children to possess the skills and knowledge they 
need to survive in the world. It is not the reactionary re- 
sponse of know-nothings wishing merely to repeat their 
own school experiences and stubbornly refusing to try 
anything new. Yet, if alarm over survival, for ourselves 
and our children, drives the wish that kids master the 
basics and become minimally competent, it is a sadly re- 
stricted and unimaginative notion of what it takes to sur- 
vive. While the emotion-laden discourse of basics is 
deeply rooted in the experience of individuals struggling 
daily with the crises of survival—material, moral, spiri- 
tual, and psychological—in its present, limited form it 
offers very little to help us cope with existing realities. 

As with other aspects of a survivalist worldview 
(which stress the importance of narrow, clearly defined 
objectives), basic-skills-oriented schooling offers a cur- 
riculum that virtually ignores questions of personal 
meaning. There is scant emphasis on the transmission 
of a cultural literacy that might provide the kind of nar- 
rative threads that allow young people to grasp their 
place in the totality of our social life. The Right’s model 
of a basic skills curriculum is a discontinuous inventory 
of skills, information, and behaviors, remote from an ed- 
ucation that could foster the intellectual capacity to con- 
nect history with the present, or to link individual 
experience with that of the collectivity. Avoiding any real 
attempt to confront our shared human predicament and 
needs critically, it attempts only to facilitate an individ- 
ual’s adaptation to the shoals and currents of our tur- 
bulent and threatening reality. In this sense it is 
profoundly individualistic—an approach in which soci- 
ety’s common problems and difficulties must be faced 
by the solitary individual who, with the help of school- 
ing, has learned to “cope” with the world alone. 

The basic skills perspective, as it has been defined by 
conservatives, thus mirrors the Right’s orientation to the 
world: Life consists of isolated acts and events without 
pattern, structure, or unfolding narrative. The basics ap- 
proach to curriculum has little interest in making sense 
of the world, in connecting experience with meaning or 
meaning in one part of our world with that in another. 
The knowledge conveyed through such schooling is frag- 
mented and experienced as isolated bits of information. 
Unconcerned with matters of awareness, insight, or 
imagination, it supplies, instead, a set of skills and the 
knowledge needed to simply (if not easily) get by. 

A progressive agenda for schools must include the 
technical skills necessary for economic survival. But we 
also want to expand the definitions employed in this dis- 
course and attach its concerns to broader, more trans- 

formative goals. Schools should indeed instruct students 
in the skills, knowledge, and abilities that will enable 
them to cope with the demands of the everyday world. 
This means that schools must help students learn to 
think critically about what they read as well as what they 
receive through the media. Literacy is a necessary but 
insufficient expectation of schools; it must become a 
critical literacy, the capacity to penetrate the surface de- 
scriptions that commonly represent (or misrepresent) 
our world. Reading must enable kids not only to read 
the word, but, as the Brazilian educator Paolo Freire has 
suggested, to “read the world.” 

Because there is great interest and support across the 
political spectrum for helping youngsters learn to deci- 
pher and discriminate among the complex, often con- 
fusing or deceptive messages of T.V. advertising, and 
other mass-mediated images, we have the potential for 
broad-based popular sympathy for a radical expansion 
of what it means to be literate in America. Widespread 
awareness of corporate and governmental abuses of the 
process of public communication has heightened the de- 
mand for “communicative competence.” Indeed there 
is a growing sense that our young people are endangered 
by the abuses of public communications and that chil- 
dren and adolescents are enormously vulnerable to pow- 
erful interests and the images they generate. As a result, 
the idea of “decoding” television, movies, and advertis- 
ing has increasing resonance among parents. “Basic 
skills” so defined becomes a front line for protecting 
children from the relentless influence and seductions of 
corporate capitalism. 

Insisting that basic skills today means communicative 
competence gives a transformative twist to the existing 
public discourse on education, rooting the basic in- 
structional work of schools in the work of empowering 
young people to cope with the complexity and confu- 
sions of the contemporary social world. Such a redefi- 
nition places us fully on the side of the need for achieving 
literacy, more comprehensively and relevantly con- 
strued. 

Work: Powershift and 
Educational Reform 

A resonant progressive agenda for education must 
deal with the connection between jobs and schooling. 
Whatever disdain radical and progressive critics may 
have for the increasing vocationalization of schooling— 
the reduction of broad educational goals to specialized 
or technical skills—its importance to people cannot be 
dismissed. Decent employment stands at the center of 
most of our attempts to establish the conditions for fam- 
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ily security and material well-being. And education is 
the means by which most people hope to attain these 
goals. But a progressive education agenda recasts train- 
ing for work, taking it beyond the traditional, narrowly 
conceived, specialized forms of vocational or technical 
training. 

Support for a broader conception of education for 
work has begun to grow among a number of influential 
constituencies. Concern over low or declining produc- 
tivity has directed attention recently to the problems of 
human capital formation—the need for an educated, 
trained, and skilled work force capable of meeting the 
demands of an advanced industrial infrastructure and 
defending itself against the effects of low-wage compe- 
tition from developing countries. Addressing the prob- 
lems of low productivity, a number of commentators 
(including Thomas J. Peters and William G. Ouchi) have 
proposed strategies aimed at wider worker participation 
such as broader control of investment decisions, a de- 
mocratization of the structure of the workplace, support 
for the introduction of “democratic technology,” and the 
need for a more responsive and accountable corporate 
sector. These analysts have argued that only through 
such changes will it be possible to address the economic 
(as well as the social and human) needs of the United 
States in the coming years. The widely reported—if lim- 
ited—experiments in decentralized management, 
quality circles, job rotation, and cooperative decision- 
making as well as the widespread interest in Japanese 
forms of corporate management have opened up un- 
precedented possibilities for an expansion of responsi- 
bility and control in their work by workers and 
middle-level employees. Clearly, we cannot disregard the 
manipulative nature of many of these changes, which 
stem from managements’ attempts to squeeze more pro- 
ductivity out of workers. Yet they are nonetheless tacit 
recognition of the need to address the creative and par- 
ticipative dimensions of workers’ lives. 

Amore flexible, democratically structured workplace 
requires workers who have been educated more broadly 
than existing specialized technical training curricula al- 
low. While specialized training will certainly be a com- 
ponent of the new vocational curriculum, it might also 
include “training” in democratic processes, the capacity 
to evaluate social needs critically, and the human and 
environmental consequences of economic decisions. It 
would have to take seriously the functioning of institu- 
tional democracy, the politics of control, the assumption 
of collective responsibility, the negotiation of priorities, 
the elaboration of procedures, and the resolution of con- 
flicts—all of which can be learned only through oppor- 
tunities for genuine democratic participation and 
governance in our education institutions. 
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Given the hierarchial and authoritarian character of 
most American schools, such change would be every bit 
as radical as the changes proposed for the control of the 
workplace itself—no less than a democratic restructur- 
ing of educational institutions. While a human capital 
focus implies only the need for an appropriate special- 
ized education, the social restructuring of industry to 
unite the concern for the execution and conception of 
tasks requires an education system that allows individ- 
uals to understand the broader purposes and ends of 
production and other activities in their society—an un- 
derstanding that includes a critical examination of ex- 
isting purposes as well as possible alternatives. To make 
popular participation in fundamental industrial plan- 
ning and investment decisions feasible, workers must 
have developed awareness of and insight into the inter- 
relatedness of such decisions with matters of social, hu- 
man, and cultural significance; the effects of the 
allocation of human and material resources; the conse- 
quences of industrial development on the environment; 
the issue of human needs and appropriate or necessary 
levels of consumption; productivity and the relation be- 
tween work and leisure time; the relationship between 
forms of technology and human experience; and the in- 
terconnections of the world economy. 

hus, a more democratic approach to the man- 
agement of economic institutions requires mov- 
ing from an education in which a highly 

circumscribed knowledge is emphasized to one em- 
bracing the totality of social concerns and relationships. 
Specialized training gives way to education aimed at 
broad understanding of the meaning and purpose of a 
productive life. In an important sense, education for eco- 
nomic democracy implies a renewed commitment to cul- 
tural education—one in which human life, its meaning 
and significance, and the social order in which these are 
constituted are central concerns. The questions that are 
integral to an education for economic democracy tran- 
scend those derived from technical criteria. Issues of al- 
locating resources, environmental effects, technology 
and worker experience, or work and leisure cannot be 
dealt with through an instrumental rationality, since they 
are indissolubly connected to wider aesthetic, ethical, 
and existential considerations. 

While the technical training of human capital em- 
bodies a rationality in which ends, purposes, and effects 
of economic activity are, to a large extent, presupposed 
(the “bottom line” is always efficiency, the minimiza- 
tion of costs, and the maximization of profits), the no- 
tion of meaningful economic democracy implies choice 
among the possible goals of our productive energies. 
Education geared toward economic democracy would 



be likely to raise questions about 
the wisdom or necessity of cen- 
tralization and concentration of 
industrial development; the pos- 
sibility of forms of technology 
that enhance rather than reduce 
craftsmanship and worker cre- 
ativity; the development of labor- 
saving technologies versus full 
employment; and the social need 
or usefulness of current indus- 
trial priorities (for example, the 
emphasis on private modes of 
transportation). 

Social Responsibility: 
Schooling for 
an Ethic of 
Communal Care 

Across a wide and divergent 
set of social constituencies, there 
is a sense that American society 
has become irresponsible. From 
left to right it is argued that there 
is a deep moral crisis manifested 
in selfish, narcissistic, and care- 
less attitudes and a lack of mutuality and obligation to 
others, although the causal factors of this crisis vary sig- 
nificantly depending upon the ideological perspective 
of the viewer. For some (most often conservatives), the 
crisis stems from the spread of an ethos of entitlement 
and the desire for immediate gratification and pleasure 
without any concomitant sense of obligation. For oth- 
ers, usually progressives, irresponsibility toward the soci- 
ety takes the form of extreme individualism and 
materialism exemplified by the get-rich-quick philoso- 
phy of the 1980s that seems to have so shaped the in- 
dustrial and economic decline of the United States in 
the 1980s and 1990s. Its face is the Savings and Loan 
scandal, the merger mania and financial double-deal- 
ings on Wall Street, and the flight of capital and in- 
dustrial plants from the United States to cheaper labor 
markets in the developing world. Other manifestations 
include the misuse and abuse of natural resources and 
indifference to the dangerous, hazardous, and wasteful 
environmental consequences of corporate behavior. 
Proponents of this view decry the emergence of a soci- 
ety that treats with indifference or callous disregard the 
growth of homelessness, poverty among children, and 
degradation of public utilities and amenities. The lan- 

guage of individual responsibility toward society thus 
resonates within many sectors of the national culture. 
This is a function of the strength of its appeal, but 
therein also lies its weakness: it can become all things 
to all people. “Ask not what your country can do for 
you but what you can do for your country” lends itself 
as easily to militaristic patriotism as it does to concern 
for the social ills of our nation. Yet the risk is worth tak- 
ing. The moral imperative to cultivate a concern for the 
welfare of the larger community among the young is the 
underpinning for any progressive agenda for the 
schools. 

While most of us might agree that there is a greater 
need for social responsibility, ensuring that it takes the 
form of compassionate concern for those in our com- 
munity who are poor, excluded, and victimized rather 
than mindless flag-waving will require public debate. It 
will help to keep in mind that the intensity of emotion 
surrounding the question of the flag and other expres- 
sions of patriotism reveals the desperate desire for a 
strong sense of community in a highly fragmented, at- 
omized, and egotistical culture. 

There is potentially great support for a dimension of 
schooling that seeks to inculcate in youngsters a sense 
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of the importance of service to the community; the de- 
velopment of an attitude of care and stewardship of our 
natural environment; the value of aiding the sick, the el- 
derly, those who are alone; the importance of doing for 
others and not simply taking for oneself; the value of ad- 
dressing the consequences of social injustice whether 
among the poor, immigrants, the homeless, the handi- 
capped, the sick, or those subject to discrimination and 
racism. How these impulses might be addressed, devel- 
oped, and nourished in schools is best left to local edu- 
cators and institutions. The particular emphasis will 
depend on the place and character of their school and 
the community of which it is a part. 

Linking education to the individual’s responsibility 
for society requires addressing a widely perceived crisis 
in citizenship. The degeneration of active, meaningful, 
and involved citizenship is most readily discernible in 
voting behavior, although it is also apparent in the now 
well-documented apathy and disinterest among young 
people toward national and international events and af- 
fairs. In emphasizing the need to take citizenship edu- 
cation out of the textbooks and into the community, a 
progressive educational agenda might find allies among 
those who have long advocated mandatory community 
service as high school and college requirements. Such 
community service expands democratic participation, 
deepens civic awareness and understanding, and en- 
hances the concern for social justice. The crisis of elec- 
toral apathy and civic disaffiliation might provide an 
important opening to an education for greater political 
empowerment. 

Discipline: 
Unlearning the Culture of Narcissism 

The question of discipline in schools ranks very high 
among the concerns of parents and other members of 
the public, cutting across races and classes. Survey after 
survey demonstrates that Americans expect schools to 
teach disciplined behavior to the young. Parents and 
other citizens consistently have voiced alarm about the 
failure of schools to ensure that young people develop 
sufficient respect for authority and appropriate atticudes 
and behavior. 

Predictably, this concern has been a central element 
of conservative discourse about schools and a focal point 
of the Right’s educational agenda throughout the 1970s, 
’80s, and ’90s. And, for a number of compelling reasons, 
the Left has been hostile to these widely supported 
public demands. For example, the call for order and 
discipline often has elements of a deeply rooted psycho- 
logical interest in squelching children’s playful, erotic, and 

50 TIKKUN VOL. 8, No. 1 

anarchic impulses. 
However, the widespread concern, even panic, about 

the lack of discipline among the young may also be a re- 
sponse to other aspects of our society and culture. It is 
time to re-examine this position with more care and sym- 
pathy. We live in an era characterized by cultural rela- 
tivism; few elements of our moral and normative world 
remain unquestioned or sacrosanct. 

Notwithstanding the periodic efflorescence of “tradi- 
tional” patriotic, family-centered, career-oriented values, 
the pervasive influence of disbelief and cultural/moral 
flux is simultaneously at work in our culture, arguably 
making cynicism the characteristic attitude of our time. 

hatever its reasonableness, the concern for in- \ \ } culcating discipline and restraint is usually ex- 
pressed through coerciveness and demands 

for conformity and a blind submission to power. The 
usual inflection of the public discourse on discipline re- 
mains narrowly focused on behavior, and “discipline in 
schools” translates into keeping kids under control, 
managing their behavior, and exacting compliance with 
the rules of the institution—whether or not there is any 
real comprehension of why the rules exist, or whom they 
are intended to benefit. As a response to the need to 
promote thoughtful self-regulation and reflection on the 
effects of one’s actions on others, our present approach 
to discipline is self-defeating and futile. Its demand for 
mindless restraint and conformity brings into further 
disrepute and contempt among the young the real value 
of discipline as a dimension of human conduct. 

Our agenda for education must affirm the validity, 
and indeed the dire necessity, of discipline as a way of 
being human in the world. The Left’s inability to incor- 
porate the importance of human discipline into its edu- 
cation project has allowed the Right’s monopolization of 
an issue of enormous public concern. Yet our condition 
as a national and international community cries out for 
an alternative, socially sensitive, humanly transformative 
notion of discipline—not the rejection of discipline 
among the young as an educational goal, but its redefi- 
nition. Discipline as a practice concerned with an unre- 
flective, unthinking obedience toward authority is to be 
rejected. To insist on such behavior among the young is, 
for obvious reasons, antithetical to the education of cit- 
izens for a thoughtful, questioning democratic culture 
where individuality and dissent are valued and prized. 

Yet in a society rife with unbridled egoism, greed, ex- 
cessive consumption, the misuse of limited resources, 
and indifference to the impact of how we live on the 
lives of others, a discipline that might instruct the young 
about the need to moderate one’s demands and to act 
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Joseph : A Study in Assimilation and Power 

Daniel R. Shevitz 

sis bring us deep into Egypt. It is an uncomfort- 
able, even unnerving story, with none of the familiar 

landmarks—geographical, historical, or literary—of the 
previous patriarchal narratives. The story begins as a brief 
excursion, a detour from the narrative of the Hebrews of 
Hebron, much like other digressions such as the stories of 
Judah and Tamar, or of the line of Ishmael. 

So we assent to the detour and go with Joseph into 
Egypt. But this detour seems without end. What are we 
doing here in this God-forsaken country of Egypt for so 
long? By the end of the parasha (section of the Torah 
read in the synagogue) we realize that we’re not going 
back to the Land of Israel for a long time. This is “home” 
now. The reader, like the family of Jacob, has been cap- 
tured and exiled to an alien nation. 

It is fitting that we make this journey with Joseph, 
who is anomalous among the early Israelite ancestors. 
His ambiguity is not incidental to his role in the Gene- 
sis narrative. In fact, the Joseph story is precisely about 
ambiguity: It reflects a venerable Jewish ambivalence 
about power and assimilation. 

Whois this Joseph, this first-generation Egyptian who 
has broken the family traditions of three generations and 
forged a successful life in the New Country, this pre- 
sumptuous and self-absorbed brat who tradition will 
later dub Joseph the Righteous? Is he part of the story 
of the Patriarchs, God’s chosen family, or is he part of 
the story of the enslavement? Although Scripture sug- 
gests the former, the Rabbis decided to date the begin- 
ning of the enslavement from the moment Joseph is 
brought to Egypt. 

In fact, Joseph is part of both stories, part of Canaan 
and part of Egypt. He is the center of a transition and 
a transformation that will move from the personal crises 
and triumphs of Genesis into the political and national 
drama of Exodus. Yosef ben Yaacov (Joseph son of Ja- 
cob) and Tsafnat Panech (the Egyptian name bestowed 

T: Joseph stories at the end of the Book of Gene- 
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upon him by Pharaoh): Joseph is the liminal intersec- 
tion of two stories, one uniquely Jewish, and one that 
juxtaposes two politically competing cultures.* 

Genesis is the story of a family, the Hebrews of Canaan. 
How did this family of seventy souls turn, by the begin- 
ning of the Book of Exodus, into a people of 600,000, 
ready to be drawn out to independent national identity? 
A famous rabbinic legend suggests that in fact the con- 
ditions of slavery in Goshen made for enhanced fertility, 
with the resulting multiple births accounting for this rapid 
population explosion. But other traditions more plausi- 
bly argue that the miserable conditions of the enslave- 
ment destroyed family life. This suggests that something 
other than natural biological increase was at work. 

Egypt is the first exile, 
and although he does not 

know it, Joseph was 
the first diaspora Jew. 

The only way to understand this phenomenon is to 
see the story of Israel in Egypt as a political story as well 
as a religious one. Living in Goshen, participating in the 
commercial life around them, the Hebrews found that 
their foreign traditions, both repugnant and fascinating 
to the native population, did not succeed in insulating 
them from Egyptian influences. As the period of their 
residence lengthened and their participation in Egyp- 
tian society increased, rather than experiencing the loss 
of Hebrew identity, the Hebrews prospered through 
these contacts. The nation grew by accretion, by the in- 
migration of Egyptians. Thus, Joseph’s religiously ques- 
tionable intermarriage with Poti-fera (upon which the 
Scripture does not comment) becomes the prototype of 
a natural, predictable social and political process. It is 
more than a bit ironic that what Shechem and Hamor 
proposed in Genesis 34—political and social merger— 
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rejected by Jacob’s family as unthinkable, now becomes 
inevitable, the well-spring of Israel’s eventual strength. 
The mixed multitude that will accompany Israel out of 
Egypt has its beginnings with Joseph’s almost total as- 
similation into Egyptian social life. In this way, Joseph 
unwittingly inaugurates the Jewish polity. 

