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Is liberalism in the Jewish interest?

Before we can answer the question
we have to disassemble the odd amal-
gam of causes and commitments that
together compose American liberal-
ism in its current version. Liberalism
is not all of a piece, and it is not sur-
prising that Jews should be taking
different positions on its different
elements.

There are, it seems to me, five
quite different strands that together
compose American liberalism. The
first strand, the basic element of the
old New Deal liberalism, has to do
with the rights of working people,
with the obligations of the state to
the worker and to the unfortunates
of capitalist society. Do you think
organized labor has too much power?
Do you favor the Wagner Act? Do
you think the government has a re-
sponsibility to support the
unemployed? To provide for the poor?
Are you, in other words, for more
power and security for the working
classes, and in particular for orga-
nized labor, or are you for the rights
and interests of capital and the em-
ployer? These were the questions that,
for a half-century or more, offered a
way of differentiating liberals from
conservatives in the United States.

Jews had no great problem with this
dimension of liberalism 50 years
ago, and they don’t have much prob-
lem with it today. Fifty years ago,
many of them were workers and so-
cialists. In accepting the liberal
perspective, they defended not only
their interests but also their ideology.
And, while very few Jews are workers
these days, they still don’t have too
much trouble with this dimension of
liberalism. It is no longer an issue
that arouses much passion among
them, but they are willing, more or
less, to “go along.”

The problem here is that you don’t
get much liberal credit any more by
being for the organized working
classes. Organized labor isn’t much of
a force in the country today, embrac-
ing, as it does, only some 20 percent
of all workers. Today, organized la- -
bor is considered just another “special
interest.” If being its advocate is the
only expression of your liberalism,
you are not going to be very popular
in today’s Democratic party. Labor

simply is not the touchstone of liber-
alism it once was.

Moreover, this element of the tra-
ditional liberal amalgam has now
become rather more complicated
than it once was. When we talk today
about the interests of organized
workers, we are not necessarily also
talking about the interests of Ameri-
ca’s poorest and worst off, of the lower
classes. In the New Deal period, so-
cial security, unemployment insurance
and welfare seemed all of a piece:
protection of the workers against the
costs of free-market capitalism. To-
day, workers accept social security and
unemployment insurance as their
due. But they are rather more doubtful
about welfare and food stamps and
all the other means-test programs,
even though, when times are hard,
they may have to make use of them.
Social policy for the poor has be-
come a differentiated strand of today’s
liberalism, by no means identical
with the rights of organized workers.
Indeed, organized workers are as
suspicious of means-tested benefits,
and of what such programs might
do to their own income taxes and
property, as any member of the
“propertied” classes (an odd term, for
today it includes unionized workers
t00).

But even if workers have trouble
with this second strand of liberalism,
most Jews don’t. Jews have for a
long time been accustomed to taking a
rather liberal position on assistance
to workers and to welfare mothers, to
social classes in which they them-
selves are dramatically underrepre-
senied. The split on the left side of
the economic axis of liberalism, the
split, that is, between the interests of
the working classes and the interests
of the lower classes (with a very
heavy black component), doesn’t
much bother Jews. They are willing
to be liberal, as that term has come to
be understood, with regard to both.

Foreign policy is the third strand in
the liberal mix, and this has come to
bother Jews a good deal more. Forty
five years ago, it was very clear what
it meant to be liberal with regard to
foreign policy: resistance to Fascism.
Plainly, Jews had no trouble with that.
After the war, liberalism meant creat-
ing a world safe for democracy by

B A MOMENT SYMPOSIIV BT R e

supporting the United Nations, pro-
viding aid both to our democratic
allies abroad and to the emergent
Third World, which we hoped would
become democratic in its turn. This
liberalism was no friend of the Soviet
Union, but neither did it take the
fierce, unreasoning position toward
“atheistic Communism” that Bible
Belt America or working-class Amer-
ica did: It wanted to treat with it, to
soften it, to wean it from its antago-
nism towards freedom.

This strand of liberalism frayed
badly during the Vietnam War. The
present liberal trend in foreign policy
diverges in many ways from the
original liberal position of Roosevelt
or Truman or Kennedy. “Isolation-
ism” used to be a bad word for
liberals, but now it describes much of
the liberal perspective on foreign
policy: Liberals are cool to an arms
buildup, and to the maintenance of
American troops in Western Europe
or in Japan or in South Korea; they are
reluctant to counter Communist in-
fluence in the developing world.

Foreign policy now divides the
Democratic party. Organized labor is
fiercely opposed to the foreign policy
of the party’s left wing. It claims to be
in the direct line of Senators Hum-
phrey and Jackson, who combined
support of (and from) the labor
movement with an activist, anti-Com-
munist foreign policy. And Jews are
equally divided. Are they with the old
“liberal” foreign policy or with the
new “liberal” foreign policy, with Sen-
ator Metzenbaum or with Max
Kampelman? They are torn.

And insofar as they are interested
in the fate of Israel, as the overwhelm-
ing majority of Jews are, they are
even more painfully torn. The Demo-
cratic party tends to be resistant to the
buildup of arms—but these arms, or
some of them, may help Israel. Sig-
nificant segments of the party are
sympathetic to the Third World—a
world that is almost entirely hostile to
Israel. And so on. Organized labor
remains the strongest supporter of Is-
rael in the old Democratic
coalition-but it is also the most con-
servative part of the old Democratic
coalition on most other issues. Where
do Jews stand in this division?

As the example of The New Repub-
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lic shows, the shift in the content of a
liberal foreign policy has been the
most potent force pushing Jews to the
right.

I come now to a fourth strand in
the traditional liberal mix: the civil
rights strand. Here again we find a
source of strain for Jews. Civil rights
used to be an issue on which Jews
were most wholeheartedly liberal,
most closely allied to blacks. But as
the civil rights movement adopted
quotas as a way of improving the
condition of blacks, Jewish organiza-
tions dropped out—and joined the
opposition. On a recent television pro-
gram, we had Morris Abram, an old

Jewish southern liberal, once closely
allied with the black civil rights
movement, later president of the
American Jewish Committee, then
president of Brandeis University, de-
bating Benjamin Hooks of the
NAACP on the quota issue.

Quotas are, of course, not only a
Jewish-black issue. Not only Jews, !
but many other people—including
some blacks—oppose quotas, and not
only blacks, but many other people— |
including some Jews—support them.
Yet this issue has contributed to a
great divide between Jews and blacks,
once such intimate allies, and it is to-
day another element of the liberal mix
that makes Jews doubtful about
where they stand on liberalism,

Finally, we come to the fifth and
fast strand of liberalism—the oldest,
and the only element that links our
late-20th-century liberalism to that of
the 19th century. This is the concern
for civil liberties, the classic First
Amendment rights: freedom of
speech, of the press, of assembly, of
worship.

One would think there would be no
problem for Jews over this strand of
liberalism. Jews defend these rights.
But even with regard to this most ba-
sic element of liberalism some
problems have developed.

Over the last 20 years, our interpre-
tation of these liberties has been
greatly expanded. Students are now
free to engage in political action on
campuses, various forms of obstrug-
tion now have the protection that 1
given to political speech, the Comm
nist is; no longer hunted out of the
schoals and universities, the socialist 1
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need not fear loyalty investigations,
eccentrics of all types have a greater |
freedom in public than they ever had
before. ' !
Jews, undoubtedly the greatest

supporters of the American Civil Li-
berties Union, applaud all this. They
applaud the fact that civil liberties now

extend to groups that before hid in 1
. shame and did not dare to claim them,

such as homosexuals. According to
the current understanding, homosex-
uals should be free to defend their
sexual preference, they should be free
from discrimination in seeking apart-
ments and jobs. And though the Jews
may not be quite as ardent in defend-
ing the freedom to advocate -
homosexuality as they are in defend-

. ing the freedom to advocate a political
' position, not many problems are
raised by the new and broadened defi- !

nition of what we mean by civil
liberties.

But it also turns out that porno-
graphic movies, books and magazines
have the protection granted under
freedom of press and speech. The
level of discomfort among Jews, the
most respectable of family people,
rises, though one must admit that
Jews are to be found both in the supply
of these services and in the protection
of the constitutional rights of those
who provide them. In our discomfort
with the practical consequences of our
abstract convictions and commit-
ments, we search for new ways to
approach the problems we face. On
occasion, for example, we find that
our extension of one logically plausi-
ble right bumps into an equally
compelling and equally logical right.
If, for example, pornography debases
women, might our desire to protect
the rights of women, to protect their
self-respect, be reason for limiting
the “right” to traffic in pornography?
So it is that today we witness ingen-
ious legal arguments suggesting that
pornography may encourage sadistic
assaulfsen-worren; and-en-that
nd may and should be
controlled.

The point here is that we are in-
creasingly forced into strange

. gymnastics in order to reconcile our
, commitment to civil rights with our

s@aof what makes a good society.
As part.of our expanded definition of]

“—

~
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civil liberties, for example, we now
include every group’s right to respect

‘i and to protection. So when family

living is introduced as a subject in
1 schools—partly because we are horri-
fied by the rate of teenage

{ pregnancy—homosexual advocates

and other civil libertarians tell us that
we are giving an unfair advantage to
the “traditional” family. How about the
homosexual family? How about—less
controversially—the female-headed
family created by out-of-wedlock

births? And if we respond that such fe-
\male-headed families are not as good
tas families that have two parents and
produce children in marriage, we’re
told that we are encouraging disdain
j[ and worse for precisely the kind of
family that is common among blacks
and Puerto Ricans.

Perplexing questions—and Jews be-

i gin to wonder, quite properly to my
!l mind, whether the further extension of
! civil liberties and rights that has cre-
i ated such problems should be

| sippported. They discover that some

l of their traditional allies—their own

t sons and daughters, of course, in the
 ACLU-are militantly protecting these
 rights; and people whom they used to
 think of as their enemies—Catholic

i hierarchs, Bible Belt spokespeople—

| are voicing the doubts they themselves
| are feeling. ‘

i Religion also comes into the pic-

| ture, for part of First Amendment

| rights and liberties is the freedom of

| worship—and the separation of

! church and state. Once again, Jews

‘ find they are in a peculiar position.

. Jews oppose prayer in the schools, for
such prayers will undoubtedly be
Christian—and even if Jews are
granted the right to introduce their
own prayers, they prefer not to enter
into the competition. They want a
secular society--but one in which they
are free to maintain their own com-
munity, its institutions, its values, its
religion.

Jews support sex education in the
schools. Their children may not need
it (not many Jews become pregnant
hile teenagers), but others do and it
is\ after all, a good, liberal position.
Noéw come the born-again Chris-
tigns, the Bible Belters, the Catholic
erarchy and they tell us that Ameri-
an values are in danger, that -
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individualism run rampant threatens
the family and the community, and
~ that we must allow back into our
schools and into our public life prac-
tices that support traditional morality.
Here we are, Jews, a religious group,
supporting the most radical divorce
of state and church and mounting the
strongest possible opposition to the
introduction of moral values in the
schools. (Ileave aside for this discus-
sion the question of whether this
would have any effect on human be-
havior. My concern here is only with
the right to assert that the whole fam-
ily is better than the broken family,
legitimate birth better than illegit-
imate, family support better than
- family irresponsibility, etc.)
The problem all this raises for Jews
is that despite their long fight for a
strictly secular public realm, they
share the growing concern for moral
values in our society. But how can they
accept the return of such values—
religious-based values—into the public

realm when that would undoubtedly i

mean, in this Christian nation, values
understood and presented with a very

N

/

Christian tinge?

So, five different strands of liberal-
ism. The first two don’t much bother
Jews, who will continue to support
the rights of organized labor and social
policies to help the poorest and most
depressed. The third, fourth and
fifth—the foreign policy strand, the
civil rights strand, the civil liberties
strand—all have problematic aspects,
and Jews cannot help asking them-
selves where they stand on these
problems.

It is hard to know where Jewish in-
terests lie on such issues, and it is hard
to know wher¢ the public interest
lies. But one thing has become clear:
The liberal vision, in the form it has
taken in the 1980s, raises very many
questions for Jews. They may be able
to compromise on the conflict over
quotas—after all, Jews are for the
most part well-off and can tolerate
some unfair competition, if it is in-
tended to raise a depressed group. But
the other two issues are more diffi-
cult. Jews make various efforts to
partition policies in foreign affairs
and in civil liberties. Perhaps, some
suggest, it is acceptable to build up
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conventional arms, but not good to
build nuclear arms, Perhaps we
should support only democracies—
Israel is safe—but not dictatorships
threatened by Communism—about El
Salvador we have reservations. But
one’s domestic allies on these matters
may not be willing to partition the is-
sues in the same ways.

So, too, with regard to civil liber-
ties and the crisis over the moral tone
of American society. Some will dis-
agree that there is any crisis at all-but
many of us, when we consider the
state of public safety, or the teenage
pregnancy rate, or the problem of
running effective schools, believe
there is, indeed, a crisis. Jews can, in
diverse ways, seek to protect them-
selves from the symptoms of this
crisis. Many can move to the suburbs,
send their children to private schools,
control their children’s reading and
viewing habits. But much of the rest
of the country does not have these al-
ternatives available. What attitude
will we take when poor whites who are

| also worried about the very same
| things set up *“Christian” schools? Do

we attack them for racism, demand
that their tax-exempt status be
revoked, withdraw in horror if Presi-

|-dent Reagan or Secretary Bennett

- supports educational vouchers so that
: poorer Americans may have as much
+of a chance to control their environ-
‘ment as Jews have? There are some
fcontradictions here, as we all learned
when we saw that those who most
istrongly supported busing made sure
their own children would not be

involved.

Where does all this leave the tradi-
tional connection between Jews and
liberalism? In my view, not all the
strands of today’s liberalism are
equally “good for the Jews.” Indeed,
they may not be very good for the
country either. True, Jews can “afford”
liberalism: On the whole, they are
well-off enough to support union
rights, programs for the poor, civil
rights and expanded civil liberties.
They can manage to escape from the
negative consequences of these poli-
cies. And when it comes to foreign
policy, they are often ‘willing to gam-
ble that all American administrations
in the end will support Israel,
permitting us to hope for a combina-
tion of continued support to Israel and
reduced military spending.

But these seem to me increasingly
strained resolutions of a growing
conflict between the Jewish interest,
whether that interest is primarily
self-regarding or other-regarding, and
the traditional liberal perspective that
for so long has dominated Jewish po-
litical thinking in this country.

In trying to work through to a new
and more comfortable and integrated
perspective, the most serious problem
that confronts the Jews is finding out
who their new allies are and—even

- more difficult—in learning to live

with them. Our prospective allies are
not people with whom we have, be-
fore now, had much contact. We view
them with suspicion, sometimes

even with hostility. And that, plainly,
inhibits our behavior.

I am not suggesting or predicting a
radical break with liberalism. I am in-
stead describing a strain, a strain that
will surely lead more and more Jews to
give up one package of policies—not
all of which they are against—for an-
other package—not all of which they
are for. And I am proposing that when
they do, they are acting neither
against the Jewish interest nor against
the public interest. x

In subsequent issues, we expect to
publish the proceedings of the other
three MOMENT/92nd Street Y symposia
on Jews and liberalism. We acknowl-"
edge, with gratitude, the sponsorship—
and thoughtful courtesy-of the 92nd
Street Y.
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jects. Hence the persiétence of
messianic ferment and the appear-

ance and reappearance of personal,
pietistic, even ecstatic religiosity:
Dissent was never entirely absent from
the traditional Jewish communities.

But liberalism as we know it today
is, among the Jews, a product of
emancipation—or, more precisely, of
emancipation-in-exile, which did not
so much free the Jewish communities
as free individual Jews from the Jew-
ish communities and Orthodoxy those
communities enforced. And then the
emancipated Jews discovered that
they could only remain free in a state
where emancipation was general; they
could only make their way in a soci-
ety where careers were open to talents,
discrimination was barred, private
life and personal choice were pro-
tected.

Which means that Jews could only
remain free and make their way in a
liberal state and a liberal society. Oth-
erwise, the Jew was emancipated
from Orthodoxy only to be victimized
by anti-Semitism, which must often
have seemed to be the orthodoxy of
the gentiles. Jews were liberal, then,
from self-interest.

But to say that is not to denigrate
the emancipated Jew’s commitment.
Self-interest is a powerful root from
which all sorts of idealism can grow.

Emancipation-in-exile means that
Jewish life is organized on
voluntaristic principles. Jewish iden-
tity is a choice; our synagogues and
centers, brotherhoods and sister-
hoods, congresses and federations are
all voluntary organizations. Liberal-
ism permits these organizations to
exist, even to flourish (if they can)
and, since the liberal state does not
demand a total commitment, it over-
looks whatever dilution of political
allegiance Jewish life in exile in-
volves. And so it is not only for the
sake of individual advancement but
also for the sake of collective survival,
in the only form in which survival is
possible after emancipation, that we
need a liberal regime. We want to
make our way pot only as individuals
but also as a grpup. The central
ideologies of cpntemporary
liberalism—meritocracy, which opens
careers to indjvijduals, and pluralism,
which permits groups to organize
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freely—are therefore in a significant
sense Jewish ideologies.

Of course, assimilated Jews can
adopt any political positions they

please, short, I suppose, of Christian

fundamentalism. They can join in the
current leftist search for a republican
community or they can endorse a
tough right-wing nationalism. These
two, and many others, are available
to Jews in disguise: But Jews with a
sense of the experience of exile, of
the precariousness of every exilic set-
tlement, don’t have such an extensive
range of choices. Radical
communitarianism is probably not
good for the Jews, since it might not
be all that tolerant of the Jewish
counter-community; nor is right-wing
nationalism, whose intolerance we
have every reason to remember. Both
press us more than we want to be
pressed toward assimilation. Jews
who want to be Jews, however they
understand that peculiar state of being,
must cleave to the civil liberties and
the liberal and pluralist politics that
now make it possible for them to

be Jews.

All this is not to deny that liberal-
ism has often been a strategy for
individual assimilation—even, in a
largely liberal society, an obvious
strategy. But at least it is a strategy
that leaves options open and that ac-
commodates other Jews who have
other ends in mind, including
collective survival and affirmation.
There are many ways to
assimilate—but only liberalism per-
mits, under modern conditions, that
uneasy balance that so many of us
want to sustain: between engagement
in the larger world and commitment
to our own community. o

And if we need a liberal regime,
then we must be prepared to defend
the stability of such regimes. Jews
have indeed been prominent in revolu-
tionary movements, most often in
illiberal and autocratic states, but
given an established liberalism, the
great mass of Jews, very sensibly, will
support it. For reasons having to do
with social justice, theirs will often be
acritical support—aimed, however, at
enhancing rather than undermining
liberal politics. I read recently in a
history of the Jews in Weimar Ger-
many that in 1928 a book was

R
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published in Munich called Jewry as a
Conservative Element. The author
argued, rightly, that German Jews
were overwhelmingly committed to
conserving the Weimar Republic. Al-
most all of them voted either for the
centrist Democratic Party or for the
Social Democrats. It was a doomed,
but not an unintelligent politics. Nor
has anything that has happened

since, for all that has happened since,
made it into an unintelligent politics.
Liberal emancipation, liberal univer-
salism; this is the particularism of the
Jews, or at least of the Jews-in-exile.
But this particularism has another as-
pect, to which I now turn.