The earlier Patriarchs are firmly tethered to the land 
promised to Abraham; although they may leave in hard 
times, they always return, and they are vouchsafed di- 
vine promises of the land that they and their generations 
will possess. Not Joseph: He leaves as a young man, 
never to return in life except to bury his father. But he 
is more than the first Israeli emigrant; his is not so much 
a transplanting from one country to another as a move- 
ment from rootedness to transience, from landlord to 
guest, from sacred history to realpolitik. 

gypt is the first exile, and although he will never 
know it, Joseph was the first diaspora Jew. The 
Joseph narratives are unlike all subsequent exile 

stories because we do not yet have an awareness of, and 
consequently have no theory of, exile. There is no 
prophetic denunciation or consolation; there is no na- 
tional commemoration of destruction. This is one of the 
most frightening aspects of the story for the contempo- 
rary reader. Do we see our own complacence in and ac- 
ceptance of a splendiferous exile anticipated in the 
insouciant emigration of Jacob and his family? 

What methods does Joseph the Viceroy of Egypt use 
to survive? He relies on the centralization of power and 
the deracination of the populace. Propelled by his self- 
conscious status as a foreign import and ever wary of the 
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charge of disloyalty, Joseph despoils 
Egypt and delivers to Pharaoh the land 
and very bodies of the Egyptians. Should 
we be surprised, then, when a new 
Pharaoh uses this same method to en- 
slave Joseph’s descendants? Joseph has 
stepped out of the sacred history of his 
Israelite family and entered the world of 
politics and power. 

A most compelling commentary on 
Joseph’s realpolitik comes from Aaron 
Wildavsky, a political scientist who 
has branched out into biblical studies. 
In “What is Permissible So That This 
People May Survive? Joseph the 
Administrator,” Wildavsky portrays 
Joseph as totally reprehensible. He 
points out that Joseph belongs among 
a group of foreign-born rulers who, in 
their new land, are nationalistic in the 
extreme, including Napoleon, Hamil- 

ton, Hitler, and Stalin. 
Even in his dreaming, Joseph has assimilated to Egyp- 

tian culture. He learned his dreaming from his father, to 
be sure; Jacob too was a chronic dreamer. But Jacob 
dreamed mainly of God and sheep, two staples of the 
Land of Israel. Joseph has diversified considerably, 
dreaming of Pharaoh's court, of power, and of author- 
ity. Unlike any of his famous ancestors, he alone has no 
vision of God. Although he may invoke the Divine Name 
in pious language, it rings hollow. Joseph is more com- 
fortable serving Pharaoh than serving God. 

his actions do allow for the survival of the Jewish 
people in an alien land. While Scripture admires 

Joseph’s accomplishments, it also offers a compelling an- 
swer to Joseph in the person of Moses. Joseph embraces 
a life of power in Egypt; Moses disdains it. Joseph wants 
his brethren to settle in Egypt; Moses routs them out. 
Joseph creates the circumstances that favor slavery; 
Moses overturns them. And while Joseph must go along 
to get along, Moses follows only the divine command, 
wherever it may lead. 

But apart from Moses, Scripture offers an even more 
damning evaluation of Joseph: the response of the Book 
of Esther. The two story lines parallel one another: A se- 
cret Jew finds him/herself in a high place in the royal court 
where Jews are a minority and a perceived threat and, 
through cleverness, works a political coup for the Jewish 
people, saving them from disaster. Mordechai is well 
placed at court but refuses to compromise his religious 

(Continued on p. 76) 
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Five Words For Jewish Leaders: 
You Still Don’t Get It 

Nessa Rapoport 

of American Jewish leaders. Confronted with the re- 
sults of the widely discussed 1990 National Jewish 

Population Survey, showing that intermarriage has 
reached an unprecedented 52 percent nationwide, and 
that the children of such marriages are far less likely to 
identify as Jews, leaders of the major organizations in 
Jewish communal life are urgently seeking the means 
that will most effectively insure the perpetuation of the 
American Jewish community into the coming century. 

Despite all the rhetoric generated by the survey, how- 
ever, no one seems to be confronting the central issue: 
Jewish continuity equals, quite literally, the bearing and 
raising of committed Jewish children. If Jewish leaders 
fear a loss of continuity, why aren’t they doing more to 
help Jewish families? Judaism is supposed to value a 
strong family life but the organized Jewish community 
has not made a serious commitment to child care and 
support services for the parents of young children. 

American families are raising their children in the least 
supportive society in the industrialized world. The United 
States lags far behind Europe and Israel in such necessi- 
ties as quality subsidized day care and affordable health 
care, as well as in the less quantifiable manifestations of 
our attitudes toward children apparent in the provisions 
made for them in many arenas of public life—trans- 
portation systems, restaurants, and communal events. 

Jewish families bear additional burdens. As the pop- 
ulation survey makes clear, formative childhood experi- 
ences that correlate with a strong Jewish identity in 
adulthood include education in a Jewish day school, syn- 
agogue attendance, Jewish summer camping, and travel 
to Israel in adolescence. You don’t need to be an 
economist to understand that providing children with 

I: 1992, “Jewish continuity” became the obsession 
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these experiences requires a disproportionate amount 
of money and logistical support. 

A study by the American Jewish Committee, “The 
High Cost of Jewish Living,” estimated that a middle- 
class Jewish family of five in 1992 would need an annual 
income of between $80,000 and $125,000 to pay for day 
school education, summer camp, and synagogue and 
community center memberships. In 1986, however, even 
before the recession began, almost 90 percent of Jewish 
households had incomes of less than $80,000. 

If these figures are accurate, they signify that in most 
committed Jewish families the women will have to work 
full-time. Yet because the practice of Judaism is home- 
centered, requiring preparation for fifty-two Sabbaths 
and thirteen days of Jewish holidays, some of which in- 
evitably fall on work days, committed Jewish women are 
under tremendous pressure. Shopping, cleaning, cook- 
ing, table-setting, bathing and dressing children in hol- 
iday clothes: How does it all get done when mothers are 
rushing home from full-time jobs and are also primarily 
responsible at home? 

Although their work days are as long as their mates’, 
women are still chiefly in charge of cooking, laundry, 
playdates, homework supervision, sicknesses and emer- 
gencies, festivals and funerals. American women who 
work full-time spend the equivalent of one month of 
twenty-four hour days more than their husbands run- 
ning their households, “the second shift” that sociolo- 
gist Arlie Hochschild chronicled in her book of that title. 

Any society that is not suicidal recognizes that it has 
a stake in its children. Since only women can physically 
carry, bear, and—if they choose—nurse children, Euro- 
pean countries regard it as enlightened self-interest to 
support mothers and their families by mandating the 
payment of women’s salaries for the first three months 
after childbirth and guaranteeing their jobs for a fixed 
amount of time thereafter. Not only does this policy ben- 
efit the family at a point of financial stress, but it also 
acknowledges that pregnancy and childbirth are physi- 
cally demanding, and that the first weeks after childbirth 
are both physically and emotionally consuming. 



Most American women, in contrast to their European 
counterparts, will return to full-time work between six 
weeks and three months after they give birth, because 
most jobs offer minimum “disability” pay for six weeks 
(under New York State law, for example) and unpaid 
leave only at the rare discretion of the employer. 

Despite their public distress about shrinking Jewish 
birthrates, Jewish organizations proffer no more en- 
lightened family employment policies than do non-Jew- 
ish employers. To my knowledge, most Jewish 
institutions offer their employees no paid maternity 
leave, no job guarantees, and no willingness to allow a 
new mother to return to work part-time. Recently one 
of my friends was fired by an international Jewish 
organization devoted to saving Jews for the effrontery 
of having two babies within two years; another was de- 
nied her request to return to work part-time—at a Jew- 
ish women’s organization. 

contrast our situation to the lives of our Israeli 
{ peers. Israeli mothers receive their full salaries for 

the first twelve weeks after childbirth and have a 
guaranteed job for up to one year. Not only is quality 
day care readily available but nursing mothers are per- 
mitted by law to work one hour less a day in order to 
feed their babies. 

The more enlightened American employers are be- 
ginning to realize that, with the decline in the educated 
labor force, it is good business to create a workplace hos- 
pitable to working mothers so that they can retain these 
women’s talents. Given their professed goals, Jewish or- 
ganizations have an even higher stake in encouraging 
Jewish women to use their skills and experience on be- 
half of the Jews while they are raising Jewish children. 

Jewish leaders should be worrying about the third 
children that committed Jewish women aren’t having. 
While just over 17 percent of white American women 
have an undergraduate college degree or higher, the fig- 
ure is over 50 percent for American Jewish women. 
These Jewish women tend to have children later in life, 
after they’ve garnered the training they need in today’s 
extremely competitive marketplace, and so have fewer. 
It is no wonder that most Jewish women stop after two 
children—they face the constraints of complex, de- 
manding work in a society that doesn’t value children, 
a workplace structured without consideration for fam- 
ily needs, and a Jewish community that pays lip-service 
to children without providing the services they require. 
And if Jewish women can afford to take part-time work, 
enabling them to devote more time to their children, 
they are nevertheless unlikely to be able to find it, since 
the number of part-time jobs in America has remained 
static since the 1950s. 
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Who, then, is taking care of young children when 
both parents must work? And who is paying for it? The 
extended family, geographically intact and available, is 
no more. We baby boom parents are raising a second 
baby boom in numbers, and we are spending a good 
part of one salary paying private babysitters who are un- 
regulated, usually untrained—and yet the best we are 
able to find. American tax law allows only a modest de- 
duction for the expenses of caring for children while 
their parents contribute to the GNP. (In New York City 
in 1992, for example, a full-day babysitter begins earn- 
ing a minimum of $300 a week and, within four years, 
may be paid $425 or more a week—more than $22,000 
a year after taxes—should a family be fortunate enough 
to find a babysitter who will stay that long.) 

Jewish families are utterly dependent on reliable 
childcare when both parents are working full-time. And 
yet the National Jewish Population Survey revealed that 
Jewish institutions are failing to meet the needs of our 
children from birth to age five. The Walt Disney Com- 
pany has figured out that’s where its new audience is. 
Why haven’t the Jews? Instead of filling the childcare 
gap from which American society suffers, the organized 
Jewish community has abandoned us. 

Even if the Clinton administration is far more suc- 
cessful in advancing the agenda of child care than past 
administrations, we cannot afford to wait for public pol- 
icy to catch up with the needs of Jewish families. Within 
ten years, the second Jewish baby boom will be too old 
to benefit from the childhood experiences considered 
optimal for enhancing Jewish identity. 

Although Jewish tradition sets a very high value on 
the rearing and educating of children, our child rear- 
ing remains privatized and impossibly onerous. For all 
the pieties from pulpits and organizational soapboxes, 
we do not have child-centered communities in which 
young children are not only properly and consistently 
cared for as an institutionalized communal value, but 
are given in the course of that care exciting and en- 
ticing Jewish experiences that encourage them to love 
their heritage from the beginning. The current reality 
forces every Jewish family to fend for itself. Rather 
than setting a communal agenda that eschews Ameri- 
can individualism in this most essential sphere, our 
leaders have assimilated the worst of American social 
norms. 

What can Jewish leaders do to best insure Jewish con- 
tinuity—and support Jewish families in the enterprise of 
having children? 

© Demand that synagogues, Jewish community cen- 
ters, or other appropriate institutions offer affordable 
high-quality day care based on Jewish values to their em- 

(Continued on p. 77) 



Jewish Ethics and Abortion 

David Kraemer 

( : ontemporary Jewish commentators have written 
repeatedly on the question of Jewish law/val- 
ues/ethics and abortion, some supporting it and 

others voicing condemnation. But virtually without ex- 
ception, even when they have claimed to be speaking of 
values or ethics, their discourse shows that they have re- 
ally meant Jewish law (Halacha). For those who are pri- 
marily concerned with ethics as such (henceforth: 
“ethicists”), there is no reason to grant that the two are 
the same—and considerable reason to argue they are not. 

The crucial differences between Halacha and ethics are 
fourfold. Halacha defines a narrow canon, ethics should 
not. Halachists believe “Torah” (broadly defined) is eter- 
nal, contemporary; ethicists will understand the tradition 
contextually. Halachists submit to the final authority of 
their sources, ethicists exercise their judgment. Perhaps 
most crucially, halachists prefer clear, definitive conclu- 
sions, whereas ethicists will understand that complex eth- 
ical questions often do not yield univocal, overarching 
answers. It is obvious that the two are radically different 
enterprises, and the standards and assumptions of Ha- 
lacha are obviously not appropriate for the ethicist. 

At the same time, rejection of halachic discourse 
does not require the abandonment of traditional Jewish 
sources; it is possible to do ethics with traditional sources 
without accepting the ways of Halacha. In what follows, 
I hope to show how this can be done, first by reviewing 
and critiquing the common halachic approach to abor- 
tion and then illustrating the alternative. 

The biblical text most often cited in connection with 
the abortion question is Exodus 21:22-3. The verses de- 
scribe a case of two men who, in the course of a scuffle, 
unintentionally strike a pregnant woman, who then mis- 
carries. The text continues: “If there be no catastrophe, 
he shall be punished according to what the woman’s hus- 
band shall exact from him, it shall be determined 
through adjudication. But if there be catastrophe, then 
you shall give life for li 
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Rabbinic tradition understood “catastrophe” to mean 
harm to the mother. Thus, if the mother’s life was lost, so 
too should the life of the perpetrator be taken. But if the 
fetus was lost, no such “life for life” penalty was de- 
manded. On this basis, halachists have argued that the fe- 
tus was not valued as a life; feticide is not a capital crime. 

Citations of rabbinic literature relevant to this ques- 
tion begin with Mishna Obalot 7.6: 

If a woman has difficulty in childbirth, we cut up 
the offspring in her womb and remove it limb by 
limb, because her life comes before its life. If most 
of it [the child; the Talmud’s version is “most of the 
head”] has come out, we do not touch it, because 
we do not push aside one life for another. 

This Mishna clearly teaches that, at least at certain 
times, the fetus’s life must be taken in order to save 
the endangered life of the mother. Based upon the 
Mishna’s stated reason (“her life comes before its 
life”), it may even be argued that this applies to any 
point in the pregnancy. The direction of the law as de- 
lineated here is permissive at least in cases of thera- 
peutic abortion. 

The Talmud suggests a new and possibly crucial jus- 
tification for the mishnaic law quoted above. At San- 
hedrin 72b, the text proposes that, even if most of the 
baby (or the baby’s head) has already emerged, it should 
still be proper to save the mother’s life by taking the 
baby’s life because the child would be in the category of 
“pursuer”—according to rabbinic law, if one pursues 
another with intent to murder, a Jew is required to save 
the pursued even by taking the life of the pursuer. (The 
Talmud rejects the proposed reasoning, claiming that in 
this case it is actually “Heaven” that is doing the pursu- 
ing.) Maimonides and others understand this to suggest 
that, in the earlier mishnaic case, where the child is still 
mostly in the womb, the child is indeed categorized as 
a “pursuer” and for that reason its life may be taken. 
Following this reasoning, the conclusion regarding ther- 
apeutic abortion suggested above would appear unim- 
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peachable and, indeed, most halachic authorities have 
ruled that such abortion is legitimate. 

A final discussion always quoted in connection with 
abortion is the Mishna and accompanying Gemara at 
tractate Arachin 7a. According to the Mishna, if a preg- 
nant woman is convicted of a capital crime, she should 
be executed before she gives birth; only if she is already 
in labor should the court delay the execution. Regard- 
ing this law, the Gemara comments: 

What is the reason [we wait if she has gone into 
labor]? Since it has been separated [from her 
womb] it is considered to be an independent body 
[and no longer part of the mother]. R. Judah said 
that Samuel said: A [pregnant] woman who is on 
her way out to be executed, they strike her [on her 
belly] opposite her womb in order that the child 
die first, so that [at the time of execution] she not 
be brought to disgrace [through the spontaneous 
birth of the child]. 

The procedure R. Judah describes in the name of 
Samuel suggests the permissibility of abortion even in 
certain cases where the mother’s life is not threatened 
by the fetus. Furthermore, the tradition at hand unam- 
biguously assumes that fetal life, at whatever stage be- 
fore pregnancy, does not merit the full protection of the 
law. Based upon this text, many authorities have justi- 
fied abortion for reasons other than the mother’s phys- 
ical health. Critics of that interpretation have countered 
that the text deals with unusual circumstances and 
should therefore not be deemed normative. 

The halachic authorities 
of old were not asking 

our questions about abortion. 
Can we justify using 

them as a guide? 

The problem with this whole discussion, from the 
perspective of modern ethics, is that none of these 
sources has been subjected to the necessary critique. For 
example, there are several problems with the verse from 
Exodus. First, its reference is ambiguous. While it is pos- 
sible that the “catastrophe” it speaks of is the mother’s 
death, it might also be the death of the child; if this were 
so, of course, radically different conclusions would be 
required. Second, even assuming that the ambiguous 
term refers to the mother, it is not clear that this text is 
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relevant to the abortion debate. It speaks, after all, of 
the unintentional taking of fetal life, not of direct inter- 
vention to terminate such life. At best, the text implies 
that the killing of a fetus is not considered murder and 
even this is not clear since murder is intentional, and the 
killing described in the passage is unintentional. 

The relevance of Mishna Ohalot is also questionable. 
In fact, the Mishna speaks not about danger to a 
mother’s life early in pregnancy, but rather about dan- 
ger to her life during childbirth. If by “abortion” we 
mean taking the life of a fetus mostly during the early 
months of a pregnancy, then this text has no direct bear- 
ing on the abortion question. 

It is not surprising that classic rabbinic sources con- 
tain scant reference to abortion and focus instead on the 
dilemmas of childbirth. Danger to a mother’s life in 
childbirth was extremely common in premodern soci- 
ety. For a variety of reasons (children were a financial 
asset; infant- and child-mortality rates were extremely 
high; medical procedures were dangerous or unreliable), 
abortion must have been uncommon. For related rea- 
sons (children as a financial liability; low infant mortal- 
ity; safe and effective medical procedures), abortion is a 
common and reasonable option for us. What this all 
means, of course, is that the halachic authorities of old 
were not asking our questions about abortion. Can we 
justify deriving instruction when the analogies are so in- 
exact and the circumstances so different? 

For these same reasons, the talmudic discussion of 
Mishna Obalot is also not substantively relevant. Nor, 
however, is its theoretical extension of much use. To be- 
gin with, it is not clear that Maimonides is correct in ap- 
plying the principle of “pursuer” to the fetus before 
birth. But even if Maimonides is correct, we learn noth- 
ing about abortion in general. As stated, according to 
rabbinic law, even an adult “pursuer” may legitimately 
be stopped through the taking of his life. Thus, it is pos- 
sible that the fetus could be judged a legally protected 
life and still be subject to the law outlined in the Mishna. 
In fact, there are multiple reasonable interpretations, 
and while these sources speak clearly about a common 
problem (danger in childbirth), they convey nothing un- 
ambiguous about abortion as such. 

The fourth quoted text (Arachin) does, finally, speak 
of what we would call abortion. But its reasoning is so 
troubling from an ethical perspective that we should hes- 
itate to regard it as instructive. The Talmud’s justifica- 
tion for abortion before execution is that such a step will 
avoid disgrace to the body of the woman at the time of 
her death? Actually, her humiliation would be even 
greater if Samuel’s procedure were followed, for she 
would be alive to experience it, along with great physi- 
cal pain. Does the avoidance of possible humiliation at 



death justify causing considerable pain during life? Fur- 
thermore, who should be making this decision? No one 
has asked this woman what she would prefer. Should 
Samuel have the right to impose his concern for disgrace 
at death and ignore the woman’s welfare during the last 
moments of her life? 

Finally, the fundamental assumption of this source is 
troubling. Even if the fetus technically merits no legal 
protection, would it still not be better to await birth and 
then execute the woman? The Greeks and Egyptians 
judged the potential value of the fetus as greater than 
the value of swift execution (see Plutarch, De Sera Nu- 
minis Vindicta, 552). Should Jews not do the same? I 
think it is safe to say that we should avoid using it en- 
tirely. Undoubtedly, it is possible to extract halachic rul- 
ings from this talmudic debate. But doing so requires 
that we read with ethical blinders, an approach we 
should shun. If such traditions provide our lone justifi- 
cation for abortion, we build on dubious ground. 

onsidered from the perspective of modern ethics, 
the conventional, halachic approach to abortion 
leads to a dead end. But what is the alternative? 

If the task is not primarily deciding what is permissible 
and what prohibited, but discovering fundamental val- 
ues embedded in the tradition that pertain to a given 
question, then our approach must change in several es- 
sential respects. 