With regard to social justice, I have
to tell a different story, for the Jewish
commitment to justice is organically
connected to Jewish religious culture
and to the experience of exile before
as well as after emancipation. The
connection goes all the way back to
our first exile, to our bondage in
Egypt, and to the legal and moral
code that comes out of that experi-
euce. We are reminded of it at every
Passover seder, and we should not un-
derestimate the importance of that
celebration. Nowadays I am inclined
to think that Eugene Victor Debs’s fa-
mous line—“As long as one man is in
prison, I am not free”—is an exagger-
ated and rather pompous claim. Stili, I
grew up believing (and surely many
of you did, too) tHat so long as there
were slaves in Egypt, any Egypt, we
were among them. That is a seder ar-
gument, but it has its everyday uses.
The prophetic books reaffirm the
values of the Exodus story: Indeed,
no other body of literature is so likely
to press people who take it seriously
towards an identification with the poor
and oppressed, and towards a suspi-
cion not so much of wealth or pawer as
of the moral complacency and arro-

{ gance that commonly accampany

them. And that suspicion also has its
everyday uses. ‘

The Bible is a radical book, but
radicalism of that sort, a literary sort,
can always be repressed through in-
terpretation, overwhelmed by
erudition, constrained by legal enact-
ment. There is another and more
practical feature of our experience
that underpins our commitment to the



welfarist side of libéralism: the inter-
nal life, the social ahd moral character
of the diaspora communities.
Throtighout the history of our exile,
we have been a people set
apart-therefore a people bound to-
gether. A special kind of solidarity
was forced upon us. Sometimes, of
course, it was resisted; sometimes it
was evaded; still, it marked our life to-
gether over a long period of time.
And it can’t be the case that this expe-
rience of living together in tightly
knit, relatively autonomous communi-
ties in hostile or uncertain
environments for almost 2,000 years
has left no impress on our culture.

I can’t try to tell the story of these
communities here. It is a rich and
varied story that belies the ciaim that
the Jews have no political history
(only a “spiritual” history) from the
years of Bar Kochba to the years of
Ben-Gurion. I only want to stress the
extent to which the exile communi-
ties were, because they had to be, little
welfare states whose members, for
all their quarrels, were deeply com-
mitted to one another. The range of
communal provision was very wide
(though different in different times
and places). It included systems for
distribution of food and clothing,
care for orphans and widows, dow-
ries, hostels for travelers, ransom for
captives (a major claim on communal
funds over many centuries), public
physicians and midwives, and perhaps
above all, schools. In the 1430s, a
synod of Spanish rabbis proposed the -
creation of something close to a full-
scale compulsory public school
system. And it tells us something
about the meaning of justice to those
rabbis that their proposal involved
the transfer of funds from rich to poor
school districts—an issue about which
we continue to argue today. It is also
worth pointing out, in this age when
participation is so much discussed,
that the number of people serving the
community as officials and agents of |
distribution was very large, a signifi-
cant proportion of the members, if
only because the communities were
very small. We might think of those
old communities as participatory
welfare states (they thought of them-
selves, of course, in a wholly
different vocabulary).
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Much of this could be duplicated
from the histories of non-Jewish com-

. munities, with the possible exception

of the extraordinary stress on educa-
tion. But there is a greater intensity
of commitment in the Jewish diaspora,
sustained under more difficult condi-
tions over a longer period of time.
Even wealthy Jews, because of per-
secution and the fear of persecution,
were caught up in a kind of general
insecurity that we think of today as the
lot only of the poor. And as a result of
all this, there developed a deep under-
standing, widely shared, that a
certain proportion of one’s income,

" one’s time and energy too, belonged

to the community as a whole, as a con-
dition of everyone’s survival and
well-being and also as a matter of jus-
tice. I say widely shared, not shared
by everyone: Once again, this under-
standing was often resisted and
evaded; to escape its consequences
may well have been one motive for
conversion. Nevertheless it is a visible
presence in our history.

To some extent, the exilic view of
justice has itself survived, outlasted
emancipation and even transferred to
the secular communities in which we
now live. There is obviously nothing
necessary about this transfer; some
Jews continue to concern themselves
only with their fellow Jews, as if they
still live in the ghetto and have noth-
ing to do with the secular world. But
we have to assume the transfer if we
want to explain the fact that Ameri-
can Jews today give away a
significantly greater proportion of
their wealth than other Americans

. do—not only to Jewish causes, but to

other philanthropies as well (libraries
and universities, for example). They
also contribute rather more than their
fellow citizens to political parties and
movements. That is in some cases
seen as protection money, I suppose,
especially for those Jews who still
sense that the diaspora is a precarious
place or a series of precarious places;
the buying of protection is an old
diaspora practice. But political giving
in contemporary Western democra-
cies is also a kind of secular tzedakah,
an expression of commitment and re-
sponsibility. The Jewish readiness to
support the welfare state, to pay for it
and to participate in it, expresses the

same values, transferred ftom our
own to the larger comniunity.

But we should not talk only of
transfer here, for the liberal welfare
state permits us to join in secular wel-
farism while still maintaining our own
communal welfare system. Hospi-
tals, orphanages, old age homes,
family services, schools: the range of
Jewish provision is wide and impres-
sive, and it is supported not only with
private but also with public funds,
often on a matching basis. The
radically enclosed communities that
once provided the basis for this sort
of thing have vanished, but the com-
mitment has survived, binding us
simultaneously to the larger political
comumunity and to the Jewish people.

The readiness to give away one’s
money is today an expression of Jew-
ish identification. That is often said
with a certain contempt, but I don’t
think it is contemptible. And we have
to add, again, that we give time and
energy, too. There is a participatory
richness in Jewish life, even today,
that has a clear political carry-over.
One has only to read the names of the
student leaders of the current protests
over South African investments, on
one campus after another, to see that
these contemporary Jewish commu-
nities, “thin” as their culture
sometimes is, continue to produce, in
disproportionate numbers, young men
and women committed to social
justice.

Writing in the 1950s, Hayyim
Greenberg warned that we American
Jews were “in grave danger of be-
coming merely an ethnic group in the
conventional sense of the term . . .
no more the Congregation of Israel,
but only a group with a long and he-
roic history, with memories which,
when cultivated, can arouse much
justified pride (thus still not quite a
mere banal minority) but without the
consciousness of a specific drama and
tension in its life.” Many would go
further today and argue that the his-
toric memories, since they are only
rarely cultivated, are themselves
fading, and that we are indeed be-
coming a banal minority, that the Jews
are one more interest group, different

 from the others only in the obvious

sense that our interests sometimes
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in the sules brochure: an eat-in kitchen, a
separate level for bedrooms and patio
spuce outside the condominiums.

But read on, and discover that each kitchen is
equipped to satisfy kashrut, that each private pu-
tio hus space for a succuh und that the Brosklyn
neighborhood surrounding 52nd Street is filled
with “familiar bulubutish peuple.”

Clearly, more than just the spriokling of He-
brew and Yiddish in its sules brochure is what
sets Borough Park Towne lluuse apart.

The Brooklyn duplex and triplex condominium
housing is one of a handful in the neighborhood
designed with its natural market in mind; Bor-
ough Purk’s Orthodox dewish and Hasidic cum-
munity, (Other projects wlong siwilar lines
include the Fifteenth Avenue Gardens, and the
White House, a co-op.)

Here, the “open market” iy the Orthodox mar-
ket: So ensconsed is this neighborhood in the dui-
Iy lite of attending yes/uvas, or private schools,
shuls, or synuagogues, and shiiblach, s small
house of worship, that these words — which also
appear in the brochure — need no translation for
consumers.

(On the rare occasiun that a visitor asks, a sules
person such as Luzur Spira will explain. Kashrut
is Jewish dietary law, u succah is the wooden
structure built fur the harvest festival of Succot
and a balubatish cnvironment is one that offers a
homey, wurm satisfying family life.)

Hoping w inject the bhghwed, crime-battered
52nd Street of yeurs past with a strong, curing
douse of that balubatish medicine, the Borough
Park Developers Co., u privale invesunent finin,

"carved the development out of the furner Mid-
wood Gardens. An 11-building reptal property,
the apartments had their beginnings in the 19208
as four-story brick walkups.

But the local building boom that has virtually
resculpted Borough Park during the last few
years hua also thoroughly transformed Midwood
Gardens,

“This is u 'gut-rehab,’ ” said Joel Kaplan, presi-
dent of the sales brokeruge for the complex,
Prime KHesources Group. Kaplan, an Orthodox
Jew, wus born in Borough Park. "We created
townhouses, soine with finished basements, some
with patio roof spuce. We wanted to privatize ev-
ery foot.” Current prices range from $122,000 to
$185,000.

Kitchens offer twin sinks, ample counter space
and storage cabinets, to prevent meat and dairy
dishes from mingling. The full-size kitchens are
eat-in kitchens because Orthodox fumilies have
muny children — and the dining room is general-
ly reserved for holiduys and Subbath use.

Each of the bedrooms is designed for two chil-
dren. And the muster bedroom must accommo-
date twin beds; religious law bars a husband and
wife from slecping in the same bed.

Outside, patios and reoftops have areas set
agide for the succeh. And although elevators can
carry residents to their third-floor duplexes,
stairwells are also present.

“The Orihodox cannot ride in elevators on the
Sabbath,” explained Kuplan, audding that oper-
ution of a mechanical device such as an elevator
i8 considered a form of work, which is forbidden
on the day of rest.

A religion-dictated design is not as unusual as
it muy seem, suid architect Peter Thomson, who
direcled the project for the firm, Rothecid, Kai-
serman, Thomsun & Bee. “1t's a lot like designing
a custom home, which also has specific needs,” he
said.

Prime Resources already has sold about half of
the developmnent’s first phuse — two buildings
near the corner of 52ud Street and 18th Avenue
containing & total of 60 units — so0 far all to

$ IRST, YOU notice the features, ticked off
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The blocks of Bor-
ough Park boast
matzoh bakeries,
kosher butchers
and pizza parlors,
above; artist's
model of new
condo project, left,
depicts  rooftop
space where
structures  called
succahs for har-
vest festival can
be built

Newsday Photos
/Audrey C. Tiernan

Orthodox Jews. Occupancy is expected soon.
There ultimately will be 250 units.

The promise of a fully occupied future is paint-
ed in bright colors across the brick facades. A
mural outside the yet-to-be-renovated buildings
depicts what life will be like after the “rehab.”

“1 am lovking foward w having something new
for a chunye,” said Alexander Lieberman. The 60-
year-old diamond cutter is selling his two-family
horne in Borough Park and expects that, by late
February, he and his wife, Freda, will be living in
the three-bedroom duplex, with reoftop patio,
that they bought for $112,000.

Typical of Orthodox couples, the Liebermans
huve a large family — seven married children
and 30 grundchildren — but unlike many future
residents of Borough Park Towne House, the Lie-
bermans are "empty-nesters,” moving in without
children.

Yehuda Gobioff, the owner of & local hat store,
said that when he, his wife, Chany, and their four
children move sometime in the spring, their new
three-bedroom triplex will be the firat real home
they have ever owned. It will mean “community”
in the residential sense, and in the religious
sense as well,

“Others who are not Orthodox can of course
live here,” said Gobioff, who is a longtime friend

of Kaplan's. “But I don’t think they would want to
buy there.”

The community is a cornucopia of Jewish activ-
ity, and there are often two or more yeshivas W a
block, as well ns kusher butchers, matwh bak-
eries and other shops catering w a religious life-
style.

Boraugh Purk, with a pupulation of 188,000,
has become a haven for thousands of Orthodox
and Hasidic tamilies and their children who were
displaced first frorn Europe by the Holocaust und
later, from blight that began to claim Williams-
burg, Crown Heights and other Brooklyn neigh-
borhoods of their American refuge.

Much of Borough Park’s new real-estate has
been guided, in one form or another, by the non-
profit Southern Brooklyn Community Organiza-
tion, directed by Habbi Shmuel Lefkowitz. The
orgunization, begun u half-dozen years ago in an
attempt to stabilize whal had been a slowly erod-
ing housing rnarket, has already developed Fif-
teenth Avenue Gardens, another condominium
complex designed for the Orthodox.

All of which has been an education for 'Thom-
son, who wug SBCO’y architect as well, “A mar-
ket's needs are a markel's needs,” said Thomson,
who i3 not Jewish. “It’s just that these needs in
Borough Park are dictated by a higher order.” an
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We Built Jerusalem

Tales of Pioneering Days

ARYE LIPHSHITZ
Translated by
MISHA LOUVISH

A superb re-creation of the Palestine
milieu of the 1920s and 1930s, this collec-
tion of short stories has been selected
from a much larger oeuvre written by
Arye Liphshitz over the past seventy
years. In We Built Jerusalem, many
characters take shape and emerge as
complete, compelling personalities. At
the same time, the problems and promise
of the State-in-the-making emerge as
well.

The Palestine of 1920, when Liphshitz
arrived with a group of pioneer comrades
from Cracow, Poland, was vastly differ-
ent from the Israel of today. Liphshitz’s
own experiences provide the bases for
his dramatizations of the hardships the
pioneers encountered. There is the story
(“Master of His Fate”) of the tragic con-
flict between one pioneer, Benjamin
Goldwasser—who is fascinated by the
Russian Revolution and who joins the
Communists—and his Zionist comrades
in Jerusalem.

Another young pioneer, David Auer-
bach in “The Last Stage,” unhappily falls
in love with a young woman shortly after
his arrival in Jerusalem. A poignant and
unhappy situation also appears in
“Under the Horses’ Hooves,” in which
Mahmud Hassan falls in love with
Nada—who is married to a man who ill-
treats her.

Loneliness and haunting memories
permeate the lives of Liselotte Grau,
widow of a German-Jewish professor
who had been killed by the Nazis, and
Lily Jordan, a German-Jewish poet in
“Three Women.” An equally moving
tale, “Jum’a and Jamila,” focuses on the
friendship—and the strains placed on
that friendship—between Jum’a Ibn
Rashid and Alexander Neri; the latter’s
decision to conceal his Jewish identity
while working on a construction project
in Trans-Jordan leads to unexpected and
painful difficulties.

The parochialism of the orthodox reli-
gious neighborhood in Jerusalem in
“Gates of Joy” and the narrative of Zal-
man Stark’s attempt to escape from the
neighborhood are balanced by an ac-
count in “The Monk” of the strictly con-
trolled lives of the monks in the Arme-
nian monastery and the actions and fate
of one young monk who rebelled.

Arye Liphshitz, turning to fiction in
order to convey a true, full, and eloquent
account of the early days in Palestine,
treats personal and political dimensions
with equal mastery. The stories in this
volume constitute a realistic, albeit lyr-
ical, representation of lives lived against
a backdrop of an evolving society. They
reflect the difficulties of the Third Aliyah
pioneers in adapting to a new life and
reveal their soul-searchings as they-
sought a foothold in the ancient home-
land. Some toiled with revolutionary fer-
vor; others sought a modicum of per-
sonal fulfillment; and still others were
devastated and broken by the struggle.
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Fundamentalist Bluif

JON KIMCHE

the founder of the Muslim Brotherhood, exactly 40

years ago — in December, 1945 — in Cairo. Hasan al
Banna was at the height of his fame and power. He was
feared and courted by all the parties and by the King
himself. He had unleashed the sword of Islam and had
become the political power broker whose support or en-
mity could make or break the government of Egypt,
and could protect or undermine the monarchy itself.
Estimates of his Brethren ranged from 50,000 to two
million. On the face of it, fundamentalist Islam had
arrived in a great surge of populism.

The day before our private meeting I had watched
Hasan al Banna in action, preaching as the Supreme
Guide of the Muslim Brotherhood at one of Cairo’s
larger mosques. It was frightening. His evocative and
menacing oratory roused his audience to a state of fren-
zy directed at the British occupation of Egypt and
against the evils of Western ways brought to Egypt by
the British, and at the corruption they had introduced
in high places. Without specifically naming the King,
the government, the police, and every other emblem of
the establishment, he called for their destruction in the
most violent terms. The Brotherhood was depicted as
the sole guardian of Islamic morality and Egyptian pa-
triotism, which was attacked and persecuted by all the
secular political parties in the government and opposi-
tion. It was the perfect prototype for those religious
fundamentalists who were to flourish in its wake. Al
Banna had provided the pattern others could follow:
religious extremism in the service of the politicians who
were prepared to pay the price.

I met the father of modern Muslim fundamentalism,

The next day I met this prophet of revolution and de-
struction in the privacy of his home. He was alone: no
aides, no acolytes, no secretaries. 1 was taken to him by
one of the leaders of the Wafd, Fuad Serrageddin, the
man who has now surfaced again to lead the Wafd in
opposition to President Mubarak. In public, the Wafd
and the Brotherhood were deadly enemies who never
ceased to attack each other in the most venomous man-
ner. There was no sign of this when Serrageddin intro-
duced me to al Banna; they seemed to be close friends.
In this setting, away from the crowds, al Banna was a
pleasant, mild-mannered, youthful man who did not

JON KIMCHE is former editor of New Middle East and Arab-Asian Af-
fairs. His forthcoming political history of the Sinai Peninsula, Cromer’s
Sinai Swindle, will be published early next year.

look his age of 40, wearing a blue double-breasted over-
coat and a fez. It was a civilized encounter, full of
friendliness and ambivalent generalities. There was
none of the steamy excitement of the prayer meeting in
the mosque.

Yet everything surrounding the presentation of the
Brotherhood as the real expression of Islam was false.
In the mosque, the Supreme Guide had denounced the
corruption at the court of King Farouk. Away from the
mosque, the Brotherhood collaborated with the Palace
in flushing out “agitators and Communists” and any-
body else who was inconvenient to the King, the govern-
ment, or the Brotherhood. The King and his men
thought they were using the Brethren: the Brother-
hood believed its connections with the Palace would
serve its own ends. Islam came in a bad third.

At the same time, the Brotherhood and the Wafd had
also a political understanding directed against the King
and the government. The aim was political power for
the Wafd with Brotherhood participation. Again, the
Wafd thought it was using the Brotherhood to further
the Wafd return to power; the Brotherhood believed it
could use the secular Wafd as a means to its end: politi-
cal power on the back of Islamic pretension. The funda-
mentalist crowds were manipulated with the cynicism of
the most sophisticated party machine.

It worked — or seemed to. By the end of 1948, after
the Egyptian withdrawal from the war against Israel, al
Banna appeared all powerful, ready openly to chal-
lenge the establishment. He ordered the assassination
of the Egyptian Prime Minister, Nokrashy Pasha, who
had firmly opposed the Brotherhood in Cairo. But al
Banna had miscalculated — as so many fundamentalists
of all creeds, and none, tend to miscalculate. The Egyp-
tian establishment had been willing to use the Brother-
hood for its own ends; it was not prepared to see the
Brotherhood as a senior partner in government or even
in total control. Within weeks after the murder of the
Prime Minister, al Banna himself fell victim to an offi-
cial assassin. The Brotherhood as a factor in Egyptian
politics went into steep decline.

The Brotherhood had become accustomed to assert
itself by the use of terror; with Islamic fundamentalism
as cover, it bornbed cinemas, restaurants, and Western
and Jewish stores in Cairo and Alexandria. More sub-
stantially, it joined in the preparations of Nasser’s Free
Officers coup against the monarchy in July, 1952. It did
this with the help of one of the younger Brotherhood
activists, Anwar el Sadat who acted as go-between and
who was subsequently suitably rewarded by Nasser.



During the early phase of the Free Officers’ coup in
Egypt, supporters of the Brotherhood occupied key po-
sitions in the revolutionary regime. The Brotherhood
also provided the mass following in the country. In fact,
in the summer of 1952, Islamic fundamentalism stood
on the brink of its greatest political success — far great-
er and far more significant, had it materialized, than
the Khomeini victory in Iran, a generation later.

The most populous and most powerful Arab country,
the most strategically placed Muslim country appeared
to be within the grasp of the Brotherhood and of Sunni
Islamic fundamentalists. The history of the Middle East
would have been wholly different in our time, had the
Brotherhood then succeeded — and they very nearly
did. The reason for their failure to achieve their objec-
tive is of profound significance in our own day when,
again, we find ourselves preoccupied with the apparent
threat of Islamic fundamentalism.