First, we must frame new questions—questions that 
relate not only to the former concern, Halacha, but also 
to the latter, ethics. Naturally, different questions will 
sometimes lead us to different texts—to precedents 
whose relevance is not simply in the analogues they of- 
fer but in the values and attitudes they assume. Second, 
we must look beyond the canon as defined by Halacha. 
Third, we must feel free to critique and question the 
teachings that the tradition records. And, finally, we 
must insist that general conclusions are not always pos- 
sible; we must be open to ambivalence where the com- 
plexity of an issue so warrants. 

In the case of abortion, our questions must include, 
but not be limited to, how Jewish traditions view the life 
or potential life of a fetus, the relationship of the fetus 
to the mother (and father), and the prerogatives of a 
mother (and father) with respect to the fetus. These 
questions will lead us back to some of the texts reviewed 
above, but other texts will also suggest themselves. More 
important, we will find that the nature of discourse and 
analysis changes. What follows is intended to illustrate 
the alternative for which I am arguing. 

We begin with two traditions commonly cited in con- 
nection with the question of abortion, the first because 
of the light it sheds on the status of the fetus. The Tal- 

mud, at Yebamot 69b, declares that “until the fortieth 
day, the fetus is mere water.” The attitude of the author 
is clear: During the earliest stage of fetal development 
the fetus is not yet considered human life in any genuine 
sense. 

For the halachist, the consequence of this statement 
may be obvious; “mere water,” after all, should not be 
protected by the law. Nevertheless, we recognize that 
this “mere water” will soon be far more; how do we fac- 
tor in our concern for the ultimate potential of this prim- 
itive substance? Is such potential irrelevant (to my mind, 
an unreasonable position), or does it call upon us to re- 
spect this water more than other “mere water?” And, if 
we judge that potential is an important consideration, 
how does this balance against the mother’s wishes and 
needs? Thus, this talmudic precept enables us to begin 
formulating essential questions. Despite its relative clar- 
ity, it does not direct us to a singular answer. 

The second much-cited tradition, scattered through 
a related cluster of texts, relates to the question of the 
relationship between a fetus and its mother. The tradi- 
tion records a dispute concerning whether a fetus is con- 
sidered “its mother’s thigh [limb]” or not. Certain texts 
seem to prefer the view that a fetus is indeed considered 
a limb of its mother, but this position is not clearly sup- 
ported by the Talmud as a whole. On the contrary, what 
distinguishes these discussions—and what has gone un- 
noticed (or, at least, unnoted) by halachists—is that both 
opinions persist and that neither is deemed obviously 
superior to the other. The talmudic deliberations tend 
to explore the consequences of each without privileging 
one over the other. 

From the ethicist’s perspective, the Talmud’s incon- 
clusiveness in this matter is its most notable feature. The 
inability of the sages to support one position firmly 
shows their dilemma in assessing the status of the fetus 
vis-a-vis the mother. If the fetus were “its mother’s limb” 
it would be judged to have no independent existence 
and therefore no independent rights. But the talmudic 
sages are not willing to grant the necessary correctness 
of that opinion. Nor, however, are they confident of the 
opposite opinion. 

This indecision is evidence of ambivalence—an am- 
bivalence with which we readily identify. The fetus is not 
quite a person; it is (for most of a pregnancy) unable to 
survive independent of the mother’s body. Thus, it is rea- 
sonable to conclude that its life is in no significant way 
separate from that of the mother. On the other hand, 
there is no doubting the fetus’s essential personhood, at 
least in potentia. The fetus, for a large part of its devel- 
opment, looks like a person and, one day soon, it will 
be a person. (Remember, each of us began as a fetus.) 
Thus, we also feel strongly that at some stage—a stage 
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earlier than birth itself—the fetus has attained at least 
existential personhood. The positions recorded by the 
rabbis mark the two poles of our own confused reflec- 
tions on this matter. If I understand them correctly, the 
rabbis support such confusion, confirming that there are 
no simple answers to these questions. 

Considered from the perspective of 
modern ethics, the conventional, 

halachic approach to abortion leads 
to a dead end. 

A text that has, to the best of my knowledge, never 
been cited in this connection is the Talmudic delibera- 
tion (Bava Batra 141b-142b) that considers whether one 
may give a gift to a fetus. The issue is the degree to which 
a fetus may be considered a legal entity: If it is such an 
entity, then it should be possible to give it a gift; the more 
distant it is thought to be from real personhood, the 
more difficult it should be to support the validity of such 
a gift. The discussion begins with the opinion that a fe- 
tus may not acquire property, but the Mishna which this 
deliberation accompanies suggests the opposite. In fact, 
although the first stated law is supported to the end, the 
deliberation goes out of its way to review the many par- 
ties who support the contrary opinion, believing that a 
fetus may acquire property. 

ost interestingly, for our purposes, is the last- Meee modification of the first tradition by R. 
Yohanan: Yes, he agrees, a fetus may not ac- 

quire a gift, but there is an exception for one’s own fe- 
tus (in the womb of one’s wife), for “a person’s feelings 
are especially close to his own child.” In other words, 
while it might generally be true that a fetus is not “per- 
son” enough for another to have full and proper intent 
to give it a gift, one’s own baby, even before birth, is cer 
tainly person enough. There are differences in our feel- 
ings for our own fetus and that of another—differences 
which have real consequences. 

This Talmudic text is important to our deliberation 
for several reasons. First, it again records and gives cre- 
dence to two contradictory views, suggesting that the 
question of a fetus’s personhood does not yield unam- 
biguous answers. Perhaps more important, it recom- 
mends that the personhood of a fetus may change as a 
function of our emotional connections to it; our own 
child, in utero, is indeed a person as far as we are con- 
cerned. It has a reality—a presence—that creates a gen- 
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uinely human relationship even before birth. The rela- 
tionship just described is not, in the estimation of the 
Talmud, limited to the mother. The deliberation speaks 
from the perspective of the father, showing that, in the 
opinion of its authors, the father as well as the mother 
may relate in significant ways to the fetus before birth. 

he few texts reviewed here merely serve to illus- i trate an approach. But for this method to yield as 
much insight as possible, we ought to consult a 

wide variety of texts. For example, it is essential to ex- 
amine those midrashim that describe the development 
of the fetus in its mother’s womb. If, as in tractate Nid- 
dah 30b, the fetus is believed to study Torah from be- 
ginning to end, what does this tell us of the valuation of 
that fetus? Even if we assume that the midrash is pro- 
jecting the child’s potential value as a future student of 
Torah, surely this tells us how highly prized potential 
human life is in the rabbinic mind. 

At the same time, we should not ignore the question 
of the mother’s well-being and her prerogatives as (par- 
tial) life-giver. Surely, the Arachin text discussed 
earlier—however perverted in its attempt to protect the 
honor of the mother—at least shows that concern for 
the mother’s well-being is a significant factor, sometimes 
coming before the life of the fetus. Other traditions 
might contribu.z to an exploration of the abortion ques- 
tion. However difficult and imprecise the exploration 
might be, and whatever lessons additional investigations 
might yield, we can nevertheless begin to draw certain 
conclusions. 

The exploration we have initiated leaves an ambiva- 
lent legacy. It is unquestionable that prominent voices 
in the tradition support the belief that, subsequent to 
the first forty days of pregnancy, the fetus, in significant 
respects, is human life. Those who support that view 
would undoubtedly denounce abortion in most cases. 
At the same time, it seems clear that one who performs 
an abortion is not guilty of murder. But we should not 
make too much of this conclusion. Neither did the rab- 
bis consider there to be liability for murder if one took 
the life of a terminally ill person; the limit defined by the 
law is sometimes not identical with its fundamental val- 
ues. 

In fact, this distinction between the law’s technical 
limits and its ethical soul may well offer the key to for- 
mulating a Jewish ethical response to the abortion 
dilemma. It seems to me that the traditions reviewed 
above, in combination, recommend a distinction be- 
tween legal proscription and what we might call ethical 
imperative. 

It is difficult to build a case for actually outlawing 
(Continued on p. 77) 



ROUNDTABLE 

Beyond Crown Hei ghts — 
Strategies for Overcoming 
Anti-Semitism and Racism 
in New York 

Tamar Jacoby is a journalist currently writing a book 
on the recent history of race relations in America. Melanie 
Kaye/Kantrowitz is executive director of Jews for Racial 
and Economic Justice (JFRE]). David Lazerson is director 
of Project “CURE!” a Crown Heights community orga- 
nization founded after the August 1991 riots in Crown 
Heights to improve race relations and foster mutual co- 
operation and understanding. Marshall Meyer is rabbi of 
Congregation Bnai Jeshurun in New York City. Gary Ru- 
bin is director of national affairs for the American Jewish 
Committee. Michael Meyers is executive director of the 
New York Civil Rights Coalition and former assistant di- 
rector of the NAACP. Betty Ehrenberg is executive direc- 
tor of the Institute for Public Affairs of the Union of 
Orthodox Jewish Congregations, a network of more than 
1,000 North American Orthodox synagogues. Balfour 
Brickner is rabbi emeritus of the Stephen Wise Free Syn- 
agogue in New York City. 

TIKKUN magazine recently opened an office in New 
York—just at the moment when New York newspapers 
were filled with fierce charges and countercharges about 
whether the David Dinkins, the mayor of New York, 
had responded adequately to the violence that rocked 
the Crown Heights section of Brooklyn some fifteen 
months before—events that were described in TIKKUN 
as having the feel of an American-style pogrom against 
Jews by some African Americans. For three days, many 
Jews in the Hasidic community of Crown Heights lived 
in fear as crowds of Black youths roamed the streets, at- 
tacking stores, cars, and homes of Jewish residents. 
Yankel Rosenbaum, a Hasidic student, was murdered 
during the first night of the rioting—but the violence 
was not quelled until several days later. 

The subsequent debate, some fifteen months later, 
erupted in the wake of the acquital by a largely Black 
jury of a Black suspect in the murder who was identi- 
fied by Rosenbaum and who had in his possession a knife 
with blood stains of the same type as that of Rosenbaum. 

The debate that ensued took a very peculiar turn, how- 
ever, focusing on Mayor Dinkins’s alleged failures—to 
act decisively at the time of the rioting or to order the 
police to act more forcefully to quell the rioting. He was 
also faulted for his alleged insensitivity in his public 
statements, including his failure to condemn the jury 
verdict acquitting Lemrick Nelson, the accused slayer 
of Rosenbaum, although he had condemned the acquital 
of police accused of beating motorist Rodney King in 
Los Angeles last spring. 

In focusing on the mayor, the conversation missed the 
larger and more important issue: namely, the widespread 
anti-Semitism that had shown its ugly face in the rioting 
in Crown Heights. We have therefore convened this 
roundtable not to talk about Dinkins and recent events 
in New York, but to think about the larger problems of 
racism and anti-Semitism—why these problems persist, 
and what kinds of strategies we could adopt to combat 
and undermine them. 

Jacoby: We ought to resist efforts to explain the prob- 
lems facing Blacks in America solely as a product of 
racism, just as we ought also to guard against exagger- 
ating the impact of anti-Semitism. Both Blacks and Jews 
are thin-skinned people who, because of their histories, 
tend to define themselves by their enemies and to blame 
others for their problems and look to others for the so- 
lutions. The pattern is not exactly symmetrical, but I 
don’t think it’s good for either community. I start with 
some dissent from your premise. 

Kaye/Kantrowitz: Looking at this problem in context, 
we should acknowledge that Jews are such a strong mi- 
nority in New York City that they can barely be called 
a minority. When you look at anti-Semitism in other 
parts of the country or the world, you see a phenomenon 
much closer to that of racism than when you look at anti- 
Semitism in New York City. 

Black anti-Semitism and Jewish racism against Blacks 
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play out within the context of the larger racism and anti- 
Semitism in the larger society. Both racism and anti- 
Semitism take the heat off an economic system that is very 
problematic. In the past twelve years some people have 
gotten very rich while others are barely surviving. Jews 
are blamed for this as they have been for many decades 
in Western societies. Meanwhile, there is the reality of ur- 
ban crime, despair, and chaos, and Blacks are blamed for 
this. Both racism and anti-Semitism take the heat off those 
who are really responsible for this development. 

Traditionally, the alliance between Blacks and Jews in 
the United States has been a progressive alliance, and at 
times it has been the progressive alliance. The emphasis 
on the rupture between the two is a way for some to cel- 
ebrate the difficulties that progressives are having in ev- 
ery arena to build successful movements for change. 

Lazerson: I have lived in Crown Heights for the past 
ten years. I’ve seen how the media function to keep the 
Black minority and the Jewish minority apart from each 
other. It’s almost as if the larger society has a “divide and 
conquer” mentality. Let me give you an example. In the 
past week two things happened: We had an event at 
Medgar Evers College at which Cornel West spoke and 
a Black-Jewish rap group performed and there was no 
one from the media there; and we had a man in Crown 
Heights arrested for an alleged bias attack on a Black, 
and that has dominated the media. We send out press 
releases for our programs of cooperation, but the media 
only focus on people who come across as hot-heads and 
fuel the fire. There are some significant problems here, 
to be sure, but the fact is that by and large people have 
gotten along with each other here in Crown Heights. 

Rabbi Meyer: The problem of economic and social in- 
justice in the society as a whole forms the basis for the 
problem of anti-Semitism. The message of “The Proto- 
cols of the Elders of Zion” that continues to resurface is 
that the Jews are the bankers and the Jews are the power 
brokers. On the other hand, there is the Jewish self-per- 
ception of us as having the monopoly on suffering. 

It’s no surprise that we might expect a problem with 
anti-Semitism after twelve years of Reagan and Bush in 
which social inequalities have grown. We Jews have dif- 
ficulty acknowledging others’ suffering—yet the suffer- 
ing of Blacks is real and for some parts of the Black 
community the suffering has grown. 

On the other hand, there are Black leaders who have 
irresponsibly ripped into the Jewish community_and 
Blacks have to take responsibility for that. And Jews, on 
the other hand, have to take responsibility for some of 
the irresponsible and incendiary remarks that have been 
made lately in New York. There is tremendous anti- 
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Black sentiment in the Jewish community and tremen- 
dous anti-Semitism in the Black community. 

Gary Rubin: In Crown Heights, both Blacks and Jews 
have legitimate complaints about police protection, 
housing and health care, etc., and we need to start with 
what is in the guts of the people there. If people in the 
neighborhood are saying that they are frightened by 
what happened we need to listen to them. 

I don’t believe the anti-Semitism we are seeing is an 
economic epiphenomenon fronting for something else. 
The hate and anger against Jews is deeply ingrained. 

Acknowledging the hate as real leads us in two possi- 
ble directions. One direction says that because the hate 
is real, we should have nothing to do with the others, and 
hence leading to a separatist mentality. Or you can say, 
if anti-Semitism is really a serious problem out there, it 
inheres in others, so the only effective way to combat it 
is to be out there, affecting the relevant community who 
have this disease if you’re going to have a fighting chance 
of dealing with it. So we have to try to affect those com- 
munities. And this means addressing questions about po- 
lice protection, the fairness of the criminal justice system, 
the health system that let Yankel Rosenbaum and count- 
less Blacks die in emergency rooms—these problems 
could be worked on together, and in so doing we could 
build coalitional relationships that would be the most ef- 
fective way to lessen hostilities. 

Michael Meyers: We need to have memories of how the 
racial rhetoric that is polluting the atmosphere got le- 
gitimated. I remember in the Black community signs that 
called for a boycott of Jewish businesses, I remember 
shouts of “Heil Hitler” and people who said that Hitler 
had not killed enough, 1 remember the polarizing 
speeches. Too many of our Black leaders have acknowl- 
edged and empowered demagogues; I remember the 
phrase of “Hymietown” and I can’t get away from it, po- 
litical conversions notwithstanding. 

I think we have to face these and other tough realities. 
It’s true that Jews and Blacks have been allies, but we’ve 
also been rivals. To many Jews racial quotas are anath- 
ema, for many non-whites affirmative action must be dis- 
tinguished from exclusionary quotas. We have rivalry 
about housing given the scarcity facing our communities, 
particularly in Crown Heights and Williamsburg. We 
have disagreements about how and where there are dou- 
ble standards in the criminal justice system. 

What is particularly disturbing to me is that recent stud- 
ies indicate that better educated Blacks have more anti- 
Semitic attitudes. Among young Blacks on college campuses 
and young Black “intellectuals” there are strains of Black 
nationalism, demagoguery, and vicious anti-Semitism. 



So the question is how to deal with this. I think some 
people in the Black community have made a mistake in 
how they’ve responded. They’ve responded with ap- 
peasement, embracing demagogues. The media have 
been irresponsible and have sought entertainment 
rather than serious discussion. There has been a tremen- 
dous failure of leadership in all of the communities. New 
York is not a mosaic; the mosaic is broken here. Across 
the nation there has been a rising tide of racism against 
Blacks and of anti-Semitism. 

In New York, the issues have been complicated by the 
way that they have been introduced into the forthcom- 
ing mayoralty race. Many Blacks are concerned that the 
city’s first Black mayor is being driven out by “the pow- 
ers that be.” So a lot of scapegoating and irresponsible 
dialogue is going on on all sides of these issues. 

Betty Ehrenberg: Ironically, each group thinks that the 
other group is more powerful than it really is, each en- 
vies the other. Blacks don’t understand the reality of Jew- 
ish poverty and Jews exaggerate the success that Blacks 
have experienced in the past decades. 

We talk about the need to build ties to the Black com- 
munity, but how many of us have even been willing to 
build unity in the Jewish community? Orthodox Jews 
often have to be reminded that non-orthodox groups 
and mainstream Jewish institutions are not gentiles; and 
non-orthodox Jews often have to be taught that Ha- 
sidism is not made up of “mes- 
sianic cults.” 

You fight anti-Semitism 
through alliances and through 

tant during moments of crisis, and on the other hand ac- 
tually trying to uproot the basis of anti-Semitism in each 
community. 

Jacoby: There’s a conventional wisdom that has grown 
up in this country in the past twenty years that may be 
part of the problem. It was different in the mid-sixties. 
Then we thought, “On the surface we are different, but 
underneath we’re all the same, we’re one community, 
not several communities.” But what has happened in the 
past twenty years, in part with the sanction of the lib- 
eral establishment, is that we've come to think that we 
owe our primary allegiance to our particular small com- 
munities, that the big community is ill-defined, hard to 
get our hands on, and that underneath we are really dif- 
ferent. We have a benign idea of a mosaic, but it never 
remains benign. It inevitably degenerates into “us vs. 
them.” There is a basic polarization and distrust that 
leads to friction on every issue. One wouldn’t want to 
end all particular allegiences, but the pendulum has 
swung too far. 

Even more troubling, the situation isn’t symmetri- 
cal—this kind of thinking is more pronounced on the 
Black side of the equation. The idea that one’s Black 
identity is more important than one’s community iden- 
tity is encouraged and that is inevitably going to lead to 
the kinds of tensions that we are now witnessing. 

acts of kindness. We Jews have to 
look at our own behavior to see if 
in ethical terms we are living up 
the standards that we assert for 
others. 

During the Crown Heights ri- 
ots and afterwards, the president 
of Brooklyn College worked 
closely with the Black student 
group and the Jewish student 
group to avert any disaster, and 
both developed projects to work 
together, such as helping the 
homeless. There’s harmony and 
cooperation there that could be 
duplicated on campuses around 
the country. 

TIKKUN: There may be a difference 
between trying to keep the lid on 
things, which may be very impor- 

Sephardim 
"Paloma Diaz Mas 
Edited and translated by 

George K. Zucker 

The first comprehensive history of 
the Sephardim, written for the gen- 
eral reader as well as the specialist. 
“Authoritative, reliable, well-orga- 
nized, and very readable.... Diaz- 
Mas covers virtually every facet of 

Sephardic culture, from rites to lan- 
guage, from early history to the most 

recent developments worldwide.” 
—Myron Lichtblau, 
Syracuse University 

27.50 at bookstores, or, for MC/VISA orders, 
call: 1-800-621-2736. In Illinois: 312-568-1550 
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Michael Meyers: There are many specific steps that need 
to be taken. Human relations committees should be 
holding public hearings and developing community- 
wide strategies. There should be more prosecution of 
crimes of ethnic or racial violence. And we need to train 
people in community relations. My organization has pi- 
oneered programs in twenty-five high schools to do this 
kind of training, and more of that is necessary. 