The Brotherhood’s bid for power in Egypt failed be-
cause of a passive and an active factor. The passive rea-
son, which we shall look at more closely in this and other
instances of fundamentalism, was that the whole con-
cept of political fundamentalism was based on make-
believe at best and on downright bluff as a more general
practice. The positive reason for the failure of the
Brotherhood to convert the revolution of 1952 into an
instrument of Islamic fundamentalism was the man
who was to become President, Gamal Abdel Nasser. In
the longer perspective of history, the successful stand
against Islamic fundamentalism may well rank as
Nasser’s most significant achievement, more profound
and more lasting in its consequences even than the High
Dam or the nationalization of the Suez Canal. For one
thing, by this action Nasser kept open the ultimate op-
tion of a peace between Egypt and Israel which — iron-
ically — Anwar Sadat was to implement.

Nasser — who still lacked both authority and power at
that time — was able to overcome the seemingly far
more powerful Muslim Brethren because he under-
stood that their claim to total political power was based
largely on bluff. They could generate religious excite-
ment but they could translate this into political power
only by individual terror and by the intimidation of
their secular opponents. The Brotherhood tried both
means against Nasser. They attempted to assassinate
Nasser while he was addressing a large crowd in the Re-
public Square in Cairo. The attempt failed; Nasser
fought for the hearts and minds of the huge crowd for
some five minutes after the shots had been fired —and
he won.

Nasser then seized the opportunity. He had the sup-
porters of the Brotherhood removed from the revolu-
tionary leadership and interned. The most notorious of
the secret terrorist High Command were tried and exe-
cuted. The organization was proscribed. Nasser had
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called the fundamentalist bluff and nothing happened.
The millions of Islamic supporters the Brotherhood
had claimed seeped away like water in the sand in the
face of Nasser’s firmness. A hard core of conspirators
survived, but it took them more than a decade to reor-
ganize their terrorist cadres on a very limited scale, only
to be once more dealt a crippling blow. They ceased to
be a threat to the regime in Egypt, though they could
still carry out spectacular acts of individual terror such
as the assassination of their one-time benefactor, Anwar

Sadat. But as a power in the land, their bluff had been
called by Nasser. He refused to accept their claim to spe-
cial consideration as men of religion, as Islamic parti-
sans who had used terror only to preserve the cause and
purity of Islam. Nasser confronted them with the full
rigor of the law and of his power, and they submitted.
One hopes that echoes of this theme heard in Jerusalem
in the summer of 1985 will evoke a similar response.

The failure of this major fundamentalist effort in
Egypt served to emphasize the basic distinction between
Sunni and Shi'ite Muslim fundamentalism. The Sunni
fundamentalists use individual terror rather than mass
intimidation because they do not seek to change the ba-
sis of established society; they are not really revolution-
aries. They want to preserve the Sunni establishment,
and win control of it. This is the great difference be-
tween the Sunni fundamentalist effort in Egypt that
failed largely because of Nasser’s successful resistance
and the Shrite fundamentalist effort in Iran that suc-
ceeded.

Many explanations have been given for Khomeini’s
success against the Shah. For our purpose, however, the
most important difference lay, in the first place, in the
Shr’ite attitude to authority. Whereas the Sunni funda-
mentalists are prepared to work within the framework
of existing society, and object only to individuals in
places of authority, the Shi’ites in general reject all au-
thority and especially that of a Muslim society domi-
nated by the Sunni in which the Shi’ites are permanent-
ly condemned to an inferior minority status with very
little say in the conduct of Islamic or national affairs.
They see themselves as permanently discriminated
against by the dominant Sunni. They are psychological-
ly geared, therefore, to oppose the prevailing Sunni re-
gime. But this is more often than not a pipe dream rath-
er than a practical proposition, as for example in Iraq
where a minority Sunni ruling class totally dominates
the Shi’ite majority.

How then could Shi’ite fundamentalism succeed so
dramatically in Iran, where the Shah’s government ap-
peared so powerfully backed by the instruments of
state, far more so than in any Arab country? After all,
Khomeini and his supporters had been preaching Is-
lamic revolution and the overthrow of the Shah for
more than 15 years without success. What was so differ-
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ent in 1979 that had not been evident in 1969? If any-
thing, the Shah appeared to be more powerful and the
country richer than before. Two things had changed
which had virtually nothing to do with Islam or the
Shi’ite creed but which provided Khomeini with the op-
portunity to exploit religion in a way that Nasser had
never permitted.

The Shah’s ambitious programs of reform had mere-
ly expanded the fissures of Iranian society: the great
wealth of the country had not been institutionalized
and diffused. Inflation, in particular, had hit not only
the poor but had ravaged the urban middle classes; the
secret police could make no impact on spiraling rents
and food prices. The Shah and his Ministers did not
seem to comprehend the nature of the crisis con-
fronting them at home. The machinery of government
was breaking down, and the men in charge seemed
unable to repair it. It was not the kind of situation in
which the CIA specialized, and Washington appeared
to be as much at sea as the Shah’s regime.

It was a ready-made situation for Khomeini’s Shi’ite
message of rejection, the total rejection of the Shah’s re-
gime. But Khomeini was by now in France and his
Shr’ite followers were 2,000 miles away in Iran. At this
point, a central role was played in the provision of a
communication link for Khomeini which enabled him
to direct his campaign effectively and safely from a dis-
tance. The British Broadcasting Company placed its
Persian service at Khomeini’s disposal. His messages
were recorded in France and beamed over the BBC’s
most powerful transmitters to Iran. French Radio also
obliged but without the same decisive resources. And so
did — with great effect — the Communist Tudeh
broadcast from Baku, from just over the frontier in So-
viet Azerbaiijan.

Thus all the classic elements of revolution combined
in the overthrow of the Shah. The economic disintegra-
tion, the revolutionary mood encouraged by the Shi’ite
Mullah, inspired by Khomeini’s messages and assisted
by the BBC. But the really decisive element that contrib-
uted to Khomeini’s success was the absence of a Nasser
prepared to confront the fundamentalist bluff. Because
he had to deal with a Shi’ite uprising instead of a Sunni,
the Shah was, uniquely in the Middle East, confronted
by a Shi’ite opposition which challenged the foundation
of the state in a more radical manner than had the Sun-
ni Brotherhood in Egypt. Moreover, the Shi'ite clergy
provided the framework of a revolutionary grass-roots
leadership in a way not available to the Sunni Brother-
hood. All the same, the Shah’s resources in 1979 were
immeasurably greater than Nasser’s had been 25 years
earlier.

Nasser, moreover, had the will to fight and a sense of
purpose which he was able to communicate to his fol-
lowers and his troops. The Shah had neither. He had

Fundamentalist Bluff

lost control over the economy and retained nothing
with which he could persuade his powerful armed
forces to kill and be killed. So they walked away.
Khomeini won not so much because of the power of his
Islamic fundamentalism but because of the help he had
received from abroad, from the British and French in
particular: he was seen as an effective alternative to the
Shah. It was the most effective bluff pulled by the Shi’ite
Mullah; it worked with the help of their regime of
terror but it was no more than temporary; it had virtual-
ly nothing to do with fundamentalist Islam other than
to use it as cover for the seizure and control of state
power.

That Shi'ite fundamentalism was not the driving
force emerged clearly after the outbreak of the war with
Iraq. Had the call of Shi’ite fundamentalism been the
real core of the Iranian revolution, its appeal would
have crossed the frontier into Iraq where more than
half the population was Shi’ite ruled harshly by a Sunni
dictatorship. Yet the supposedly Shr'ite revolution in
Iran brought forth no spark of Shi’ite response in Iraq
or from any of the large Shi’ite populations of the Gulf
states. It was supposed that the call of the Shi'ites in Iran
would find an echo in every Shi'ite community in the
Middle East, not least among the Amal in Lebanon. It
did not; while the Amal were Shi’ite, they were not fun-
damentalists. They saw through the fundamentalist
bluff and remained supremely uncommitted.

In the event, the Lebanese Hizbollah and Islamic Ji-
had, the organizations of Shr’ite fundamentalism could
be recruited only from Iranian imports; they could act
only by means of individual terror for the cause of fun-
damentalism in Lebanon had few followers. It was not
that much different in Egypt where there has been a
recurring fear of a fundamentalist revival. But in
Egypt, fundamentalism has not regained the mass ap-
peal temporarily engendered by Hasan al Banna 40
years ago; even then it was not much more than a flash
in the political pan. :

The Islamic threat to President Mubarak does not
stem from an Islamic fundamentalist movement but
rather from a strictly limited Islamic terrorist conspira-
cy that could kill individual leaders but could not over-
throw an existing regime. This limitation of Sunni fun-
damentalism is still the characteristic of polical funda-
mentalism in the Arab world. In Libya it is an altogether
artificial creation fostered by Qaddafi for his political
ends, but it has no real roots in the country.

It is only in the minds of Western sympathizers to Arab
hostility to the West that the threat of Islamic funda-
mentalism exists as a reality. It is not so in the Islamic
world except where Islam is used as a cover to protectan
otherwise unpopular and indefensible regime, as in
Iran, Pakistan, and Libya. But in terms of assessing
Western — or Israel’s — future relations with the Arab
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world, the threat of Islamic fundamentalism is either a
bluff or a stalking horse for altogether different objec-
tives, a diversion from the essential problems. The
alternative to Mubarak, or King Hussein, or President
Assad is not a Khomeini-like fundamentalist regime.
We used to be frightened with this kind of argument in
Nasser’s day. Western apologists painted horrific sce-
narios of what would follow if Nasser were suddenly re-
. moved from office. In the event, it was Anwar Sadat
who followed him.

It is time therefore to call the bluff of the threat of
Islamic fundamentalism — and of every other funda-
mentalist intrusion into politics. Nasser showed how it

has to be mastered. And conditions have not really
changed wherever fundamentalism rears its head: be it
in Cairo or in Jerusalem. But one further caution needs
to be delivered, especially at this time: the active — and
destructivée — aid of the Moscow-supported mujahee-
din Communists was the decisive element at the critical
moment which tipped the fundamentalist balance
against the Shah — the tacit alliance of the godly and
ungodly fundamentalists. This is a threat that could be
again maximized by the reentry of the Soviet Union into
the Middle Eastern arena— even if it comes in the guise
of one of the superpower peacemakers in the service of
the United Nations. u

Anna Frank and I

1.