Brickner: There is a Black isolationist movement, and it 
has its counterpart in the Jewish community. Black iso- 
lationists have gone askew in a distorted Afrocentrism. 
There are a few people who've dealt with this in the 
Black community, like Henry Louis Gates, Shelby 
Steele, and [roundtable participant] Michael Meyers. 
The desire on the part of some Blacks, particularly Black 
intellectuals, to keep their own identity by creating a sep- 
aratist reality, has a familiar ring for many traditional 
Jews who have withdrawn from the larger community 
(and their withdrawal, an attempt to preserve their own 
identity, gets perceived and stigmatized as separatism 
and arrogance by some Blacks). 

There is nothing fundamental in Black or Jewish iden- 
tity that requires antagonism between the two commu- 
nities. The tensions that do exist are driven by 
competition for turf, for power. Economic disparity, lack 
of jobs, inadequate housing and health care—these are 
the real enemy, not David Dinkins and not each other. 

Rubin: It’s true that we have a separatist problem, but 
we should acknowedge the legitimacy in group identi- 
ties. Group identities may be the only way we can form 
real coalitions. Nor is it correct historically to talk, as 
Tamar Jacoby seemed to suggest, about a time of na- 
tional unity in which there really was a great mosaic from 
which the pendulum is moving away. It’s moving away 
from a time when we didn’t have intergroup conflicts 
because minority groups were suppressed. The positive 
side of conflicts that we are seeing today is that Jews, 
Blacks, gays, women, and other groups whose views 
were suppressed in the national discussion now have the 
ability to express themselves. 

The issue is not how do we get back to a golden age 
that never really existed. Rather we need to build a world 
of legitimate group interests that work together in coali- 
tion, rather than conflicting with each other. 

There are two very specific things that we should do 
within our own Jewish community as part of this effort. 
First, any expression of racism, anti-Semitism, anti- 
women, or anti-gay sentiments have to be condemned 
in the most vigorous and clear terms, and our commu- 
nity has to police itself. For example, only a small group 
of voices in the Jewish community have said clearly that 
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the current attacks on Dinkins are obscene. Second, we 
need to dedicate ourselves to dealing with issues like 
poverty, health care, criminal justice, etc. From my per- 
spective, the organized Jewish community makes good 
statements but doesn’t really expend its resources on 
them, and hence is correctly perceived as not really car- 
ing about these issues, no matter how good its official 
positions are. On the other hand, those Jews who do 
play a role in combatting poverty, fighting for better 
housing, and struggling for social justice often do it out- 
side the context of the Jewish world, so that their ac- 
tions, which actually flow from Jewish values in many 
cases, don’t come back to influence the Jewish commu- 
nity because they act outside of it. We’ve got to capture 
the social justice energy that exists among Jews and get 
that put within Jewish institutions and organizations. 

Brickner: Organizational Jewish life is not structured 
to encourage that kind of participation. 

Lazerson: I do think that we should not discount the 
strategic importance of the kind of dialogue now taking 
place among young people in Crown Heights. We have 
hundreds of Blacks and Jews meeting together every 
month. There is no institutionalized hate—it is largely 
based on misunderstanding and myths about each other, 
and this can be dispelled, and is being dispelled right 
now in Crown Heights, through people actually sitting 
down with each other and talking to each other. We've 
organized some of that among young people in Crown 
Heights, and I think we need to pay attention to this 
model. 

Kaye/Kantrowitz: There’s significant work taking place 
outside of New York City: the anti-hate coalitions in the 
Northwest and in the South, in which Jews work along- 
side people of color because all are targeted by white 
supremicist activity. Or the defeat of the anti-gay mea- 
sure in Oregon by a coalition led by lesbians and gays, 
in which a united Jewish community worked along with 
spokespeople from the African American community, 
the Native American community, and the farmworkers 
union, which is primarily Chicano. At a victory rally, the 
farmworkers’ representative was asking the other groups 
to join their upcoming struggle, and people were pledg- 
ing to do this. There’s campus activity—for example, at 
SUNY-New Paltz, where Black and Jewish faculty took 
leadership to organize a campus speakers series on 
Black-Jewish issues. There’s the question of democra- 
tizing leadership in the Jewish community, where lead- 
ers are mostly well-to-do men who tend to represent the 
interests of well-to-do men. If Jewish leaders truly rep- 

(Continued on p. 78) 



BOOK REVIEW 

Does Power Flow From the Op-Ed Page? 

Jay Rosen 

Sousil aud Pry: The Waslington Pun- 
ditocracy and the Collapse of American 
Politics by Eric Alterman. Harper- 
Collins, 1992, 352 pp. 

his is a sharp, funny, sometimes 
savage book about the world of 

Washington pundits, written from an 
insider's perspective. Those who re- 
sent the way the media “got in line” 
during the Reagan era will find their 
suspicions confirmed in clever detail. 
Eric Alterman, a Washington jour- 
nalist with a left-liberal bent, has tried 
for a gossipy, satirical tone, and his 
book can be enjoyed as an entertain- 
ing put-down of the know-it-alls who 
inflict their views on us during Sun- 
day morning talk shows. 

But Sound and Fury is also about a 
serious subject: “The collapse of 
American politics,” as viewed from the 
embittered perspective the Left often 
took during the 1980s. By embittered, 
I mean the tone of those who saw the 
Reagan years as a moral and political 
disaster but who did not believe in 
their ability to persuade Americans of 
this fact. Media critiques are a natural 
resting place for this sentiment, for the 
belief in the omnipotence of the me- 
dia permits the Left to see its own 
marginalization as the work of a force 
other (and larger) than itself. If the Left 
can’t get a decent hearing there is noth- 
ing essentially wrong with its message. 
The message simply can’t get through 
the media filter. 

This conviction is usually accom- 
panied by a dismissive view of the 
people who actually voted Reagan 
and Bush into office. They are gener- 
ally made to disappear—at least as 
conscious agents capable of rational 
choice. Thus, Alterman writes: 

Jay Rosen is an associate professor of 
journalism at New York University and 
a frequent contributor to TIKKUN. 

Our shameful education sys- 
tem turns out so many illiterate 
citizens that intelligent political 
participation is all but impossi- 
ble except for a decreasing mi- 
nority. And political corruption, 
individual alienation, general 
laziness, and a pervasive sense 
that everything in America seems 
to be getting worse has led large 
numbers of Americans—per- 
haps even a majority—to remove 
themselves en masse from polit- 
ical life. Finally, the omnipresent 
influence of television, coupled 
with the increasingly short atten- 
tion span of the viewing audi- 
ence, has reduced much of the 
discourse to a kind of semiotic 
shorthand, designed to trigger 
the emotions without disturbing 
the mind. 

In the absence of leaders 
who will speak honestly 

and wisely about the 
nation’s fate, serious 

discussion has become 
the exclusive province 

of the media. 

Under these conditions, Alterman 
argues, the words spoken by Ameri- 
can politicians have become so empty 
and cliché-ridden that they no longer 
have any relevance to the problems 
they seem to address. In the absence 
of leaders who will speak honestly 
and wisely about the nation’s fate, se- 
rious discussion has become the ex- 
clusive province of the media. 
“Nothing else remains,” he notes. Po- 
litical parties, civic and labor groups, 

and the larger public have all fled the 
field. But the press cannot conduct a 
useful discussion of the nation’s in- 
terests. It is hampered by commercial 
pressures—especially the production 
demands of television—and by the 
rules of “objectivity,” which strait- 
jacket journalists and prevent them 
from making sense out of the current 
scene. 

B ut there is one elite group within 
the media that is allowed to ren- 

der judgment on the meaning of 
events and the direction the country 
should take. These are the pundits: a 
handful of highly visible columnists 
and talking heads who get paid (ex- 
tremely well) to give their views on the 
issues of the day. George Will of 
Newsweek, the Washington Post, and 
ABC; Pat Buchanan, until his presi- 
dential bid, syndicated columnist and 
a fixture on CNN; Morton Kon- 
dracke and Fred Barnes, both of The 
New Republic and “The McLaughlin 
Group”; William Safire of the New 
York Times; Charles Krauthammer of 
the Washington Post and Time; Jack 
Germond, columnist and “McLaugh- 
lin Group” member; Michael Kinsley 
of The New Republic and CNN’s 
“Crossfire’—these are some of the 
prominent names in what Alterman 
calls the “punditocracy.” He asserts 
that it is “their debate, rather than any 
semblance of a democratic one, that 
determines the parameters of politi- 
cal discourse in the nation today.” 

Alterman does not believe the av- 
erage American is much influenced 
by “The McLaughlin Group” or The 
New Republic. “The public at large 
does not possess the means, nor ap- 
parently the inclination, to interfere in 
Washington’s policy apparatus in any 
but the most exceptional cases,” he 
writes. Rather, it is within the insider 
culture of Washington that the pun- 
dits hold sway. Precisely because most 
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Americans aren’t paying attention, 
the debate among insiders determines 
the drift of public policy. He writes: 

Just as the Reagan crowd 
came to power, views that had 
been considered Cro-Magnon 
just months earlier became so- 
phisticated. While a tiny cadre of 
stalwarts managed to hold fast to 
their liberal instincts during this 
period, most professed to see 
new wisdom in cutting taxes for 
the rich, threatening war with the 
Soviets, and cracking down on 
Vodka-guzzling welfare queens. 
The punditocracy hardly re- 
quired a weatherman to deter- 
mine which way the political 
winds were blowing. 

Alterman’s dismissal of 
politics is so extreme that 

it eliminates the 
importance of his chosen 
subject, a curiously self- 

defeating tactic. 

This passage illustrates one of the 
difficulties Alterman creates for him- 
self as a press critic who leans left. 
Clearly he resents and mistrusts the 
conservative ideology that triumphed 
during the Reagan era. That's fair 
enough—I feel the same way. But 
what, exactly, is the point of criticiz- 
ing right-wing pundits for holding 
right-wing views? If I wish to register 
my disgust with the policy decisions 
of the Reagan-Bush years, then my ar- 
gument is not really with the colum- 
nists and talking heads who 
applauded (or even rationalized) 
those decisions. It’s with Reagan, 
Bush, the Republican Party, 
Congress, the American voter— 
maybe even with history itself. A pun- 
dit who gave aid and comfort to my 
political opponents doesn’t necessar- 
ily deserve my scorn, even if I utterly 
reject the views he advances. Con- 
sider, for example, the “Reagan Doc- 
trine,” which justified American 
intervention in Latin American and 
other places around the globe. Ac- 
cording to Alterman, the doctrine was 
virtually invented by Krauthammer in 
pieces he wrote in 1985 for The New 
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Republic and other venues. “On the 
basis of a few throwaway sentences in 
the President's State of the Union ad- 
dress,” Alterman writes, “Krautham- 
mer created a concept that brought 
coherence to what had previously 
been just an amalgam of rag-tag drug 
runners, terrorists, Islamic funda- 
mentalists, Maoist revolutionaries, 
and a few hapless democrats pacing 
the Capitol hallways for taxpayer 
handouts.” Krauthammer’s phrase- 
making became a “rhetorical um- 
brella” under which supporters of 
Contra aid could win funding from 
Congress. This the author presents as 
an example of the punditocracy’s odi- 
ous influence in national affairs. 

My own interpretation would be 
somewhat different. Krauthammer, 
it seems to me, was doing exactly 
what an opinion columnist—who, 
after all, is a rhetorician—should be 
doing. By giving a catchy name and 
a coherent structure to a hazy ten- 
dency in Reagan’s thought (and what 
tendency wasn’t hazy?) he tried to 
clarify what this President stood for: 
a militant anti-Soviet impulse, will- 
fully expressed though military 
means. That Krauthammer may have 
seen more consistency in Reagan’s 
policies than did Reagan himself is 
precisely the function of a good 
thetorician: to realize at the level of 
language a clarity that messy events 
may lack. Done well, political 
rhetoric gives names to vague per- 
ceptions and permits conflict to pro- 
ceed at the level of public discourse, 
rather than in the subliminal field of 
the latent impulse or the cumulative 
effect of a policy drift. 

ike many others, including Alter- 
man, I thought the Reagan Doctrine 

was a disaster. But as a “doctrine,” the 
disaster became easier to see and warn 
against. This was good for political 
debate and good for someone like Al- 
terman. He might have argued in his 
own op-ed piece (he’s published 
many) that the Reagan Doctrine was 
not, as Krauthammer contended, sup- 
port of freedom-loving democrats 
around the world, but the reduction 
of the word “democrat” to something 
like “anyone who makes trouble for 
the Soviets and needs guns.” He 
might, in other words, struggle with 
Krauthammer over the proper way of 
understanding Reagan’s _ policies, 
which is what political debate is sup- 
posed to be about. 

But suppose you don’t believe in 
your ability to prevail in such a 
struggle? Suppose you’re convinced 
that the media are in the hands of 
hostile powers (so that your lonely 
op-ed piece doesn’t matter), that the 
public is sleeping through this de- 
bate, (or worse yet, too stupid to un- 
derstand), that arguments on op-ed 
pages and talk shows don’t really 
matter anyway because political dis- 
course is just a distracting spectacle, 
behind which lies the power of cor- 
porate interests, or the secure grip of 
a ruling class. Holding these beliefs, 
you might well react with contempt 
at even a principled display of your 
opponents’ views, for the display re- 
minds you of a marginality you’ve al- 
ready accepted as permanent. 

uch an attitude goes hand-in-hand 
Wwith a cynical view of political pos- 

sibility, a closing down of hope that 
pre-empts any demand that the Left 
rethink its message. Thus, Alterman 
concludes that the debasement of po- 
litical discourse in recent years is so 
advanced that “the game is already 
won or lost by the time the punditoc- 
racy has named the players and de- 
termined the playing field.” This 
dismissal of politics is so extreme that 
it eliminates the importance of Alter- 
man’s chosen subject, a curiously self- 
defeating tactic. The pundits’ power, 
so heralded in the beginning of the 
book, more or less disappears by the 
end. Alterman notes that if the pun- 
dits were to disappear “through a 
meticulously placed earthquake or a 
one-way shuttle launch,” corporate 
money would still dominate on Capi- 
tol Hill, TV sound-bites would con- 
tinue to eviscerate political discourse, 
the regime of corporate ownership 
would hold sway in the media, 
Americans would still demand to 
be entertained rather than informed, 
prejudice and tax fever will remain in 
place, and alienation and withdrawal 
from politics will be unabated. In 
other words, “the system” is so screwy 
and so self-reinforcing that real 
change is virtually unimaginable. This 
bleak assessment is lightened by the 
author’s snappy, snarling humor, in 
evidence throughout. But the bleak- 
ness, for me, outweighed the many 
clever lines and amusing asides. 

Iterman does make a vague call 
for a “coherent political lan- 

gusge” to replace the “pseudo-lan- 



guage” that now prevails, but his pes- 
simistic analysis seems to preclude 
any possibility that a better discourse 
might find support. He is right to pro- 
mote a “journalism of engagement” 
that, by combining political commit- 
ment with serious reporting, might 
undermine what he calls “the prestige 
of ignorant opinion.” But he does not 
say what journalists should commit 
themselves to, beyond destruction 
of the “pseudo-language, pseudo- 
events, and pseudo-environments” 
that dominate American politics. This 
is not the attitude of someone who ex- 
pects to join in a public drama of per- 
suasion. But it is a compelling form of 
spectatorship, in which the critic be- 
comes a close chronicler of political 

BOOK REVIEW 

Telling Stories About Faith and Unfaith 

deception and a connoisseur of the 
public’s bamboozlement. There are 
many on the Left who enjoy this 
game, and I suspect they will heartily 
enjoy Sound and Fury. 

Here, in fact, is one of the media’s 
most dangerous “effects.” It invites 
those with a critical temper to see 
through everything and to mistake 
this seeing through for an adequate 
vision of politics. If this mistake was 
dangerous during the Reagan and 
Bush years, it will be self-defeating in 
the extreme during Bill Clinton’s 
presidency. For our current challenge 
is not to see through Clinton’s 
thetoric but to take it more seriously 
than he has himself. Phrases such as 
a “New Covenant” are not to be dis- 

missed as campaign blather but seized 
upon and redefined in a creative and 
progressive manner. That means bat- 
tling it out with Clinton and his ad- 
visers over the proper meaning of the 
covenant, the manner in which it can 
be seen as “new,” and the actions that 
would demonstrate that the phrase is 
being taken seriously. But before we 
can do this important political work, 
we have to believe that politics works 
this way—that the drama of political 
persuasion makes a difference in the 
end, and that the public, in the end, 
might be persuaded to participate. 
Alterman does not seem to share 
these beliefs, which makes this a puz- 
zling book for the political moment 
now upon us. 

Judith Plaskow 

The Spirit of Renewal: Crisis and Re- 
spose én Jeiwcsh Life by Edward Feld. 
Jewish Lights Publishing, 1991, 191 pp. 

hen I was a graduate student in 
theology and obsessed with the 

problem of evil, it occurred to me one 
day that virtually every purported so- 
lution to the problem presupposes 
the premises it claims to prove. Au- 
gustine, for example, in the course of 
his many explorations of the question, 
repeatedly begins sentences, “Given 
that God is perfectly good...,” a be- 
ginning that is hardly designed to 
generate the opposite verdict. Ana- 
lytic philosophers, on the other hand, 
seem to start from the conviction that 
belief in God is absurd and contra- 
dictory—a conviction that the con- 
templation of evil is unlikely to refute. 
I concluded from this evidence of cir- 
cular reasoning that it would proba- 

Judith Plaskow is a Jewish feminist the- 
ologian and professor of religious stud- 
tes at Manhattan College. 

bly be more fruitful to reflect on the 
religious experiences and narratives 
underlying various formulations of 
the problem of evil than to address 
the problem formally. 

Many years later, this conclusion 
still seems to me essentially just. The 
problem of evil considered as a philo- 
sophical question—rather than as a 
profound existential dilemma or as a 
cry of pain—quickly gets mired in a 
series of intellectual dead ends or 
tricks and becomes rather arid and 
boring. How can a supposedly good 
and omnipotent God permit evil in 
the world? We don’t know; we shall 
never know. Perhaps God is not all 
good; perhaps God is not all power- 
ful. Perhaps there is some deep reason 
in things that eludes our limited per- 
spectives. The question is not so much 
how we solve this problem as how we 
live with it—how and where it arises 
for us, # it arises. The proper question 
is not how we can justify God in the 
face of evil but, given the reality of evil, 
what are the stories individuals and 

communities tell themselves to sustain 
and justify faith and unfaith? 

For contemporary Jews, it is the 
Holocaust, more than any other event, 
that is likely to send us searching for 
narratives that make sense of suffer- 
ing. Yet as Edward Feld’s rich and 
evocative book, The Spirit of Renewal, 
makes amply clear, Jews, over the 
course of centuries, have felt the need 
to tell stories in response to many dif- 
ferent evils. Writing with poetry, eru- 
dition, and passion, Feld (who spent 
nineteen years as the director of the 
Hillel Foundation at Princeton Uni- 
versity and recently became rabbi of 
the Society for the Advancement of 
Judaism in New York) examines a 
number of the central stories Jews 
have developed in struggling to deal 
with personal and communal crises. 
Some of these stories have been clear 
and straightforward; others have been 
complex and ambiguous. Some have 
been direct, grappling with evil head 
on; others have been indirect, strug- 
gling with evil while appearing to 
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speak of something else, weaving re- 
sponses to evil into the very fabric of 
our self-understanding. Some of our 
best-known stories, while they are 
about other things too, are also at- 
tempts to come to terms with evil. 

Genesis 3, for example, is easily 
recognized as a story about the origins 
of evil and suffering. The snake, mys- 
terious symbol of temptation and im- 
perfection, suddenly appears in the 
midst of an earthly paradise, precipi- 
tating human disobedience and alien- 
ation from God and self, laying the 
basis for punishment and exile. 