We were born

in the same year
Anna Frank and 1

imprisoned we were
together :
Anna Frank and 1

we both wrote a diary
she from left to right
I from right to left
hers was preserved
mine —

disappeared

which one of us
is alive

2.

We were born

in the same year
Anna Frank and I

the discovery slapped my face
in the house on the Canal
and my daughter beside me
her age

shivering
(my hand held hers)

imprisoned we were
together

‘- Anna Frank and 1

" trembling with Jewish fear

AMNON SHAMOSH

we both wrote a diary

she from left to right

I from right to left

hers was preserved

and its echo fills the world
mine —

disappeared

which one of us
is alive

what taste to life

if I could not

in my life

do a little of a little
of what she did

by her death

3.

We were born

in the same year
Anna Frank and I,

beside me
and her age

imprisoned we were
together
Anna Frank and 1

- we both wrote a diary

she from left to right
I from right to left
hers was preserved
mine —

disappeared

. which

lives

one of us

and exists

and what point to life
if I could not

in my

life

.do a little of a little

of what she did
by her death

Where will I go, Anna?
And what will I do

L

the poor in deeds?

the poor Ana*

in deeds Anna,
answer me.

the discovery slapped my face

‘in the house on the Canal

and my daughter *Please

Translated from the Hebrew by ADA AHARONI
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The New Right and the Jews

HERBERT L. SOLOMON

he New Right is a coalition of political conserva-
Ttives, Protestant Fundamentalists, and Evangelical

Christians. Often called Far Right and Christian
Right, it is a powerful force with many millions of ad-
herents. It has achieved important political successes,
most notably in its role and contribution to the election
and re-election of Ronald Reagan to the Presidency.

As a relatively recent phenomenon, the New Right is
far different from the Old Right of the fifties and six-
ties. The old Right-wing, known as the Radical Right
and Right-Wing Extremists, used tactics of intimidation
and incitement to violence. It was obsessed with an al-
leged Communist conspiracy that was supposedly tak-
ing over- America. It included organizations such as the
John Birch Society, Liberty Lobby, and other groups
tinged with anti-Semitism.

The New Right is more sophisticated and pragmatic.
It disassociates itself from Klan and neo-Nazi groups.
Anti-Semitism and known anti-Semites are debarred.
Although determinedly opposed to the Soviet Union
and its international allies, indigenous Communism is
not a concern. The New Right’s statements and pro-
nouncements, especially lately, are strongly pro-Israel.

American Jewish leaders and spokespersons for Jew-
ish organizations are now warming up to the New Right.
The earlier hesitancies and animadversions are being
replaced by acceptance and praise. The New Right is
being embraced as a true friend of Israel and the Jewish
community. :

Certainly the new words of the New Right are en-
couraging. Support for Israel is vociferous, unam-
biguous, consistent, and enthusiastic. Recently 19 of the
most conservative members of Congress sent an all-out
pro-Israel letter to President Reagan written in phrase-
ology that could have emanated from the Conference
of Presidents of Major Jewish Organizations. Senator
Jesse Helms, previously an implacable foe who almost
never voted for military or economic aid for Israel, is
now urging the United States to move its embassy from
Tel Aviv to Jerusalem and not to pressure Israel to re-
linquish any part of the West Bank. Rev. Pat Robertson,
the powerful televangelist who once implied that non-
Christians are “vermin” needing a “Godly fumigation,”
now says he “loves Israel” and considers Jerusalem “my
home.”

HERBERT L. SOLOMON, formerly Assistant Director, Jewish Communaty
Relations Council of New York, is on the faculty of Touro College and the
Theodor Herzd Institute in New York City.

‘A remarkable transformation is that of Rep. Mark D.
Siljander (R-Mich.). In his campaign for office in 1981
he sported a button reading “Jesus First.” Subsequently
he sent a mailing urging voters to defeat Rep. Howard
Wolpe (who is Jewish) and “send another Christian to
Congress.” But in 1985 Siljander almost single-handed-
ly forced a cancelation of an invitation extended to
Nehdi Terzi, the PLO observer at the United Nations,
to brief members of Congress. And early this year at the
Prayer Breakfast in Honor of Israel, a Christian evan-
gelical assembly where Israel’s U.N. Ambassador was
the guest of honor and which was addressed on
videotape by Shimon Peres, Siljander was introduced as
“a great American, a great Christian, a great lover of Is-
rael.” He was given a big hand after saying a few words
in Hebrew and reciting the Shema.

Also encouraging are the New Right’s verbal assur-
ances of its new-found love for the Jewish community.
At the Prayer Breakfast a Proclamation was issued af-
firming unity with “the Jewish people against those who
wickedly assail them.” The keynote speaker was con-
servative Presidential hopeful Rep. Jack Kemp (R-N.Y.)
who declared, “In this post-Holocaust world we must all
wear the Star of David on our sleeves.” Rev. Jerry
Falwell, head of the Moral Majority and one of the most
conspicuous voices of the New Right, keeps emphasiz-
ing his admiration for Jews: “We believe in the chosen-
ness of the Jewish people. . . . I'm with you, whether you
want me or not. . . . I extend a hand of friendship and
ask nothing in return.” Noting that anti-Semitism is still
in existence, Falwell says he can rally a “block of 70 mil-
lion Christians behind Israel and the Jewish people.”
And just a few months ago he apologized for his past
sins: “I have been preaching the Christianization of
America. 1 realize now 1 was mistaken. We are wrong
and we are sorry.”

Such continuous enunciations of friendship are diffi-
cult to resist. Small wonder that the Jewish leadership is
welcoming and speaking favorably of the New Right.
The Jewish responses range from unreserved endorse-
ment (ultra-Orthodox), to “the Bible Belt is Israel’s best
friend” (Rabbi Emanuel Rackman, Jewish Week), to “the
Evangelical community is the largest and fastest grow-
ing block of pro-Israel, pro-Jewish sentiment in this
country” (Rabbi Marc H. Tanenbaum, American Jew-
ish Committee), to “let’s see if we can cooperate” (Syna-
gogue Council of America). The shift from skepticism



toward acceptance was expressed clearly by Rabbi
Richard Yellin (Synagogue Council of America): “I've
undergone a metamorphosis . . . and I can say there has
been a change in their theological questing of Jews.
They don't use the old language and rhetoric any long-
er. ... And I don’t-see them as a threat.”

To be sure, there are those who are unconvinced
(Union of American Hebrew Congregations, American
Jewish Congress, and others). But the bulk of Jewish
organizational spokespersons and prominent leaders
have succumbed to the persistent proffers of friendship
from the Right-wing, especially from the Christian reli-
gious component.

It is almost certain, however, that the Jews as a whole
do not agree with their “leaders.” The Jewish voters’
failure to support Ronald Reagan in 1984 was due pri-
marily to their rejection of the Christian-first flavor that
became so integral to the Republican campaign. The
majority of American Jews hear the words of the New
Right but, as yet, have not been won over.

During the past several months there were two dra-
matic instances in which the New Right’s assurances of
friendship for Israel and the Jews were put to the test.
One related primarily to the Jewish community and the
other to the security of Israel.

The first was the Presidential visit to the Bitburg cem-
etery in West Germany. When the President adamantly
refused to cancel the stopover at the cemetery, the Jew-
ish reaction, virtually unanimous, was one of revulsion,
outrage, and indignation. The entire episode and how
it was (mis)handled produced a shockwave of disbelief.
Reagan’s equating of the Nazi murderers and the mil-
lions who were butchered, calling both “victims,” fell on
Jewish ears with a horrifying thud.

Prior to the visit, millions of Americans, Jews and
non-Jews, wanted the President to exclude the ceme-
tery stop. Dozens of prominent non-Jewish organiza-
tions and individuals added their names to letters, ad-
vertisements, and telegrams urging a change of plans.
Although the issue was of extraordinary importance to
Jews, the Bitburg visit was so morally repugnant that
opposition came from non-Jews of all descriptions —
religious leaders, legislators, blacks, conservatives, lib-
erals. Thus, when the U.S. Senate considered a non-
binding resolution urging the President to revise the
itinerary, 83 out of the 100 Senators voted in favor. In
the House a similar resolution passed 390 to 26.

The second instance affected Israel. When King
Hussein came to Washington in June he brought along
some new proposals for possible peace negotiations. Re-
gardless of the merits of these proposals, it was clear
that he also came looking for military weapons. Israel
opposes the sale of advanced arms to Jordan, consider-
ing them a real or potential threat to its security. The
Reagan administration looks favorably on Hussein’s re-
quests.

American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC)

and other supporters of Israel lobbied against the sale
of advanced weapons to Jordan. Senators Edward
Kennedy (D-Mass.) and John Heinz (R-Pa.) quickly put
together a resolution opposing “advanced arms sales to
Jordan [which] would jeopardize the security of Israel
... The U.S. should focus its efforts to bring Jordan
into direct negotiations with Israel.” The resolution was
co-sponsored by more than two-thirds (71) of the Re-
publican controlled Senate. (Confronted by such over-
whelming pressure, President Reagan subsequently en-
dorsed a face-saving resolution that delayed considera-
tion of the arms deal until next March.)

By examining the Senate votes on these two signifi-
cant issues, one directly related to Jewish sensibilities
and the other affecting Israel’s security, we can learn
much about the behavior (action, not words) of the New
Right.

The only similar test of the New Right’s Congression-
al voting occurred in 1981 when the Senate approved
the sale of AWACS surveillance aircraft and other ad-
vanced arms to Saudi Arabia. At that time, of the 28
most conservative Senators — those most closely allied
with the principles of the Moral Majority — only two
voted against the AWACS package. A study by the Un-
ion of American Hebrew Congregations released
earlier this year states, “91% of the Senators supported
by the Religious Right” voted in favor of the sale to
Saudi Arabia. A conclusion of the study is that “voting
records of advocates of the Religious Right in Congress
are not consistent with their rhetoric.”

The UAHC study ends with, “It is our hope that
through continued dialogue and greater understand-
ing, the Religious Right’s rhetoric can become action.”
Well, it is now four years after the AWACS vote, four
years during which the Right-wing’s pro-Israel and pro-
Jewish orations have become more fervent. Have the
verbal assurances been translated into deeds in 1985?

It is first necessary to determine which Senators are
closely identified with the New Right ideology. There
are many techniques available. For example: their posi-
tion on the conservative-liberal continuum as rated by
conservative and liberal groups; how they vote onissues
considered crucial by the New Right; how they fare on
the “Biblical Scorecard” put out by Christian Voice; who
are the heroes of the Moral Majority, American Coali-
tion for Traditional Values, and similar religious Right
groups.

Utilizing a combination of these techniques, I arrived
at a list of the 12 most persistent and consistent New
Right Senators (see chart). In the 1984 rating by the lib-
eral Americans for Democratic Action (ADA), a scale
running from 0 (conservative) to 100 (liberal) based on
voting records relating to a spectrum of domestic and
foreign issues, eight of them were the only Senators to
score 0, while the other four scored 10 or less. Five of
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them (Helms, Armstrong, Denton, Hatch, and East)
were the “most admired” Senators in a readership poll
conducted by Conservative Digest. In this poll, as an indi-
cation of the readers’ political leaning, the most ad-
mired man in the nation was Jerry Falwell and the most
admired woman was Phyllis Schlafly, head of “Stop the
Equal Rights Amendment,” who says Holocaust studies
in schools amount to “child abuse” and lead children
not to believe in God. Every one of the 12 Senators
voted for a proposed constitutional amendment to per-

them approved both the Bitburg and Jordan resolu-
tions.

As to the critical resolution urging cancellation of the
Bitburg cemetery visit, a resolution that only 17 Sena-
tors refused to co-sponsor and the intent of which had
such widespread support in the nation, 10 of the 12
New Right stalwarts refused to add their names to the
list of sponsors. Similarly, the resolution to prevent ad-
vanced weapons going to Jordan, supported by 71 Sen-
ators, was opposed by 10 of the 12 conservative “strong

RATINGS AND VOTING RECORDS
Vocal Abortion Deny Arms Cancel
ADA School  Aid (Rape to Bitburg
Senator 1984 Prayer or Incest) Jordan Visit
CONSERVATIVES
McLure (R-Idaho) 0 YES No No No
Symms (R-Idaho) 0 YES No No No
East (R-N.C.) 0 YES N.V. No No
Helms (R-N.C.) 0 YES No No No
Hecht (R-Nev.) 0 YES No YES YES
Thurmond (R-S.C.) 0 YES No No No
Garn (R-Utah) 0 YES No No No
Denton (R-Ala.) 0 YES No No YES
Laxalt (R-Nev.) 5 YES No No No
Wallop (R-Wyo.) 5 YES No No No
Hatch (R-Utah) 10 YES No No No
Armstrong (R-Colo.) 10 YES No YES No
LIBERALS
Metzenbaum (D-Ohio) 100 No YES YES YES
Levin (D-Mich.) 100 No YES YES YES
Sarbanes (D-Md.) 100 No YES * YES YES
Bingaman (D-N.M.) 100 No YES YES YES
Pell (D-R.1.) 100 No YES YES YES
Dodd (D-Ct.) 100 No YES YES YES
Riegel (D-Mich.) 100 No YES YES YES
Lautenberg (D-N.]J.) 100 No YES YES YES
Burdick (D-N.D.) 100 No YES YES YES
(ADA = Americans for Democratic Action)
(N.V. = Not Voting)

mit organized vocal prayers in public schools, a propos-
al that failed to get the necessary two-thirds vote (March
20, 1984). None of them supported a measure to allow
federal medicaid payments for abortion in cases of rape
or incest (October 3, 1984).

As a contrast I have also listed ratings and voting re-
cords of nine liberal Senators who are resolute oppo-
nents of the conservative-religious Right-wing (see
chart). Itis to be expected, of course, that staunch liber-
als would oppose the Reagan administration on key
matters. Yet the contrast is quite startling. Every one of

New Right

supporters of Israel.”

(It is interesting that one of the 12 Right-wingers is
Jewish [Chic Hecht, R-Nev.]. Although he is extremely
conservative, having scored 0 in the ADA ratings for
1983 and 1984, he did not agree with his confreres on
Bitburg and arms for Jordan. Perhaps his “Jewishness”
took precedence.)

We learn, therefore, that New Right Senators,
notwithstanding their pro-Jewish and pro-Israel rheto-
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ric, fall abysmally short in their actions. They approved
the AWACS sale in 1981 and now in 1985 they were on
the wrong side on two issues of tremendous significance
to Israel and the Jewish community.

What we should also learn is that this new secular-
religious political phenomenon, the New Right, is es-
sentially and fundamentally anchored to an ultra-
conservative ideology. The guiding belief of its adher-
ents, pursued with a crusade-like determination, is to
“restore traditional moral and spiritual values” as they
interpret them. Their priority is not Israel, certainly not
their putative love for Jewry. Rather, their concerns
center about such issues as prayers and Bible readings
in public schools, “pro-life” legislation, opposition to the
furtherance of feminist and gay rights, larger outlays
for the military, the gradual elimination of social and
welfare programs that they believe create dependency
of the poor, and so on.

Ronald Reagan, although not perfect in their judg-
ment, still represents the New Right ideology better
than other leading conservatives (Bush, Dole, Kemp)
and he is, -after all, the President. Therefore when
Reagan favors the sale of advanced weapons to Jordan

as being in our “national interests,” the Rightists follow
their leader. And when the proposed cancellation of the
Bitburg visit is portrayed as showing “U.S. weakness,”

the New Right ideologues must go along. Should the
current administration become somewhat disen-
chanted with Israel (may it not happen, but it could)
and should it wish to reduce the level of assistance or to
pressure Israel into concessions Israel considers against
its interests, does anyone doubt on which side we would
find the ultra-conservatives and the Christian Right?

Allin all, the first priority of the New Right s its rigid
pursuit of the conservative program. Only when the
needs of Israel and the Jewish community coincide with
this program can the reassuring words be matched with
political action.

The purpose here is not to suggest Jews turn away
from the offerings of friendship and support. It is rea-
sonable for the Jewish community and backers of Israel
to welcome and nurture the offerings. Rather, the point
is that the overtures of friendship and support are sec-
ondary matters to the New Right and, accordingly, can
dissipate in the face of a conflict with its essential priori-
ties. Therefore, caution and awareness are qdvisable. [ ]

Gleanings

AVNER TREININ

I keep finding bits

of lost grain. A corner of a field

grows beans in the heart of my childhood

at the corner of the graveyard

in Sanhedria where you are buried.

The pine grove was silent once

in the garden of Affuri, the gardener of the High

Commissioner who left us in the middle of 48
on a battleship festooned with flags.

This too has long been forgotten

along with other meaningful events.

As if out of Chekhov, wearing a Russian braid,
Madame Affuri comes slowly pouring the tea,

so slowly she pours it, while a faint summer

buzz hovers in the garden, drifts

through a torn net, and quivers in the jam.
Menachem, the son, sneaks her an imbecile smile.
And Arza, the clumsy daughter, also with a braid,
is always waiting on her chair

for this summer finally to end.

Translated from the Hebrew by SHIRLEY KAUFMAN

10

Midstream-—December, 1985



Jews for Jesus:
Causes and Treatment
STANLEY N. ROSENBAUM

articipation by Jewish youth in various mush-
P rooming post-war cults is out of proportion to their

membership totals. Though the absolute number
involved in such religious epiphenomena as the
Moonies, Hare Krishna, or the clutch of self-styled Mes-
sianic Jewish movements is small, the mainstream Jew-
ish community has got to be concerned with defections
of any size. Of these new groups, those that necessarily
command the most concern are the “Jews for Jesus”
(J])- There are several reasons for this.

The first is simple self-preservation. Despite the
group’s stated desire to diminish-anti-Semitism, their
most likely effect will be to increase it. The Christian
community has always been suspicious of “Judaizing”
tendencies among its members, much more so now that
some Christian kids have joined the JJ. On the other
hand, if the J ] were so successful in spreading their gos-
pel that Jews may believe in Jesus and still remain Jew-
ish, then Jews who remain outside Christianity would
inevitably be seen as more obstinate and in consequence
more damnable than before.

Jews are affronted by the idea that one can be a Jew
and a Christian at the same time. Such a notion was
present in early Christian circles, but those groups
which claimed it were declared heretical in the fourth
century. The modern Jewish-Christian groups, pro-
moted in large measure by the American Board of
Christian Missions or the Messianic Literature Out-
reach of Waterloo, Iowa, can only be seen as clever de-
vices to obtain converts to Christianity.

Naturally we in the Jewish community feel both guilty
and rejected. But the insult is not confined to our emo-
tions; we also feel an insult to our intelligence. Why,
then, do some of our own Jewish children reject the
faith?

Converts to Judaism are usually rational people who
are more convinced by History than by Mystery; Jews
for Jesus, in my experience, exhibit a high degree of
sociopathology along with their sincerity. Many see
themselves as misfits. It’s a toss-up as to whether they
would be better addressed by Jewish theologians or psy-
chologists, but in all cases we should proceed with cau-
tion and concern. And love. The following observations

STANLEY N. ROSENBAUM is Associate Professor in the departments of
Classics and Religion, and Coordinator of the Jewish Studies Program al
Dickinson College, Carlisle, PA. '
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are based on my contacts with a number of these people
over the past 12 years.