But Feld points out that, even be- 
fore the snake appears, Genesis 1 and 
2 already represent contradictory 
statements about the relationship be- 
tween God and the world. In chapter 
1, creation unfolds with ordered har- 
mony by the grace of God’s speech. 
God enjoys and finds satisfaction in 
creation; creation is “very good,” and 
reaches transcendent perfection in 
the Sabbath. In chapter 2, however, 
Adam is no sooner created than he 
finds himself lonely and unfulfilled. 
In imitating God’s primal act by nam- 
ing the animals, he discovers his dif- 
ference from the rest of creation; he 
places himself “outside the ecological 
whole.” 

There are tensions within the cre- 
ation narratives, then, that leave us 
with an ambiguous picture of the hu- 
man situation: Our lot entails har- 
mony and joy, dissatisfaction and 
alienation. The storytellers do not ask 
why this should be. They simply tell 
it like it is; they describe the ideal and 
the reality of our existence. 

ther biblical authors appear less 
satisfied with this strategy of in- 

direction. Compelled by the pain of ex- 
ile or the exigencies of their own or their 
people’s existence, they need to under- 
stand how the God who had taken their 
ancestors out of Egypt on eagle’s wings 
was now letting Israel suffer. The his- 
torical books of the Bible have a clear, 
hortatory tale to tell: for our sins, we 
were punished. Their authors find it 
easier to blame themselves for evil than 
either to blame God or face finding 
themselves in a world without meaning. 
Not so with the authors of Job and Sec- 
ond Isaiah. Job would rather confront 
the void than tell what seems to him a 
lying tale of his own disobedience. Sec- 
ond Isaiah also questions the connec- 
tion between —sinfulness and 
punishment. It is the innocent person, 
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the one most pious and closest to God, 
who is asked to suffer on behalf of oth- 
ers. For these writers, the memory of 
God’s care and redeeming action does 
not point inevitably to their own guilt; 
rather, it makes it unbearable that God 
has now hidden God’s face; or it ex- 
plains why God has chosen Israel to 
bear others’ suffering. 

Perhaps the story about evil most 
surprising to the contemporary Jewish 
ear is that told by the rabbinic gener- 
ation after the Bar Kochba revolt. 
Here Feld is especially powerful and 
interesting in showing how the spiri- 
tual crisis caused by the Bar Kochba 
defeat led to a new theological self-un- 
derstanding that was remarkably 
otherworldly. The rabbis of this gen- 
eration could not see suffering as 
atonement, either for their own sins or 
those of others. Their friends and 
teachers had given up their lives for 
Torah, yet the teaching of Torah had 
been banned, the practice of Judaism 
outlawed. How could the students 
discern God’s presence in the events 
of the world or in human history? In- 
stead, they came to see suffering, and 
especially martyrdom, as signs of piety 
that would be rewarded in another 
life—the reward to be gained through 
the study of Torah. The Torah, given 
by God at the central moment of his- 
tory, now replaced history as the 
sphere of divine/human encounter. 

The Bar Kochba generation’s new 
elevation of Torah was decisive for the 
Jewish future, because its system of 
thought was institutionalized through 
the publication of the Mishnah. The 
passion for Torah that has character- 
ized Jewish life, the escape into Torah 
that so often has been the Jewish an- 
swer to the world’s hatred and vio- 
lence, was itself originally a response 
to crisis. The primacy of Torah is the 
product of the interweaving of narra- 
tives of election and covenant with 
narratives of martyrdom and evil. 

If engagement with suffering 
shapes and informs so many central 
Jewish narratives, how is Jewish sto- 
rytelling changed for those of us who 
lived through or live after the Holo- 
caust? It is this question that led Feld 
to contribute to the small but grow- 
ing body of Holocaust theology by 
writing The Spirit of Renewal. Expe- 
riencing the Holocaust as “a shatter- 
ing and overwhelming event” that 
cries out for a theological response, 
Feld turns to Jewish texts from the 
past to see how earlier generations 

dealt with crisis and from it wrested 
spiritual renewal. His point in look- 
ing at historical sources is not to find 
some past interpretation that can be 
imported as the solution to our own 
crisis, but to show how each 
generation finds a new religious vo- 
cabulary—a new story—that speaks 
to the situation of its own time. 

Feld tells us that God 
does not control evil 

and will not redeem it 
at the end of time. 

As Feld sees it, no past response to 
catastrophe could be adequate to the 
needs of this generation because the 
Holocaust profoundly alters the Jew’s 
relationship to God, to Jewish iden- 
tity, and to the rest of humanity. In 
terms of the metaphor of story, the 
Holocaust undermines and makes a 
mockery of the central narratives of 
modernity, forcing us to find a new re- 
ligious vocabulary. Belief in progress, 
belief that culture is necessarily hu- 
manizing, belief that scientific ad- 
vancement goes hand in hand with a 
better and more humane world—all 
these were turned to smoke in Hitler's 
ovens. The problem, as Feld sees it, is 
that the Holocaust did not happen de- 
spite these things: The Nazis turned 
all that was most worthy in human life 
to the purposes of mass destruction. 
They took the values of culture, of sci- 
ence, of modern technology and effi- 
ciency and made them servants of evil. 

n the face of a catastrophe from 
which the fruits of modernity 

could not save us, the stories of past 
generations lose their power to sus- 
tain and console. Are there any sins 
we might have committed that de- 
served so dreadful and overwhelming 
a punishment? Can the millions of un- 
willing dead, systematically deprived 
of their human dignity, possibly be 
considered martyrs? For what could 
Jews have been atoning? What possi- 
ble dream of a world to come could 
make us accept this horror? It seems 
that the Holocaust has undermined 
traditional narratives of faith precisely 
at the point that we need them most 
desperately. 

In the end, it is a particular kind of 



story that gives Feld hope: stories of 
simple acts of humanity, of dignity 
maintained against all odds, of the 
preservation of life as a “revolution- 
ary act of opposition.” It is the repe- 
tition of such stories in the accounts 
of many survivors that enables him to 
move toward a tentative theology of 
humanity, God, and Israel for our 
time. If the Holocaust reveals the hor- 
ror and cruelty of which all human be- 
ings are capable, it also provides 
glimpses of holiness, of a sense of be- 
yondness most directly encountered 
in relationships with other people. If 
it deprives us of a Lord of history who 
will make all right in the end, it gives 
us a God “found in the midst of the 
muck of this world,” at the heart of 
everyday existence. If it ends the pos- 
sibility of the Jewish /uftmensch, liv- 
ing outside of history, it gives us a 
people returned to land, to power, 
and the body, faced with the dilemma 
of balancing survival with the need to 
be faithful to a reality larger than the 
self. The theological vocabulary of 
our time, Feld says, is a vocabulary of 
immanence, embodiment, and ambi- 
guity, of seeking sanity in the midst of 
madness and holiness in a messy ad- 
mixture of good and evil. 

Surprisingly, given Feld’s emphasis 
on ambiguity, the understanding of 
evil he draws from the narratives of 
human dignity is in essence dualistic. 
Evil is a “power” or “domain,” ulti- 
mately independent of God, that re- 
peatedly surges up in individuals and 
societies. God does not control evil 
and will not redeem it at the end of 
time. While in the world as we know 
it, evil appears thoroughly intermin- 
gled with the holy, the holy itself is 
morally pure, a fragile light seeking to 
assert itself in the greater darkness. It 
manifests itself in those everyday acts 
of generosity, compassion, and jus- 
tice-seeking that so surprise us when 
we find them in the midst of the Holo- 
caust, and that signal the presence of 
God at the center of ordinary life. 

It is in relation to Feld’s construc- 
tive proposals that I find the metaphor 
of story particularly intriguing, for I 
partly agree with his vision of what 
constitutes an adequate theological 
vocabulary in the contemporary 
world—but not entirely, and not just 
because of the Holocaust. On the one 
hand, I would extend the language of 
ambiguity into the sacred itself (see my 
“Facing the Ambiguity of God” in 
TIKKUN, September/October 1991). 

On the other hand, I see many con- 
temporary theologians using the lan- 
guage of immanence, embodiment, 
and ambiguity, whether or not their 
thought is framed in the context of the 
problem of evil. The prevalence of this 
language leads me to ask whether 
there is not some larger contemporary 
narrative, fed by many sources, that 
can be brought to bear on the Holo- 
caust, but that is not simply generated 
by it. It is impossible, of course, to sep- 
arate the terrible knowledge forced on 
us by this event from our larger re- 
sponses to the contemporary human 
situation. But just as after the failure 
of the Bar Kochba revolt, the rabbis 
put their faith in Torah, both because 
they despaired of the world and be- 
cause they loved Torah, so we seek the 
holy in our everyday lives today, both 
because everything else has been 
stripped away and because nonethe- 
less, there are many positive currents 
in contemporary life that foster an 
awareness of the sacred. 

As I reflect on where I find the holy 
in my own experience, I do not see it 
always as completely aligned with the 
moral. For example, last summer I vis- 
ited the magnificent Iguassu Falls on 
the border of Brazil and Argentina. As 
I stood looking into the “Devil’s 
Throat,” the mouth of all the falls, I 
felt myself gazing on the wellspring of 
life in all its power, terror, energy, and 
sublimity. It struck me at the time that 
this was a revelation of the sacred that 
was consonant with the Holocaust 
precisely because it had no obvious 
moral dimension, yet at the same time 
it was utterly other in its profound fas- 
cination and beauty. Such experiences 
of the power of nature are one source 
of a theology of immanence, embodi- 
ment and ambiguity—a theology of 
ambiguity that sees the creative heart 
of the world as itself bearing within it 
possibilities of destruction. Another 
source of such a theology are the con- 
crete struggles of oppressed peoples 
for freedom and dignity, struggles that 
are rooted in and witness to the real- 
ity of the holy, yet that also can lead to 
new forms of oppression. Here, I com- 
pletely agree with Feld that seeking 
justice in the face of the knowledge 
that it can be perverted weaves “a car- 
pet for the entry of God.” 

It seems to me that any theological 
vocabulary we use today must be 
faithful to the realities of experience 
as we have seen them through the 
Holocaust, or it will ultimately appear 
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to us as lying and shallow. But a vo- 
cabulary that comes to us simply 
through the Holocaust also cannot 
sustain us, unless it is confirmed and 
rooted in continuing encounters with 

Book REVIEW 

Jews and Other Bohemians 

the sacred in our history and contem- 
porary experience. The stories we tell 
about what threatens and supports 
our deepest sense of meaning are wo- 
ven from many sources. In grappling 

with catastrophe in relation to the 
narratives of tradition and the larger 
context of our experience, we create 
new stories about God, the world, 
and also ourselves. 0) 

Paul Buble 

1915, The Cultural Moment: The New 
Politics, the New Woman, the New 
Psychology, the New Art and the New 
Theatre in America. Edited by Adele 
Heller and Lois Rudnick. Rutgers 
University Press, 1991. 

Abbie Hoffman: American Rebel. Martin 
Jezer, Rutgers University Press, 1992. 

The Best of Abbie Hoffman. Edited by 
Daniel Simon with Abbie Hoffman. 
Four Walls Eight Windows, 1990. 

I is impossible to recall the 1960s 
counterculture without Abbie 

Hoffman, equally impossible to think 
about the Beats without Allen Gins- 
berg (or his half-Italian, _half- 
Sephardic Jewish publisher, fellow 
poet Lawrence Ferlinghetti), or even 
to imagine free love and birth control 
in the early twentieth century without 
Emma Goldman. Something suspi- 
ciously familiar lurks here: the kernel 
of truth in those anti-Semitic 1930s 
cartoons with Jew and Negro together 
plotting to spread jazz music and rad- 
ical ideas so as to overthrow the WASP 
moral and political order. Not that all 
Jews are, by any stretch of the imagi- 
nation, bohemians (ask the Hasidim, 
or William Kristol, erstwhile chief of 
staff to Dan Quayle). But just about 
all gentile American bohemians, like 
gentile American writers and/or radi- 
cals, become at least a little bit Jewish: 
It comes with the territory. 

Paul Buble is a frequent contributor to 
TIKKUN. 

68 TIkKUN VoL. 8, No. 1 

‘We could trace the lineage of 
American bohemians to Walt Whit- 
man and even further back, of course. 
But considering the phenomenon 
more as social milieu than heroic in- 
dividualism, we should look to the 
outburst of cultural energy in the last 
fin de siécle. Here we find, for in- 
stance, the Weltschmerz sophistica- 
tion of 1890s Jewish immigrant 
intellectuals such as Leon Kobrin 
(“the Yiddish Zola”), writing melan- 
cholic, one-column short stories for 
the Forward about hopeless romances 
in the tenements. Or the wild anar- 
cho-libertarian poetry of Joseph 
Bovshover, who went mad only a few 
years after reading Whitman in the 
Yale Library and trying to translate 
Whitmanesque ideas into a ghetto pa- 
tois. In the audience of these writers 
could be found intellectuals who fu- 
riously argued aesthetics over glasses 
of Russian tea, plotted theatrical pro- 
ductions of Ibsen, and denounced 
mere didacticism. 

Later on, with the new generation 
of the 1910s, hungry poets hung out 
at the edges of East Broadway coffee 
houses known for Jewish literary and 
theatrical personalities—but felt 
more at home in the low-cost and no- 
prestige neighborhood kosher dairy 
restaurants. Blue-collar workers 
themselves, these young artists saw 
hopelessness all around, from the 
perilous condition of their European 
relatives to their own drab daily lives. 
Disbelieving almost everything 
about bourgeois society, they 
granted no respect to Victorian 

morality or old-fashioned “uplift- 
ing” art. 

Looking back, it is easy to under- 
stand how they kicked up such a lit- 
erary fuss in the ghetto. The Jewish 
literary world, far more than now, was 
intensely inner-directed, with sanc- 
tions against those who broke the 
tules and placed themselves outside 
accepted ranks. The paradox of di 
Yunge (the young ones, as they were 
called) was that they could claim to 
be at once more Jewish, more deeply 
Yiddish, than literary veterans who 
expected cultural assimilation; and si- 
multaneously more American, more 
eager to be part of an endlessly multi- 
cultural, even multilingual culture. If 
their often startling talent won them 
admiration, their aestheticism and 
their occasional eroticism were inten- 
tionally transgressive, provocations 
behind which beat a committed heart. 

They were, so to speak, establish- 
ing the pattern for all their bohemian 
successors. Rebels from both gentile 
society and Jewish bourgeois society, 
they were claimants to something in- 
definably American and Jewish. 

‘or all their literary accomplish- 
ments, the rebel Yiddishists re- 

mained invisible to the excited 
observers of the new scene just a few 
subway stops away from East Broad- 
way. During the 1910s, young intel- 
lectuals and artists from America at 
large suddenly discovered Greenwich 
Village. The German Jews among 
them, uneasy about their relations 
with the heavily ethnic Eastern Euro- 



pean newcomers, persuaded them- 
selves that they had become part of 
an assimilationist movement on the 
verge of revolutionizing the society at 
large. It was a hubris others would 
share a half-century later. 

1915, The Cultural Moment (por- 
tentiously subtitled “The New Poli- 
tics, the New Woman, the New 
Psychology, the New Art and the New 
Theatre in America”) offers a broad 
canvas for the first major creative era 
of the century. Edited with great skill 
by Adele Heller and Lois Rudnick, 
this product of a 1987 conference at 
Provincetown, Massachusetts brings 
together some of the outstanding 
young scholars of American mod- 
ernism. The casual reader will find 
dozens of wonderful illustrations, 
drawings, and photographs, including 
a startling nude shot of Louise Bryant 
on the beach. Color prints of painter 
Max Weber’s “Chinese Restaurant” 
(1915), and Georgia O’Keefe’s “Blue 
and Green Music” (1919) are alone 
worth the price of admission. 

The intellectual-artistic explosion 
introduced subjects and approaches 
to the general educated reader during 
the 1910s, leaving future generations 
to develop psychoanalysis, experi- 
mental theatre, and the idea of 
women’s emancipation beyond mere 
enthusiasms. This was an advance 
with an underlying disappointment, 
for which the fate of the Masses mag- 
azine speaks eloquently. As art histo- 
rian Rebecca Zurier traces the story, 
the first (and perhaps still the most) 
beautiful radical magazine of the cen- 
tury unsettled authorities and excited 
readers with its Ashcan School realist 
drawings, its dry-witted cartoons (the 
New Yorker later borrowed their 
style), and red-hot journalism by the 
likes of John Reed. But the example 
could not be sustained. The govern- 
ment suppressed the magazine as 
anti-war, and then the Communists 
finished off the bohemian-left legacy 
by bending art to a narrow political 
line. In a deeper sense, the mood van- 
ished when the belief in the power of 
the artistic experiment to revolution- 
ize society faded into the mass graves 
of World War I. Radical optimism has 
never really recovered. 

ll this seems rather familiar, if es- 
pecially well done and illustrated 

in 1915. But now look at the same im- 
ages through distinctly Jewish specta- 
cles. Assimilated Jews such as literary 

modernist Waldo Frank, Masses artist 
Maurice Becker, and modern painter 
Max Weber—to take only three ex- 
amples—each made his individual 
mark upon the emerging modernism. 
But characteristically in this other- 
wise fine volume, the “ethnic theatre” 
(we “read” this as Yiddish although 
of course drama took place in other 
immigrant cultures) with its impor- 
tant avant-garde element becomes 
only a long footnote to the back- 
ground of the Provincetown Players, 
the premier goyishe avant-garde the- 
atre of the 1910s. 

The fault of 1915 as a broad sweep of 
modernism, then, is its unthinking as- 
sumption that high-class American in- 
tellectuals always lived within an almost 
exclusively white, English-speaking 
world. The masses are more heteroge- 
neous by far, and some of the liveliest cul- 
tural impulses can usually be found 
among recent immigrant groups or ru- 
ral in-migrants to the cities, continually 
remaking American culture for their 
own delight. People at the margins, in 
linguistic or other terms, are compelled 
to devise their own engagement with 
mass culture; thus, they often search out 
the avant-garde and make themselves 
part of it. This is, indeed, the biggest 
story in twentieth-century cultural inno- 
vation. The most interesting part may be 
the interconnections. We could draw a 
chronological parallel from _ the 
theatrical impresarios of the Village 
avant-garde to the German-Jewish en- 
trepreneurs who helped invent Tin Pan 
Alley and extend these lines in time to 
the Eastern Euroj Jews who ran 
many of the early jazz clubs and others 
who invented Hollywood. Immigrant 
entrepreneurs, themselves fascinated by 
new styles, discovered in mass enter- 
tainment a vehicle for diluted but still 
recognizable avant-garde impulses. Af- 
ter 1920, for better and for worse, 
Greenwich Village reached Main Street 
via the popular press just as New Or- 
leans reached the local jazz clubs. Ad- 
mittedly, “free love” (a principled 
opposition to legal marriage that was 
common among Jewish anarchists and 
others) thereby turned into promiscuity 
while jazz became something that white, 
particularly Jewish, men appropriated 
to make their fortunes—or at least the 
decent living that few black musicians 
ever enjoyed. Still, despite all the imbal- 
ances, Jews and bohemians of all races 
created and perpetuated cultural 
breathing space in middle America. 

The explosive mixture of Jewish 

artistic innovation and moneymaking 
still fueled the furious generational re- 
bellion and cultural conflicts that 
broke out everywhere in the United 
States after World War II. Film noir, 
uncontestably American cinema’s 
most bohemian-experimental genre, 
and the political blacklist against the 
Hollywood Left, could be described 
as artistic stroke and political counter- 
stroke carried out largely between 
warring Jews before a gentile audi- 
ence of moviegoers and government 
agencies. Abe Polonsky, who grew up 
with his grandmother’s Yiddish sto- 
ries about Huck Finn on the Volga, 
wrote the script for Body and Soul, the 
ultimate boxing film about the dark 
side of sports—i.c., capitalism—a few 
years before the studios and the in- 
vestigative committees ran him out of 
pictures. (Happily, Polonsky got his 
revenge as a pseudonymous writer for 
early television’s anti-McCarthyite 
classic, “You Are There.” As he 
quipped recently, some weeks on the 
show, Socrates denounced the witch- 
hunt, and other weeks Galileo did it.) 
Such recent backstage films as The 
Way We Were and The Front, and 
books about the blacklist, have like- 
wise only scratched the surface of this 
particularly Jewish tale. 

De temporarily out of mass 
culture, the bohemian impulse 

settled into the literary/musical un- 
derground of the 1940s and 1950s: a 
definitely post-Marxist but also anti- 
war, anti-capitalist and (among other 
things) sexually off-beat scene. Diane 
DiPrima could write movingly about 
her Italian anarchist grandfather and 
Jack Kerouac about his Irish Catholic 
selfhood, but a head count on any 
given day at the jazz and poetry read- 
ings in North Beach, San Francisco, 
to say nothing of New York’s Village 
Gate, would turn up a whole lot more 
Jews than anyone else. They had both 
the enthusiasm and the alienation. 
Naturally, their younger counterparts 
would, at the first moment of oppor- 
tunity, join civil rights and anti-war 
marches, later the be-ins and the 
counterculture. What else could they 
be expected to do? 

Abbie Hoffman is, in retrospect, the 
generational mediation personified. 
The person who coined “Never trust 
anyone over thirty” was ironically the 
senior role model, almost father figure, 
to the political culture of the New Left. 
One of the many pleasures of Marty 

REVIEWS 69 



Jezer’s biography is the way the author, 
an anarcho-pacifist veteran, traces 
Hoffman to his Worcester, Mas- 
sachusetts bohemian boyhood. Son of 
a druggist, Abbie was expelled from 
public high school and ended up, com- 
peting impulses seemingly reconciled, 
at Brandeis University. There, Hoffman 
ran into Abraham Maslow, founder of 
a humanistic psychology linked with 
such contemporary rebels as Paul 
Goodman, Eric Fromm, Lewis Mum- 
ford, and Rollo May (also linked, in the 
long run, indirectly to Michael Lerner 
and TIKKUN). In its time a psychologi- 
cal liberation from Freudian fatalism, 
Maslow’s vision—along with an excur- 
sion into Beat literature—enabled 
Hoffman to follow his own unique 
path. He became, in his own words, 
“the jock who was a bohemian who was 
also a jock”—an upbeat hipster who 
captained the tennis team and played 
the horses while idolizing Lenny Bruce. 

Jezer notes parenthetically that a 
fellow Maslovian, Betty Friedan, 
wrote her own way to fame and move- 
ment-founding through a mixture of 
radical critique and self-help psychol- 
ogizing (i.e., The Feminine Mystique). 
Jezer is onto something here, because 
Hoffman’s greatest power was to offer 
a therapeutic or pseudo-therapeutic 
ethos for the mass-bohemian younger 
generation. Passing through Berkeley 
at the dawn of the sixties, Abbie be- 
gan to discover himself as an organizer 
while making a living as a psychologist 
and a salesman, identities not totally 
at odds. As the civil rights movement 
grew, he could put his various per- 
sonalities to work simultaneously. The 
rest is, as they say, history. 

bbie’s masterstroke came in 1967, 
when he founded the Youth In- 

ternational Party—Yippies, or politi- 
cized hippies. It was a freewheeling 
response to the be-ins and the emer- 
gence of a radical, marijuana-smoking 
milieu in the East Village and else- 
where. Yippie was the perfect tool for 
fictive press releases, media events 
hatched in Hoffman’s own fertile 
brain, which was then undergoing 
continuous shocks if not actual chem- 
ical changes through considerable 
doses of LSD. Constantly frenetic 
with new ideas, he was far from re- 
sponsible (or democratic) about dis- 
tributing them. Critics accused him of 
being a political huckster, in it for the 
celebration of his own personality. 
Friends suspected (and doctors later 
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confirmed) that Abbie was actually a 
manic-depressive, and his illness in- 
creasingly took its toll on him as time 
went on. Meanwhile, he burned the 
candle at both ends, hurling dollar 
bills from the visitors’ gallery onto the 
floor of the New York Stock Ex- 
change, promising to lead an “Exor- 
cism of the Pentagon” during a mass 
anti-war demonstration. He didn’t 
disrupt the stock market for long, and 
he obviously failed to lift the Pentagon 
from its foundations. But he created 
some helpful chaos on Wall Street and 
provided some laughs among heavy- 
spirited demonstrators. (He also made 
Old Lefties even grumpier.) 

he power and the risk of Hoff- 
man’s creative energy showed itself 

most spectacularly in the “Festival of 
Life” held at the time of the 1968 
Democratic Party convention in 
Chicago. While moon-faced Hubert 
Humphrey supported the bloodshed 
in Vietnam and embraced Mayor 
Richard Daley, the cops went wild 
against longhaired kids. Hoffman 
nominated a Humphrey-looking 
porker, Pigasus, for president and led 
the demonstrators into the streets. The 
resulting publicity did wonders for 
Abbie’s literary efforts, including Rev- 
olution for the Hell of It (1967), The 
Woodstock Nation (1969), and Steal 
This Book (1971). Abbie successfully 
outraged the authorities and the 
stuffed shirts on the Left, but it was 
never clear what strategy, if any, he had 
in mind beyond the next protest. 

This limitation—of his effort and 
thus of Abbie himself—was obvious 
early on. As Todd Gitlin reflects in 
The Whole World Is Watching, Hoff- 
man made himself the ultimate self- 
elected leader whose influence rested 
solely upon his allure to the mass me- 
dia. He could not move toward cre- 
ating a viable political alternative to 
Humphrey and Nixon (although his 
more slow-witted compeer, Jerry Ru- 
bin, ran for veep on the Peace and 
Freedom Party ticket in 1968) or of- 
fer any better alternative to capital- 
ism’s waste-and-spend lifestyle than 
to take drugs and make love. His crit- 
ics called him irresponsible, and they 
were not entirely wrong. But I call it 
a post-1914 hangover, the brain-pain 
of a struggle to regain a vanished op- 
timism in a world where class-con- 
scious internationalism had long since 
failed and where “liberation,” even 
with a utopian cultural overlay, of- 

fered no antidote to Empire as an ef- 
fective world system. 

Hoffman had other, more personal 
reasons for his ultimate collapse. He 
must have enjoyed the Chicago Eight 
Conspiracy Trial (during which he 
jokingly claimed to be the illegitimate 
son of Judge Julius Hoffman), but his 
1973 bust for cocaine sales to an un- 
derground cop was a sobering expe- 
rience. Whether or not he really made 
the sale to finance political activity, he 
spent the next six years underground. 
In his most purely productive mo- 
ment, he became an environmental 
activist in upstate New York and 
Pennsylvania. He was still a master at 
publicity and had learned to bring di- 
verse people together around a shared 
opposition to the destruction of their 
beloved turf. He reemerged from out- 
law status, two nervous breakdowns 
weaker, to another decade of political 
activism. This time he was an avun- 
cular, senior wise man to yet another 
generation of college kids, and by and 
large a very positive one. But he cap- 
tured few headlines. 

At the time of his possible suicide 
(more likely, an inadvertent drug 
overdose) in 1989, Hoffman had be- 
come an anarchist for our age, al- 
ways against the State and 
unwedded to any alternative hierar- 
chy. Unlike the old Yiddish anar- 
chists who urged reason and quoted 
Kropotkin, Hoffman found his 
métier in the pop-culture vein, far 
from the consistently rational. He 
was always more akin to Lenny 
Bruce than Emma Goldman. 

Norman Mailer captures that 
something in his introduction to the 
Best of Abbie Hoffman, the only an- 
thology that Hoffman is ever likely to 
get. Mailer calls it “the autobiography 
of a bona fide American revolution- 
ary,” and says a few pages later, 
“Given his life, given his immersion 
in a profound lack of security, in a set 
of identity crises that would splat 
most of us like cantaloupes thrown off 
a truck, it is prodigious how long he 
resisted madness and death.” Put 
aside the style of Hoffman’s prose, 
which is dated and now makes read- 
ing his once-popular works an act of 
will. Forget the nuttiness of the polit- 
ical slogans, the constant “k” in 
“Amerika.” Think about Abbie, 
American Jew and radical and bo- 
hemian. You will see more than Ab- 
bie. You will see a little of yourself. 0 
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Post-Modern Jewish God-Talk 

Arnold Eisen 

Renewing the Covenant: A Theology 
for the Postmodern Jew by Eugene 
Borowitz. The Jewish Publication So- 
ciety, 1991, 319 pp. 

Seek My Face, Speak My Name: A Con- 
ipictlioy [eatth Thedlogy by Acttase 
Green. Jason Aronson, 1992, 267 pp. 

he awkwardness I have created in 
my title by the use of hyphens on 

either end is fully intended, symbolic 
of the difficulty Jews like me have 
finding balance between a culture and 
a religious tradition that often pull in 
opposite directions. God-talk has not 
come easily to Jews in recent genera- 
tions, for now-familiar reasons: the 
age-old Jewish suspicion of claims to 
personal religious experience or di- 
rect divine authority; the modern sus- 
picion that people who continue to 
believe in traditional religious notions 
have not fully come to terms with the 
legacy of Marx, Darwin, Freud, and 
Einstein, et al; Jewish reluctance to 
stand too much apart from the larger 
(and secular) elite culture of America; 
the formidable obstacle of the Holo- 
caust, barring the way to confidence 
or willingness to accept that a supreme 
being of any sort is involved in the 
world’s history; and, not least, the abil- 
ity of even observant Jews (or perhaps 
particularly of observant Jews) to get 
by without thinking much about God, 
the central seam in the tallit that is 
their tradition. Most of the systematic 
American Jewish thought of recent 
decades has been devoted either to 
wrestling with the Holocaust or to res- 
cuing the idea of covenant from its nu- 
merous modern challengers bent on 
protecting individual autonomy, with 
not much success on either score. 

All the more reason, then, to cele- 

Arnold Eisen is an associate professor of 
religious studies at Stanford University. 

brate accumulating evidence that 
quality God-talk is returning to so- 
phisticated Jewish conversation. The 
late 1980s saw new and path-breaking 
efforts by Judith Plaskow, David 
Hartman, Neil Gillman, and Irving 
Greenberg, among others. And now 
Eugene Borowitz and Arthur Green 
have added their resonant voices to 
contemporary discussion of the di- 
vine. Both Borowitz and Green claim 
the mantle of the postmodern pre- 
cisely to reassert the sort of powerful 
“meta-narrative” against which 
otard cautions in The Postmodern 
Condition, each with a refreshing can- 
dor and a stress upon personal expe- 
rience well-suited to the temper of the 
times. The tentative truths each wrests 
from massive uncertainty and recom- 
mends for our consideration, demand 
and command our serious attention. 

They may even get it this time 
around. My assumption is that Amer- 
ican Jews in 1992—many of them in 
shul as I was this year on Yom Kip- 
pur, compelled as I was by the liturgy 
despite or because of frequently futile 
struggles to make modern sense of 
it—have given up the automatic aver- 
sion to religious ritual and belief 
nearly universal among highly edu- 
cated Jews a generation or two ago. A 
degree of aversion remains, of course. 
How could it not? Many American 
Jews went to Hebrew school, after all, 
and have never entirely recovered. 
The shuls of their youth were proba- 
bly full of rote performances and self- 
righteous struts. They may have fled 
at bar or bat mitzvah, never to re- 
turn—and allowed themselves to 
walk the streets as adults with an ado- 
lescent’s view of Judaism, something 
they would never permit in any other 
remotely important area of life. But 
then religion is not a terribly impor- 
tant area of life to most American 
Jews, because we have opted for par- 

ticipation in an elite culture that (as 
opposed to the fundies who inhabit the 
boonies) is resolutely secular, and (un- 
til recently, anyway), looked askance at 
particularist commitments of any 
kind. Face it: we have all learned to 
distrust hierarchy, exclusivism, author- 
ity wielded in the name of tradition— 
and Judaism has all of these things and 
more in abundance. Add the fact that it 
is inevitably associated in our conscious 
and unconscious minds with parents and 
hence guilt, not to mention death, and 
there is ample reason for avoidance even 
without the concerns for authenticity 
and intellectual honesty that likewise 
block our way to belief and observance. 

ys the shuls are full of new vital- 
ity these days, and not only on the 

High Holidays. Such involvement 
provides evidence not of renewed be- 
lief or rigorous observance but of a 
widespread recognition that the cen- 
tral question facing Jews does not in- 
volve specific truth-claims at all (Jews 
have never agreed on these, thank 
God) but whether and how they will 
stand in substantive relation to the 
family of traditions known to us as Ju- 
daism. The access points to Judaism 
are many and various these days, par- 
ticularly since the changes wrought by 
feminism, and American Jews of late, 
women and men alike, have been 
drawn in in large numbers (this de- 
spite or because of increased rates of 
intermarriage.) I suspect most have 
done so without attempting let alone 
achieving clarity on the Big Questions 
(e.g., creation, revelation, redemp- 
tion). The synagogues, happy to have 
them back and never comfortable 
with “God-talk” anyway, have let 
them get away with that evasion. My 
hope is that books like Green’s and 
Borowitz’s may help to change this sit- 
uation—and perhaps even return 
quality God-talk to the synagogue. 

REVIEWS 71 



Not because the authors provide Big 
Answers or prove God’s existence to 
Jews who by this point in our his- 
tory—5753—have a skepticism long 
inbred. Proof is not on any postmod- 
ern agenda. Green and Borowitz do 
something far more valuable: They of- 
fer personal witness to God’s pres- 
ence in their lives, with a humility, 
authenticity, and directness that no 
thoughtful adult can easily ignore. 

Borowitz, a professor at the He- 
brew Union College in New York 
steeped in Enlightenment rationalism 
despite a healthy appreciation of its 
limitations, writes with admirable 
clarity. His book usually welcomes the 
reader without prior background in 
theology, although the tours he 
conducts through the curriculum of 
modern philosophy and Jewish 
thought—perhaps intended for just 
those readers—may tire the uniniti- 
ated long before they reach the book’s 
best moments, when Borowitz allows 
his own voice to speak directly. I rec- 
ommend skimming the rough parts 
and paying particular attention to the 
preface, the afterword, and chapters 
8, 10, and 19, where Borowitz’s per- 
sonal voice—and with it his leap into 
postmodernity after a long and distin- 
guished involvement with Kant et al— 
are most articulate. American 
narcissism and selfishness have mod- 
erated Borowitz’s enthusiasm for the 
Enlightenment notion of autonomy, 
and fueled a passionate liberal call for 
community. Reflection upon the 
Holocaust and other recent history 
has deprived all of us, in his view, of 
any easy certainties, religious, scien- 
tific or otherwise. So this “postmodern 
Jew,” drawing upon contemporary the- 
orists such as Jiirgen Habermas, seeks 
to calibrate anew the balance between 
particularist and universalist commit- 
ments, between non-negotiable duties 
and unwavering openness to multiple 
Jewish and non-Jewish paths. 

I often found myself cheering him 
on. Recounting his dilemma about 
whether to say “motzi” in McDonalds, 
Borowitz provided a lovely metaphor 
for the countless choices we all find 
ourselves making. I confess that I 
welled up in gratitude at sentences 
such as this one, offered not as self-ev- 
ident homily but as a hard-won truth 
after sixty-some years of struggle: “My 
trust in God for life after death relieves 
me of the punishing burden of requir- 
ing everything to be settled here. But 
it is not so secure that it eases my hurt 
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at what the good God allows among 
us.” Near the end of the book, 
Borowitz confesses that his “relation- 
ship with God has ripened over the 
years to a certain familiarity with God’s 
presence—and thus with God’s ab- 
sence as well,” and that this intimacy 
“has become the standard for my judg- 
ment of my encounters with things, 
people, and forms.” One wishes he 
could have said more, but of course we 
would probably not give credence to 
more. Even this sentence, for many 
readers, will be too much—because it 
recounts an experience they cannot 
share and may well suspect. I hope 
that, rather than dismissing Borowitz’s 
perspective for that reason, readers 
will appreciate the careful, modest for- 
mulations that abound in the book— 
evidence of a mind and soul that have 
“ripened over the years.” Much Jew- 
ish thought still lacks Borowitz’s hu- 
mility—and so betrays both our 
experience of the world and our post- 
modern commitment to doubt. 

rthur Green—a scholar of Jewish 
mysticism and the president of 

the Reconstructionist Rabbinical Col- 
lege—has been bolder still. He has 
broken with the usual Enlighten- 
ment-dominated agenda of modern 
Jewish thought on view in Renewing 
the Covenant and gone back to the 
kabbalistic and Hasidic sources of his 
principal teacher, Abraham Joshua 
Heschel. Readers who delve into the 
notes at the end of the book will find 
specialized discussions of major con- 
cepts and texts in the Jewish mystical 
tradition. Those who do not—and 
one need not, to follow Green’s argu- 
ment—are treated to a poetic and 
profound challenge to our typical way 
of seeing Judaism and the world. 
Green begins with the personal 
“quest for understanding and aware- 
ness, an ongoing quest to know.” All 
of us, he assumes, religious or not, 
have experiences of transcendence, 
moments that call our usual organi- 
zation of reality into question. “We 
seek within our own inner depths the 
threads of a fabric that will allow us 
to join such isolated experiences to- 
gether.” Doing so—ascending to God 
by penetrating deep inside the self— 
Green believes we find a unity of Be- 
ing that exposes the dualities 
necessary for daily existence as illu- 
sion. It is not true that we ourselves 
are “here” and others, the world, 
God, Being, are all “out there.” Pen- 

etrate the veil, he urges. Pursue the 
unity. Green’s entire book is struc- 
tured by the mysteries that kabbalists 
believed lie hidden in the four-letter 
name of God, declared by Jews for 
three millennia in the “Shma” to be 
“One.” Green finds mysteries there 
and pulls us into the darkness where 
he has found hidden light. 

The depths opened by the book, 
the learning that lies quietly under- 
neath every sentence, are truly re- 
markable. Green knows that he is 
straining credibility. Nachman of 
Bratslav, about whom Green wrote a 
brilliant biography some years back 
and from whom much of this book’s 
thinking is derived, chose to write in 
tales and parables. Green, however, 
faces us directly, in a combination of 
philosophical essay, rabbinic homily, 
and brief Torah commentary, always 
urging us in effect to suspend doubt 
for a time and let his teaching work for 
us. We have a need to pray, and so we 
should pray. We cannot but project a 
personal Face onto the vast unknow- 
able distances of the cosmos, and so 
we should—particularly since the 
imagination we use to do that is not 
apart from the cosmos which it scans. 
“Our prayer is a cry and a song to life 
itself, called forth from our own in- 
nermost self, addressed to the wonder 
and mystery of life that we have dared 
to call again by this ancient and holy 
name.” Pure Heschel, that; and Green 
is no less faithful to his teacher in in- 
sisting that the way to such awareness, 
and out from it, leads relentlessly 
through the world. God’s face is visi- 
ble in human faces of all varieties, as 
God's name is spoken not only in mul- 
tiple formulations (all inadequate) but 
in the acts we all perform in response 
to our awareness of God’s presence. 

s in Borowitz’s book, there is acute 
danger that some readers will feel 

lost in the farther reaches of Green’s 
learning and imagining. They may won- 
der just what he is up to in arguing that 
“God” too is only a symbol, and not al- 
ways a terribly good one, for what he 
(following earlier mystics) has in mind. 
I can only urge them to stick with it. 
Green has no interest in mystical voy- 
ages to the heavens, but rather in mak- 
ing earth a better mirror and vessel for 
their light. Faith in creation, restated by 
Green, leads not only to Shabbat, com- 
munity and the mitzvah of “awareness” 
but to vegetarianism as the “kashrut for 
our age.” A radical reformulation of 



revelation leads (p. 132) to a recom- 
mendation of “submission to God as a 
part of religious devotion” that Green 
concedes he “fought long and hard 
against” but has now come to accept as 
essential. This radical theology often 
leads—as it did among the kabbalists— 
to a strikingly traditional (albeit not ha- 
lachic) pattern of observance. “The 
light that lies hidden within our Torah, 
made up of the countless points of love 
and devotion placed there by our an- 
cestors, is also the hidden light of Y-H- 
W-H.” Redemption, as in the teaching 
of Isaac Luria, a kabbalistic master of 
the sixteenth century, involves us in the 
work of putting all of Being back to- 
gether. We might well begin, Green ad- 
vises, by restoring the balance among 
the threefold tasks of Torah, worship, 
and acts of compassion called for by 
Pirke Avot instead of emphasizing only 
one to the exclusion of the others, as 
many of us do, Orthodox and non-Or- 
thodox alike. 

lhe metaphysicians will no doubt 
give Green a hard time for his dar- 

ing. I confess to profound doubts 
about his monism. For one thing, I sim- 
ply cannot comprehend abstruse spec- 
ulation about what lies beyond the veil 
of illusion. It leaves me groping for 
sense, given that all such talk proceeds 
on this side of the veil, in language 
shaped by its illusions. I trust that 
Green draws upon personal mystical 
experience here—and has the usual 
difficulty of the mystic in describing 
that experience in words others can 
comprehend. I, as one of the others not 
privileged with the experience, neces- 
sarily remain at a skeptical distance. 

But there is another problem, well 
known to students of monists such as 
Spinoza and quasi-monists such as 
Mordecai Kaplan. The essential one- 
ness of all Being seems to preclude 
identity, responsibility and freedom to 
the individual. It therefore does not 
ground morality terribly well. One 
cannot easily reconcile monism with 
purpose of any sort, whether for Cre- 
ation or for us minor creatures. God 
as the One, the totality of Being be- 
yond all gods, includes good and evil, 
order and chaos, creation, and de- 
struction, all jumbled together into 
one, and so cannot guarantee sense to 
our strivings, let alone to our prayers. 

If Green’s theology is meant to re- 
spond to my needs, it has done so by 
heightening rather than answering 
them. I stand before his monistic vi- 

sion humbled, awed, cowering, terri- 
fied, and not terribly comforted by the 
knowledge that my poor stock of 
DNA, on temporary loan from the 
universal bank of matter and energy, 
is really part of the All which is Noth- 
ing. Such a vision would seem to lead 
fragile humans to cling to each other 
in desperation and cry out at the 
emptiness of the All which is Nothing 
rather than to undertake the regimen 
of commandments Green recommends, 
let alone the project of world- 
transformation served by the command- 
ments. Even Borowitz, firmly ensconced 
on our side of reality, does not attempt 
in his book to reconcile his own vision 
of an orderly creation with the horrors 
that seem built into Nature no less than 
into history. I understand that such 
persuasion might fall into the mod- 
ernist mode of persuasion and apolo- 
getic rather than the postmodern 
gathering of witness. But I yearn for 
more signs of the wrestling that 
Borowitz has gone through, more 
clues as to how he has emerged with 
his identity as a member of the 
covenanted people of Israel intact. 

Both thinkers thus seem to know 
and demand too much at times, and 
at other moments far too little. Some- 
times I wished that Borowitz could 
have had more of Green’s poetic 
abandon, his willingness to try myth 
when reason has proven insufficient. 
At other moments I chided Green for 
formulations not nearly as precise and 
careful as those we expect and usually 
receive from Borowitz. This is the 
eternal tension in theology, beautifully 
expressed by Heschel in Torah Min 
Ha-shamayim (which sadly remains 
untranslated). Neither rationalist nor 
mystical language is adequate to the 
description of God. The one says too 
little and prefers silence to falsehood. 
The other says too much—yet in that 
plentitude contains the truth we need. 
Both are necessary. 

I don’t read theology anymore for 
answers, let alone for Answers. Like 
histories, fictions, poems—and lives— 
they don’t have Truth to offer, and are 
compelling nonetheless, if honest. 
These two books certainly qualify. 
Thank God we're now in a cultural 
moment when pursuit of absolutes and 
ultimates, despite doubts about abso- 
lutely everything, near and far, is once 
again respectable and valued, even ur- 
gent. “With this,” as Green writes, 
“we are ready to begin.” 1) 
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LETTERS 
(Continued from p. 6) 

priate. 
In fact, we feminists have been the 

first to point out that women who ac- 
commodate themselves to their own 
brutalization are living out a particular 
victim role in which they frequently 
blame themselves for what is happen- 
ing to them. So, we certainly do want 
the state to intervene to stop domestic 
violence. The only relevant difference, 
as far as I’m concerned, is that on the 
international sphere we may not have 
the power to intervene effectively. 
However, that is not a conceptual issue 
but a contingent historical fact that 
nial be changed. I believe that when 
you someone on the street and fey are brutalizing their children 
it is appropriate to intervene; so too it 

is appropriate to intervene whereever 
we find people brutalizing others, 
physically or psychologically. Some of 
your panelists seem to be so mesmer- 
ized by the value of good boundaries 
and self-determination of different eth- 
nic groups that they would allow these 
groups to get away with whatever they 
want to in the name of defending the 
right to their own particularism. Here 
I have to agree with what Peter Gabel 
has been calling “coercive deference.” 
I feel that it’s happening in your dis- 
cussion of this issue—you are deferring 
to the right of self-determination even 
at the expense of allowing higher ethi- 
cal principles to be abandoned. 

Joyce Markowitz 
Los Angeles, California 

TsRAELI BEDOUINS 

To the Editor: 
Haim Chertok’s article, “Desert 

Scorn: Bedouin Life Under Israeli 
Rule” in the July-August, 1992 issue of 
TIKKUN contains an egregious error 
which puts Israel in an unnecessarily 
bad light. On p. 50, Chertok asks, 
“...who has ever heard of an Israeli 
judge issuing an order for the demoli- 
tion of a home belonging to a Jew, let 
alone of its implementation?” But 
there have been many cases in which 
demolition orders were carried out 
against Jews. To cite just one well- 
known incident: In December 1982, 
the authorities demolished an addition 
toa house ina Tel Aviv slum area which 
had been built without a permit. Vio- 
lence broke out, and a family member 
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was actually killed. Widespread van- 
dalism ensued. This incident was very 
widely publicized and discussed. 

It is surprising that Mr. Chertok, 
who, according to TIKKUN, has been in 
Israel since 1976 and is a columnist for 
the Jerusalem Post, is unaware that de- 
molition orders are carried out against 
Jews in Israel. 

When something detrimental to Is- 
rael appears in the pages of TIKKUN, 
the perception is that it must be true, 
since TIKKUN would only print some- 
thing detrimental to Israel if (a) there 
were no doubt that it were true, and 
(b) it were of the utmost importance 
to air the matter. 

Joel S. Grantz 
Old Bridge, New Jersey 

Editor Responds. 
You are right. Israel has issued or- 

ders for the demolition of a home be- 
longing to a Jew. 

To the Editor 
Shira Dicker’s description of her ex- 

perience in the mikveh would provide a 
fascinating case study for an analyst, 
Freudian or otherwise. Is this the ulti- 
mate religious experience for a Jewish 
woman, to be “relieved of the burden of 
my sexuality,” to feel “protected, more 
daughter than mother,” and to yearn to 
be “checked” by the mikveh lady in a 
scenario that lesbian sado-masochist 
writer Pat Califlia could easily spin a 
good half-dozen fantasies off of? 

It’s somewhat disturbing that, 
twenty years after the onset of the fem- 
inist movement, a woman could go to 
the mikveh and blissfully experience 
every known negative Western, 
American, and Jewish stereotype 
about women. Where has Shira Dicker 
been all these years? More disturbing, 
however, from the point of view of re- 
constructing Judaism so as to be more 
inclusive of women, is the author's 
completely uncritical journey into 
mikveh: Doesn’t it ever strike her as a 
little odd that out of all the possible 
Biblical forms of impurity , and even 
after the reason for the distinction be- 
tween purity and impurity has disap- 
peared (ic., the Temple), only the 
rabbinic regulations pertaining to 
menstruating women have continued 
and even increased? Even with a small 
amount of reflection, it seems clear 
that taharat hamishpachah is being 
used within the rabbinic system to 
make major cultural statements about 

the status of women in Judaism. The 
concept of niddah is part of the rab- 
binic strategy to keep women away 
from the central legitimating symbols 
and texts of rabbinic Judaism. But just 
because the sages of two thousand 
years ago had a certain ideology of gen- 
der roles doesn’t mean that they were 
on to some essential truth about the na- 
ture of women, and a dunk in the 
mikveh isn’t really the shortest way for 
women to encounter the spiritual trea- 
sures of Judaism. 

We all have times when we want and 
need to be cared for as children; there’s 
nothing wrong with that. But we find 
the conflation of a child-like and asex- 
ual state with the true Jewish spiritual- 
ity for women to be highly disturbing. 
If we're looking for a more integrated 
Jewish life for both sexes, we'd better 
not get stalled on the sex-role stereo- 
typing of the Mishnah and the socio- 
cultural context of the relevant 
Halachah. There are plenty of alterna- 
tives availalole. Here in little Blooming- 
ton, Indiana, women are exploring the 
full range of Jewish spirituality. Some 
of us are laying tefillin and davening 
daily. Some of us are studying Talmud, 
in English, or in the original. Some of 
us are learning to lead services, chant 
Torah, or are studying Jewish history 
and thought. If all of this is happening 
in a relatively small community, surely 
there is more happening elsewhere. 

Shoshanah Keller 
Deborah Reichler 
Bloomington, Indiana 
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TERROR IN GERMANY 
(Continued from p. 35) 

to undermine fragile German parliaments. The time has 
come for a real change in German democracy. Unfortu- 
nately, the uninspiring Social Democrats seem to be doing 
everything possible to show that they are prepared to do 
anything except lead Germany in this direction. 

Paradoxically, the self-interest of the hard-working and 
ideologically blind middle classes may subtly force Ger- 
many in the direction of change. After all, as much pure 
destruction as the Nazis unleashed upon the world, the 
Germans themselves suffered as well for the crimes of 
Hitlerism. Their cities were destroyed, millions of Ger- 
man soldiers died, and their country was occupied, par- 
titioned, and reduced in size. When “average” Germans 
speak out against the atrocities being committed by the 
neo-Nazis, as hundreds of thousands did in demonstra- 
tions throughout the fall of 1992, they are not only act- 
ing upon a moral impulse. Germans know, if only 
instinctively and not with clear knowledge, what they 
have to lose if German society slips off the rails again. 

No one has a crystal ball that can guarantee the con- 
tinuing stability of German democracy. But it appears 
clear to this author that the trauma of the Holocaust re- 
mains so imprinted upon German society that the po- 
tential danger of the right-wing will not be 
underestimated in the future (as so catastrophically oc- 
curred in Weimar). This is not a naive hope that they will 
“learn” from history, because people usually don’t. But 
as a now almost-forgotten Jewish-German philosopher of 
the nineteenth century once wrote, “Men and women 
make their own history, but they do not make it just as 
they please; they do not make it under circumstances cho- 
sen by themselves, but under circumstances directly 
found, given, and transmitted from the past.” Already the 
events in Mélln have sent a shock wave through German 
society, and all the polls show that the number of people 
concerned about the situation has drastically increased. 
Since December 8, over a million people have returned 
to the streets to demonstrate for tolerance of foreigners 
and to demand that the government fight the escalation 
of terror. This increase in public awareness might signal 
a hope that will carry us farther than fear. 

We will keep a watchful eye on the proceedings. 1 

PSYCHOANALYTIC UPDATE 
(Continued from p. 37) 

rationality of the patient’s perspective, to being modest 
and respectful in the tone and content of the analysis. 
At its worst, the social constructivist approach can ele- 
vate self-doubt and ambiguity to a hidden ideal. Yet 

many patients who were deprived of a much-needed ex- 
perience of responsible and supportive authority look 
to their analyst for such an encounter. 

The therapeutic use of benign authority by the psy- 
choanalyst can thus be likened to the importance to so- 
cial change agents of maintaining a moral vision of a 
better world. In the latter instance, the work of social 
transformation requires that its participants oppose the 
corrupt authority of the dominant culture with an au- 
thority of their own, a set of values and judgments about 
human nature and possibility that point toward the ne- 
cessity of social change. For the psychoanalyst, it could 
be argued that the work of therapeutic transformation 
requires that the analyst be able to oppose the author- 
ity of the patient's destructive internal objects with a 
more benign, empathic, and protective authority. 

Nevertheless, psychoanalysis has been offered a pow- 
erful corrective by the social constructivist point of view. 
It is a viewpoint that cherishes skeptical self-scrutiny in 
the analyst and validation of the patient’s unique per- 
spective. Despite the danger that it poses—the danger to 
the analyst of denying and undermining her legitimate au- 
thority—it determinedly welcomes and supports all chal- 
lenges to received wisdom. As such, it is productively 
destabilizing to psychoanalytic theory. 

If it can be asked legitimately whether the analyst can 
know truth or speak with authority, the way has been 
opened to a host of other radical doubts. One might 
question the primacy of insight in the psychoanalytic the- 
ory of cure, wonder if psychoanalysis has any claim to 
the status of science, or ask again if libido has anything 
in particular to do with sex. The self-scrutiny and revi- 
sion urged upon psychoanalysts by the social construc- 
tivists is a vitalizing contribution to a field that should be 
sturdy enough to receive and make use of it, even as 
pyschoanalysis’s practitioners display the courage to put 
forth their own authoritative therapeutic vision. 1 

BACK TO BasIcs 
(Continued from p. 50) 

with restraint and care is urgent. We wish to nurture in 
our young a discipline that makes clear its connection 
to the care for and respect of others and of the earth. It 
stands in opposition to a culture that encourages the 
profligate, selfish, and unrestrained depletion of our re- 
sources, the irresponsible destruction of our air and wa- 
ter, and unbounded consumerism. 

To act with discipline is to act with regard to limits: 
to curtail what one wishes to say, do, or have because of 
its potentially deleterious consequences for others. Dis- 
cipline, in this sense, is a crucial element in acting with 
responsibility to and for others. To transform the mean- 
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ing of discipline into this sense of self- and collective re- 
straint is to become cognizant of the dangers of behav- 
ior when our expectations, desires, or assumptions go 
unchecked, or without critical moral reflection. It is to 
become aware of the hurt we inflict on others when we 
waste or destroy precious resources; when we squander 
time, energy, or money; when we imperiously assume 
that everyone around us shares our religious faith, lan- 
guage, history, or culture. Whenever we act without 
learning to limit our needs, without curtailing our power 
and prerogatives, without checking our assumptions that 
everyone is just like us, then we have acted recklessly 
and without discipline. So it is that progressives can af- 
firm the public’s alarm about the lack of discipline 
among the young—and the importance of schools as 
agents of change—while insisting that such change does 
not entail a reflexive capitulation to institutional rules, 
but rather a relational, morally sensitive, and reflective 
process of learning to live with others in community. 

What has been discussed here represents only a par- 
tial formulation of a politics of meaning in education. 
We have not begun to address other influential dimen- 
sions of the public discourse about schools. There is, for 
example, the pervasive liberal notion of equal opportu- 
nity in which school is viewed as the primary arena 
pitting children against one another in the fierce com- 
petition for honors and success. Nor have we explored 
educators’ professional commitment to the illusory idea 
of education as morally neutral. Here again, the Right 
may be on to something important; in their emphasis on 
teaching values, conservatives have shown an apprecia- 
tion for the inextricable connection between education 
and society’s fundamental ethical, political, and ideo- 
logical concerns. 

Whether or not we choose to recognize it, school is 
inevitably a place where children learn to understand 
what it means to be human and how they should live to- 
gether with others. It is time for the Left to accept this 
challenge and affirm our own moral and spiritual vision 
of the meaning of education. 1 

JOSEPH 
(Continued from p. 52) 

principles; Joseph, on the other hand, is eager to please 
his master. And there is no doubt who his master is. As 
Wildavsky observes, “What is the temptation of admin- 
istrators? By confusing their patron with their God, they 
mistake serving their superior with helping their people.” 

The careful reader of Esther hears echoes of the 
Joseph story in almost every phrase. It is instructive to 
note a sampling of the similarities: 
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Esther 
Achashverosh’s feast, 1:5 

Vashti falls from favor, 1:19 

Esther (Haddasah) has 
a foreign name, 2:7 

Mordechai won’t kneel, 3:2 

Haman controlled himself 
(vayit’apek), 5:10 

Joseph 
Pharaoh’s feast, 40:20 

Baker falls from favor 
and is hanged, 40:22 

Joseph has a foreign name, 
41:45 

All kneel to Joseph!, 41:43 

hs controlled hiseclf feayeiapek), 4551, 
then failed tocontrol himself, 45:1 

Achashverosh’s dream, 6:1 Pharaoh's dream, 41:1 

Mordechai rides the Joseph rides the royal horse, 
royal horse, 6:10 41:43 

Joseph “buys” Egyptians 
7:4 into slavery, saving them 

from death, 47:19-21 

Attempted seduction of Joseph by wife of Potiphar, sot ae 

Esther prefers slavery 
to deat! 

Feigned rape of Esther 
by Haman, 7:8 

Royal ring given to Royal ring given to 
Mordechai, 8:2 Joseph, 41:42 

Mordechai’s purple Joseph's colorful coat, 37:3 
gown, 8:15 

Commentators have long puzzled over the absence 
of any mention of the name of God from the entire 
Book of Esther. But if we assume that the author in- 
tended the story to be a farcical commentary on the 
Joseph tradition, the mystery evaporates. In a world of 
power politics, God is pushed out of the scene. There 
is no time for piety when the demands of government 
are pressing. 

By dressing Joseph in comic garb, the authors of the 
Book of Esther have pronounced sentence on Joseph 
and his version of civil religion: It is a joke! In denud- 
ing the entire Esther story of reference to God, the text 
shows what is left of the sacred history of Israel when 
politics is substituted for piety: a Purim spiel, a Baccha- 
nalian orgy of mockery, and a masquerade. It is not for 
nothing that on Purim Jews disguise themselves as non- 
Jews. We laugh at Joseph the professional politician, the 
assimilated court Jew, by celebrating his story in drunken 
‘excess. 

But the tradition’s handling of Joseph is not quite so 
simple. The rabbis’ decision to include the Book of Es- 
ther in the canon, and their wildly contradictory tradi- 
tions regarding Joseph’s piety or lack thereof, are 
acknowledgements of their ambivalence to Joseph’s 
place in Jewish history. Power properly belongs only to 
God but in an unredeemed world it is good to have 
friends in high places. Joseph the Righteous and his 
spiritual descendants command our attention because 
they have permitted our people to survive, albeit pre- 



cariously, while retaining all of their equivocations 
about power. Perhaps it is in this quality that his righ- 
teousness endures. 1] 

1 For a discussion of liminality in ritual, see Victor Turner, 
The Ritual Process, Chicago, 1969. Lawrence Hoffman ex- 
amines liminality in Jewish thought in Beyond the Text: A 
Holistic Approach to Liturgy, Bloomington, 1987. 

FivE WorpDs 
(Continued from p. 54) 

ployees, members, and to the Jewish community whose 
dollars pay their salaries. 

© Insist that there be suitable child care with special 
age-appropriate Jewish programming at every confer- 
ence, lecture, and study group they are subsidizing in their 
current quest to bring Jewish education to lay people. 

© Create, for a reasonable fee, in each Jewish com- 
munity a babysitter’s “club” of adolescents with ade- 
quate training to sit at night, or provide employment to 
older women or new immigrants who are qualified to sit 
during the day. 

¢ Establish a national network that matches Israelis 
or other young Jews with American Jewish families for 
a year of cultural exchange in return for child-care re- 
sponsibilities. 

© Organize in each Jewish community a carpool ser- 
vice to usher children from school to after-school pro- 
grams, Hebrew school, or lessons if both parents need 
to work a full day. 

¢ Structure stimulating, content-filled Jewish pro- 
gramming for those days when children are on holiday 
from school but parents must work. 

® Utilize local Jewish institutions to provide emer- 
gency babysitters in the unfortunate event that a child 
is sick and neither parent can negotiate a day off. 

Since Jewish women are having their children later, 
they are often the “sandwich” generation, responsible for 
the care of young children, the demands of a full-time job, 
and the needs of elderly parents. We need to insure that 
there are community institutions to assist by providing 
people to take an elderly parent to a doctor's appoint- 
ment, pick up a needed prescription, shepherd a frail par- 
ent on a walk, arrange delivery of necessary equipment, 
or safe, affordable, and conscientious day or twenty-four- 
hour care when a parent can no longer manage. 

aking and raising Jewish children is not a Mee" issue; it is a communal priority. Our 
leaders are trembling about the future instead 

of drawing upon the past. Judaism has survived because 
its ideas have been embodied in a unique way of life, 
one that emphasizes the interdependence of its mem- 

bers and the distinctiveness of its values and behaviors. 
By being authentically different, Jews paradoxically have 
changed the countries in which they've lived, challeng- 
ing the conventions of the larger societies that sur- 
rounded them. 

The people that gave the world monotheism, a living 
book, midrash, psychoanalysis, the theory of relativity, 
and, arguably, feminism can surely come up with a 
paradigm of communal support for children and the 
transmission of culture. Rather than wringing their 
hands over Jewish continuity, let American Jewish lead- 
ers reclaim our proud history of creating social struc- 
tures whose goals are human partnership and 
transformation. 0] 

ABORTION 
(Continued from p. 58) 

abortion based upon these traditions. In certain cases, 
they clearly support both the legality and the morality 
of such an option. Yet we are also meant to recognize 
and regard at least the fetus’s potential personhood, 
and this requires our personal renunciation of abortion 
as a ready option. To borrow Bill Clinton’s formulation 
in the 1992 presidential campaign, we should be pro- 
choice, not pro-abortion. Undoubtedly, there will be 
limited circumstances in which we will support abor- 
tion without hesitation. But hesitation should other- 
wise be the hallmark of our approach to this difficult 
issue. 

The last of the texts considered also bids us to re- 
spect the father’s interest in the fetus. The Talmud’s con- 
clusion there supposes that even a father can develop a 
significant relationship with his child before birth. Per- 
sonal experience tells me that this is so. If we admit the 
wisdom of this assessment, then we should conclude 
that a father, too, has the right to be involved in deci- 
sions concerning the disposition of the fetus. But all of 
this comes with an essential caveat—for the Talmud, 
the father’s emotional connection and intent are more 
important than his biological contribution. Therefore, 
the committed father should be treated differently with 
respect to his interests than the mere biological father. 

These conclusions represent my personal judgment 
of what a critical, ethical analysis of traditional Jewish 
sources will yield; the reader may agree or disagree. But 
whatever the wisdom of any specific conclusions, there 
is a compelling ethical voice to be heard in these teach- 
ings. In my opinion, the lack of clarity and confidence— 
the admission that these are complicated, difficult 
questions—is the most important characteristic of these 
various rabbinic discussions. This indecision offers us 
proper advice; we should hear it as a caution. 
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The religiously concerned person cannot approach 
the question of abortion without some discomfort. Even 
if he/she believes that abortion is sometimes moral and 
proper, it should be a determination that does not come 
easily. Certainly, the opposite position also has merit. 
The advice of Jewish tradition, as I read it, is to main- 
tain both opposing opinions in tension, allowing the 
other always to serve as critique of the opinion one holds 
at the moment. 0) 

ROUNDTABLE 
Continued from p. 62) 

resented the community—including the women, seniors, 
lesbians and gays, and poor and working-class people— 
we would see an agenda emerging from the Jewish com- 
munity that more closely resembled the agendas of 
communities of color, and coalitions would be easy to 
forge. 

Marshall Meyer: I’ve heard about the organized Jewish 
community and its problems. I work in a synagogue that 
has several thousand people who are involved in many 
concrete programs of social justice. And we regularly in- 
vite people like Jean-Baptiste Aristide, Congressmam 
Charles Rangel, Mayor Dinkins and others to address 
our congregation on a Friday night or Saturday morn- 
ing. Rabbinic leadership in the Orthodox, Conservative, 
Reconstructionist, and Reform worlds should use the 
synagogue as an institution that can facilitate communi- 
cation between different communities. And our pro- 
grams around AIDS and helping the homeless really deal 
with the needs of both Blacks and whites. Working on 
social action is very concrete and something that could 
be done in every synagogue, and at the same time we can 
work for national programs that hopefully will be intro- 
duced by the new administration to achieve social jus- 
tice. 

Jacoby: We don’t want to eradicate group identity, but 
we want some kind of underlying sense that underneath 
we are all the same. I speak as a proud and religiously 
observant Jew and I wouldn’t give that up for the world, 
but group identity can run amok. 

Michael Meyers: Group identity is a social construct; 
people are hybrids who are part of many groups at the 
same time. 

Brickner: We need coalitions of communication be- 
tween Blacks and Jews in a given geographical area so 
that information is shared that can help avert crises. 

Through the New York Human Rights Commission, 
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of which I am a member, we are monitoring and re- 
sponding to “hate radio” which does more damage than 
anyone can believe by taking up fringy people and mak- 
ing them sound like heroes. We don’t censor them, but 
we can monitor and then ask for equal time to respond 
to the hate that is promulgated there. 

Ehrenberg: It’s very important to develop a strategy for 
youth, because unfortunately young people in both com- 
munities tend to be most responsive to extremist ele- 
ments. Particularly new immigrants, whether they be 
Blacks from the West Indies or Jews from the Soviet 
Union, have not had a background in community dia- 
logue and need to be introduced to our concepts of in- 
ter-community cooperation. 

TIKKUN: There’s a problem with this conversation. 
Many of the ideas proposed seem to be based on the as- 
sumption that the problem is relatively tame and subject 
to infusions of energy to deal with localized upsurges of 
irrationality. In TIKKUN we've argued that creating an 
evil Other is one way that people tend to deal with the 
alienation in their daily life, a way that provides an al- 
ternative to struggling to change the social order funda- 
mentally. These evil Others, be they racial, ethnic, or 
national groupings, become the recipients of the anger 
and frustration that is embedded in the daily life expe- 
rience of the powerless. The discussion here seems to as- 
sume that the problem is much more limited, and that 
the racism is much less systemic in both the Jewish and 
the Black communities. Yet from many of the reports 
that we receive at TIKKUN, the racism is deeply embed- 
ded both anti-Semitism in the Black world and racism 
against Blacks in the Jewish world can be encountered 
and experienced on a daily basis in both communities. 
In the Jewish community, for example, Balfour Brickner 
and Rabbi Marshall Meyer are famous not because they 
are so typical of what is happening, but because their 
synagogues and the role that they play is so very differ- 
ent from the rest of the Jewish mainstream, precisely be- 
cause they do stand up to the racism and do articulate 
a social justice agenda in sharp contrast to the self-cen- 
teredness and happy complacency of so much of the rest 
of the Jewish community. 

Michael Meyers: You are right—there is a real and deep 
problem of racism in both communities. But the antag- 
onism is born from cynicism. People need real alterna- 
tives to racist thinking and race-oriented institutions, 
and that’s why what Marshall Meyer has created is very 
important. We need not only multiracial coalitions—we 
need multiracial institutions. 



TIKKUN: Despite these very good specific programs, the 
overall situation in the Jewish world leaves much to be 
desired. There is no overall organization that brings Jews 
together to strategize about how to eliminate racism in 
the Jewish world or to fight anti-Semitism in the larger 
world. Instead, we have competing fiefdoms, and each 
organization seeks to cash in on a current crisis by toot- 
ing its own horn about how well it has responded, rather 
than seeking to bring Jews together to develop a coor- 
dinated theory or strategy. So, for example, the Ameri- 
can Jewish Congress put forward on December 10, 
1992, a very impressive full-page New York Times ad 
critiquing those Jews who were labelling Mayor Dink- 
ins an anti-Semite. Yet there was no reason why a dozen 
groups might not have signed on to the ad and worked 
together to develop a common response and common 
strategy. 

Kaye/Kantrowitz: We don’t know enough “facts on the 
ground” to develop an overall strategy. So it’s sufficient 
for us to develop coalitions at this point and to deal with 
our own racism, while recognizing that anti-Semitism is 
not something that Jews cause and not something that 
Jews can fix (though we need to name it, but it’s not our 
job to solve the problem). 

Rubin: I share the discomfort of TIKKUN’s editor about 
some aspects of this conversation. What I see happen- 
ing in the Jewish community itself really frightens me— 
a dynamic in which Jews are scared for very good 
reasons, but this spirals into an inward-turning modal- 
ity which increases the fear and the gulf between the 
Jewish community and others. I think the Jewish com- 
munity has turned away from many of its core princi- 
ples and needs to be recalled to them. We in the Jewish 
community say, “How come others don’t repudiate their 
bigots when we repudiate ours?” But in the Jewish com- 
munity we don’t repudiate our bigots, and it’s extremely 
rare to see public statements by the Jewish community 
repudiating obviously racist statements. 

There are a minority of people in our community who 
really care about these social justice issues—and we need 
to come together and in unequivocal terms call upon 
them to do what we say we are doing but in fact are not 
doing, and then to participate as front line players in is- 
sues like immigration, urban development, housing, 
health care, anti-discrimination programs (including 
support for gays and lesbians). But to do this we need 
to stop congratulating ourselves about the good work 
that some of us are doing and instead recognize that in 
the larger Jewish community our perspectives, though 
still articulated by community relations groups, are los- 
ing in the Jewish community and that we need to do is 

to call the community back to where it should be. 

TIKKUN: There’s one other problem in what some 
roundable particpants have mentioned—the notion that 
our problem lies in too much group identification. Black 
nationalists might argue that the promise of the sixties 
that one could form a larger community transcending 
all barriers was belied by the reality that racism never 
was dismantled and that the universal community of 
America that they were urged to enter proved illusory. 

Jacoby: I don’t think that direction was ever seriously 
tried. Steps were taken, theze was progress. But it in- 
volved more physical desegregation than serious inte- 
gration. And very quickly we moved into more 
nationalist ways of doing things. Integration was pushed 
by a few against the fears of many and it never was given 
a real chance. 

Rubin: I haven’t given up on multiculturalism—I think 
that despite some incendiary rhetoric, on most campuses 
it is working in a very positive way. Ethnic, religious, or 
national particularity need not cause hatred and should 
not be blamed for hatred when it occurs. 

Jacoby: The specific way that group identity has evolved 
in the past few years does encourage an “us-versus-them” 
mentality, a mistrust of other people. I don’t want to deny 
the need for group identity, but do want to oppose the 
way it has been fostered in the past few decades. We need 
more emphasis on what we have in common. 

Kaye/Kantrowitz: Some of what has happened in 
women’s studies programs on campus offers some 
ground to hope, precisely because issues of difference 
have been pushed forward. Women have brought their 
own diverse backgrounds and experiences into a com- 
mon framework, but they have insisted also on main- 
taining and learning from their diversity, and that is a 
model for the larger society. 

Michael Meyers: From my own experience in the Black 
community, I support the principle of multiculturalism 
but not the way it has been carried out on many college 
campuses. I think that there has been a romanticization 
of “difference” and a deification of skin color and this 
has been facilitated by guilt-ridden academics who dis- 
tort the idea of multiculturalism and promote disunity 
and balkanization—in the name of “respecting differ- 
ences” they promote separatism and racism. 

Tikkun: Yet this development might be seen as a prod- 
uct of the defeat of integrationism, a defeat that was not 
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brought about by Third World people but rather by the 
strong resistance to integration by whites. That resis- 
tance accounts for the electoral victory of Nixon in 1968, 
the support gathered by Wallace, the victories of Rea- 
gan and Bush (have we forgotten Willie Horton?), and 
even the need for Clinton to campaign so strongly in the 
suburbs while symbolically disassociating himself from 
the cities. In TIKKUN we’ve argued that part of the rea- 
son people turned away from the civil rights and Black 
liberation movements was the stultifying, oppressive, 
and humanity-denying way that they put forward their 
demands, and to this extent we would probably agree 
with Tamar Jacoby that the abandonment of a tran- 
scendent universal conception of our common human- 
ity played a causal role in the defeat of these movements. 
But we would also not want to minimize the role of the 
continuing experience of racism in the 1970s and 1980s 
in leading Blacks toward a separatism and nationalism 
just as similar experiences of actual anti-Semitism (de- 
spite a rhetoric of “brotherhood” and “enlightenment”) 
led many Jews to a right-wing form of Zionism. 

Jacoby: There was certainly resistance in white Amer- 
ica and a decrease in funding for important social pro- 
grams. Yet the separatist disease was firmly entrenched 
by the time Nixon was elected. I see what has happened 
as similar to what happens in a dysfunctional family or 
a bad marriage. There’s a kind of interaction in which 
each group acts in a way that gives the other an excuse 
to act its worst. Blacks seem angry and alienated, so 
whites say, “Why should we go out of our way to help 
them?” Whites seem closed and hostile so Blacks feel 
more angry and alienated. To say that it’s one group act- 
ing badly is to miss the interactive relationship here. 

Yes, there has been some closing down of government 
programs. But the key dimension is how people feel 
about each other, and it’s very hard for legislation or gov- 
ernment programs to change that. The Black middle 
class has quadrupled in size during the last few decades, 
but most blacks are as alienated as ever. 

Marshall Meyer: But don’t underestimate the way that 
the withholding of funds for housing and social pro- 
grams has caused incredible suffering in some sectors of 
the Black community. Many of these people are bleed- 
ing to death—so don’t relegate their anger to some in- 
ternal pathology. We Jews are relatively in a powered 
community—this may be a family dynamic, but between 
unequals in terms of economic and political power. We 
have to show ourselves capable of empathy. 

Jacoby: I entirely agree about the need for empathy. But 
we have to foster the idea of the larger community. I 
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used to cover criminal justice issues for a magazine, and 
I visited prisons and spoke to Blacks incarcerated there. 
‘What astounded me was that so few of them felt that 
they had commited a crime against their own commu- 
nity—whether or not the crimes had been committed in 
the ghetto or against other minority people, they felt they 
had broken the window on someone else’s house. They 
could commit the crimes they did partly because they 
had no sense of belonging to a larger community. This 
is just part of why we must come back to the notion that 
underneath the differences we are all the same. 

Marshall Meyer: I agree not only on strategic grounds 
but also on theological grounds: that’s the consequence 
of ethical monotheism, that we are all basically brothers 
and sisters if there is one Creator. 

Jacoby: The problem is I don’t think that’s what most 
Americans believe today. 1 

ISRAEL 
(Continued from p. 31) 
pean Community, and the international media. Faisel 
Husseini and his fellow Palestinian negotiators have no 
choice but to condition the continuation of the talks on 
the return of the deportees as the overwhelming major- 
ity of the Security Council has demanded. 

In the interest of preserving what has been a sterile 
peace process, the Cabinet representatives of Meretz, the 
Israeli peace party, supported the expulsion order. Only 
after the fact did they learn that Rabin had deported a 
larger number of Palestinians than they had originally 
imagined when they voted in favor of the measure. Now, 
in order to placate their voters, and perhaps to relieve 
their own consciences, the ministers of Meretz are de- 
manding that Rabin pledge to begin negotiations with 
the P.L.O. More likely their action may have paved the 
way for the reentry of the Israeli right into the govern- 
ment. 

All the more reason why the United States must get 
back into the process. If Rabin has any serious openness 
to peace, he could only move in that direction in re- 
sponse to what appears to be overt pressure from the 
United States. Many Israelis hope that Clinton will have 
the political freedom to move beyond AIPAC, the Con- 
ference of Presidents of Major Jewish Organizations, 
and other forces in the American Jewish establishment 
that will attempt to convince him to rubber-stamp what- 
ever proposals Israel makes. They hope, too, that Clin- 
ton will bring the parties to Camp David or some similar 
setting and personally forge the conditions for peace. 
One thing is clear: Israelis are waiting for Clinton, cer- 
tain that we can’t achieve peace without him. 0 

Translated by Gila Svirsky 



Our First HUNDRED Days 
(Continued from p. 10) 

involved, stay hopeful, or stay connected to the political 
process if they don’t believe that you are listening, caring, 
and open to hearing their suggestions. 

Our first hundred days would be dedicated to building 
a network so that ordinary people can be there for you. 
New Democrats would not be an arm of the Democratic 
Party, or any party, and it won’t be a political organization. 
Rather, it would be an organization of people who sup- 
port you and support the part of you that is moved by a 
politics of meaning. We could use TIKKUN magazine as a 
vehicle for some of our conversation, but we would also 
sponsor activities and conferences around the country, we 
would help stimulate op-eds and letters to the editor, and 
we would find other ways to mobilize mass opinion. Just 
as the Right created “The Committee for the Present Dan- 
ger” during the Carter years to offset a trend toward lib- 
eralism, we would use New Democrats as a mobilizer of 
those who wish to support a politics of meaning. 

that New Democrats could push for, a concrete 
proposal that would, if adopted, go a long way to- 

ward shifting public dialogue in this country. We will 
propose the creation of an “Ethical Environment Impact 
Report” for all proposed legislation or government-spon- 
sored programs (suggested in a slightly different form by 
Charles Derber in his memo to you below). 

Every government office should be required to an- 
swer the following questions about its current func- 
tioning to justify budget requests: 
1. How do our programs foster caring, concern for oth- 
ers, ecological awareness, spiritual sensitivity, and a sense 
of mutual responsibility? 
2. Do the programs only foster caring and concern for 
others as a supposed “objective consequence” (an argu- 
ment that might be used by our current welfare system 
that dispenses money to poor people and hence shows 
objective caring, even though the impersonal way the 
money is distributed tends to make the recipients feel 
that no one really cares about them), or do they con- 
sciously attempt to foster a subjective awareness, on the 
part of service deliverers and recipients, that they are part 
of a society that values them, values others, and seeks, 
through this program, to express that mutual caring? 
3. Has the program established and tested methods to 
show that as a result of this program the total level of 
caring, concern for others, and sense of mutual respon- 
sibility in the communities effected by the program have 
in fact increased? 

One way you could help us launch this idea is to cre- 

I et me give you one concrete example of something 

ate a “summit on ethics and community,” much like your 
economic summit, and bring together people to have a 
serious discussion of how to translate an ethical and pol- 
itics of meaning agenda into policy terms. At such a gath- 
ering, we could begin to fill in the details of what an 
“Ethical Environment Impact Report” might look like, 
how to make it practical, and why America ought to be 
as worried about this dimension of policy as about those 
dimensions that get mesaured in dollars and cents. 

A summit on ethics, community, and the politics of 
meaning could also explore ways to constitute your ad- 
ministration as the primary “pro-family” force, and, in 
addition, could address how to formulate an ethically 
grounded foreign policy that would go far beyond the 
struggle for democracy and human rights and begin to 
conceptualize a world based on trust rather than on 
competitive self-interest. Such a conference would be a 
logical launching pad for New Democrats. 

I wouldn’t be proposing all this to you, Mr. President, 
if you hadn’t yourself responded to very similar ideas 
when I proposed them years ago in the L.A. Times. Now 
you’re in a position to realize them, and we are in a po- 
sition to help offset the tremendous pressures that could 
lead you to a much narrower and less visionary way of 
doing politics. 

I wish I could say that we could do this alone, with- 
out your support. But the cynicism born of the past 
twelve years leads many people to doubt that anything 
that they could do would really matter. So it’s unlikely 
that they would believe that New Democrats or any 
other citizens’ initiative from below could amount to 
very much without some strong signal of interest from 
you. That’s why I’m proposing that you convene a sum- 
mit conference on ethics, community, and the politics of 
meaning—because regardless of what you say in your 
speeches about citizens’ involvement, few people are go- 
ing to take that seriously, or support a project like New 
Democrats, until you signal that we will have your ear. 

Of course, whether or not you take us up on the of- 
fer to create New Democrats, we at TIKKUN will be do- 
ing our best to support the most visionary and idealistic 
side of Bill Clinton, even if at times that means criticiz- 
ing the other side. I’m sure you understand, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that our commitment to building spiritual, ethical, 
and communal sensitivity stems not from a narrow, tac- 
tical interest in advancing a particular political move- 
ment, but from our own roots in the prophetic tradition 
of Judaism. And that commitment may lead us to chal- 
lenge those aspects of your presidency that do not seem 
to be leading to a society built on justice, love, caring, 
and on a recognition of the ultimate preciousness of ev- 
ery human being as well as our shared obligation to heal 
and repair the world. 1 
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Tikkun (té-kiin) ...to heal, repair and transform the world. 
All the rest is commentary. 
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