Initially, I was surprised to see how easily 1 could get
upset when actually dealing with JJs. But over the years
I've trained myself to avoid anger and even much of my
usual sarcasm. I see now that many JJs are a species of
mental masochist; they expect and even want insult,
something their callowness is almost bound to produce.
For example, they will argue that since Abraham served
unkosher food to God’s messengers (Genesis 18:8), they
can eat it, too. Their. justification for this is Romans
4:13, “Abraham trusted God and it was accounted him
for righteousness” (actually a comment on Genesis
15:6). This meshuggah midrash would not please Or-
thodox rabbis. Then again, the Orthodox way of life
might not make much of an impression on JJs. The par-
ents of one young JJ I know hustled him off to the
Lubavitch community in Jerusalem without success. It’s
better to send JJs to Jewish scholars who are not a prior
committed to defend Abraham’s Orthodoxy and who,
more important, command both Jewish and Christian
sources.

Most JJs have a small store of biblical verses that they
keep in their mental medicine cabinets like specifics for
various diseases. The “disease” they guard themselves
most zealously against is independent thought. JJs con-
sistently mistranslate or simply misuse the text, e.g., Isa-
iah 7:14, 53 and Psalms 110, reading them as advance
notices of Jesus’s career. For the Rabbinic (and
common-sense) principlé of dealing with all verses in
their contexts, JJs substitute the Chinese restaurant
method of theology, taking one verse from Column A,
say, Psalms 2:7, “You are my son; today I have begotten
you,” and one from Column B, Acts 13:33, which
quotes that verse to produce instant enlightenment.

They use other Jewish sources like the Zohar indis-
criminately, as equally authoritative with Scripture.
Richard Wurmbrand, a Rumanian who is one of their
most prolific authors, thinks the Talmud contains the
Letter of Aristeas as well as a number of allegedly sup-
pressed admissions of Jesus’s divinity. One is grimly re-
minded of the Russian Orthodox “expert” at the Beilis
Trial who identified Baba Kama as a malevolent Jewish
grandmother.

Pointing out these errors doesn’t help much. Most JJs



do not wish to see that if one destroys the premises on
which they base their conclusions, then the conclusions
themselves become questionable. It is not necessary, of
course, to remain purely defensive in the face of these
confused claims; there are grounds for counter-
offensive provided by the Christian tradition itself.

We can show that the oldest New Testament texts
come from at least two centuries after the events they
relate. Using the New Testament to substantiate events
of the first century CE, then, is analogous to recon-
structing the life of George Washington based on books
not in print before 1957. And which exist only in trans-
lation. Scholars largely agree that Jesus did not speak
the Greek of the New Testament, and while stories may
“lose” in translation, they can also “gain.” Moreover, the
New Testament was not canonized until 367 CE, plenty
of time for editors to make whatever changes their piety
dictated.

There is some risk that mainstream Christianity may
be offended by a spirited defense, but I think the riskis
small. Thoughtful Christians know that the Gospel sto-
ries don’t disprove anything about Jesus, even if they are
too far from the actual events of his life to offer solid
support. As someone once said, real Christians believe
in the New Testament because of Jesus, not the reverse.

If pressed, new “believers” (as the JJs call themselves)
will quote.the blindman in John 9:25, “One thing I
know, that though I was blind, now I see.” It might be
amusing to suggest that this is a case of post hoc ergo
propter hoc because JJs don’t know formal logic very well,
either, but Jewish tradition is not short on miracles or
faith healers. A better response is Deuteronomy 13:1-5,
which states that “signs and wonders” do not a prophet
make. Instead of a reasoned response, JJs simply fall
back on the humility of Uriah Heep.

We have to recognize that at bottom JJs really have
no interest in a deeper understanding of Scripture.
Rather, they want and need selective confirmation of
the fragile opinions they have come to espouse. They do
not want to know that the Israelite insistence on giving
animal blood back to God is in compensation for the life
of the animal, not just the “sins” of the farmer/ herds-
man who slaughters animals to feed his family. But JJs
don’t have to know anything; religious Know-Noth-
ingism is their passport to Heaven, conferring the
knowledge that they are saved.

What are they saved from? One young woman of my
acquaintance claimed that her new belief in Jesus saved
her from an addiction to tennis! Obviously she had
heard other young people’s testimonials about promis-
cuity or drug addiction and this was her weakness. Un-
fortunately, religious games can have serious outcomes.
The same young woman had to be hospitalized later
when her friends exhorted her that proper faith would
make it unnecessary for her to remain on insulin.
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It might be trivial to claim that JJs can’t be Jewish be-
cause they have no sense of humor, butit’s interesting to
note how little humor any of them have. JJs cling dog-
gedly to their beliefs like high school actors — many are
not much older — clinging to their scripts; their situa-
tion is one that allows little room for laughter. If we
merely destroy their memorized material without writ-
ing convincing new parts for them, we only leave them
open to the next guru who has his act together.

We must understand that while the religious experi-
ence of JJs is a “quick fix,” something has been broken.
The question is, can it be mended?

I begin by asking them, “When did you stop looking
for Jewish answers?” Those youngsters whom I have
asked this usually admit, inter alia, that they never really
looked in Jewish sources before making their new com-
mitment. Consequently, some have been “converted” to
their new belief on the basis of a single New Testament
verse, read at random.

Talmud, of course, is not the answer, though I try to
explain to them how self-contradictory it is to accept the
Ktuvim (Writings) that the rabbis canonized and at the
same time to reject what those same rabbis wrote as
commentary. If JJs seriously wanted to study Talmud,
answers would be forthcoming, but they usually haven’t
the necessary time or patience; they need answers now.

Some of the most effective Jewish answers are provid-
ed by Isaac Troki, the 16th-century Karaite author of
Faith Strengthened.* This early refutation of Christian
claims, while it often uses arguments as questionable as
the ones it refutes, has the advantage of providing a
verse-by-verse handbook that we can use to play the JJ
game of “verse tennis” (you hit a verse, I hit a verse).
The game itself generally has no conclusion, but to play
it is to show that, indeed, Jewish tradition contains the
wherewithal to “answer fools according to their folly”
(Proverbs 26:5).

Whether or not they have studied Judaism seriously,
or care to, what JJs are ultimately rejecting is not Jewish
logic and opinion, but the Jewish community of their
childhood. Many come from unhappy homes in which
they received too little attention, Jewish or otherwise.
My closest friend among the JJs adopted his new faith
in the backwash of a divorce from his Jewish wife and
subsequent estrangement from their two small chil-
dren. In his new family he can bask in instant love while
at the same time relishing the unfavorable attention of
mainline Jewish and Christian denominations all the
while congratulating himself with verses from the Beat-
itudes about persecution and peacemakers.

My friend’s need for a father figure led him to attach
himself to Richard Wurmbrand and, like his mentor, he
claims the title of Reverend. Wurmbrand’s personal
suffering and considerable charm mask an almost com-

*Written in 1593, but not published until 1705. Presently available in
English from Ktav (New York, 1970).
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plete lack of scholarship. But the disciple who ordained
my friend has almost as little training as he has himself
— when he came to study Hebrew with me, it was the
first time he had seen the language. Luther’s suggestion
that each man be his own priest has become, at the
hands of JJ, ordination by assertion.

We cannot undo the hurts and neglect of these peo-
ple’s previous lives, but we should leave the door open
for the return of those who “go on limping on both
legs.” If we lock our doors behind them, they will have
to remain pretty much where their youthful enthusiasm
and ignorance have carried them, in a kind of limbo of
self-deception, a place in which embarrassing recanta-
tions are particularly painful. Despite the threat JJs
pose to Judaism, we have to remember the idea of
tshuvah.

The long history of unsuccessful Jewish splinter
groups suggests that we can expect their children and
grandchildren to feel the gravitational pull of Judaism
after the initial thrust of religious romanticism fades. 1
know a few in this generation who have already done so,
for example the young woman who told me the follow-
ing story.

Nominally Jewish, but uneducated, she fell in with a
Gentile who belonged to a Messianist group. She joined
the group and married him before she was 20. It wasn’t
long before he became abusive, so she went to their
“Reverend” for counsel. That worthy could only sug-
gest that divorce is a sin and wives should be submissive.
The next time she went to him it was to ask whether di-
-vorce was a greater sin than suicide; he had no answer.
This story has a happier ending than some. The young
woman and her second husband are now tentatively ex-
amining their long-neglected Jewish roots. The moral
of the story may be this: Since Halakhah is not a “do-it-
yourself” subject, we may expect the many phony rever-
ends to expose themselves to all but the most benighted
of their followers. '

It would be remiss, however, simply to wait for this
result; we also need to take steps to remove the causes of
disaffection among our own. This is not the place to dis-
cuss radical changes in institutional Judaism — institu-
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tional change takes time and promotes further contro-
versy. In the meantime, more Jewish children would be
lost. Let me instead propose a Jewish quick fix.

As beautiful as Judaism is, we cannot expect it to at-
tract our young if it holds no allure for their parents.
Before age 13 (and even after), parents and children
might set aside half-an-hour a week to study the weekly
Bible portion, or anything else with Jewish content. The
level of erudition need not be great; it is more impor-
tant that our children see that Judaism means a great
deal to us as adults.

These family study sessions should continue until the
children enter college. In this way we will be providing
protection for our children during a time when they are
more likely to come into contact with schismatics, mis-
sionaries, and the devotees of religious ephemera. Self-
protection aside, ask yourself what other areas of
knowledge you think children can successfully master
by age 13.

One of my fondest memories is studying the weekly
portion with my own 12-year-old daughter during a
Sabbatical in Jerusalem. If parents are not serious, in-
formed Jews, then they will become accomplices to the
abandonment of children to the cults. Franz Kafka ap-
parently rejected Judaism and Christianity. In 1919, he
wrote in Letter to His Father (Schocken, New York, 1953):
“It was impossible also to make a child . . . understand
that the few flimsy gestures you performed in the name
of Judaism, and with an indifference in keeping with
their flimsiness, could have any higher meaning.” He
admonishes his father, “Had your Judaism been
stronger, your example would have been more com-
pelling, too . ..”

Cult movements have many sources for which Jewish
parents are not responsible, of course. American “indi-
vidualism” (translated into doing “your own thing” re-
gardless of community mores), the breakdown of fami-
ly life, the competitive nature of our society, all these are
ills for which there are no simple remedies, no quick
fixes. But if we continue in the present patterns of Jew-
ish religious education, we can expect to see the situa-
tion worsen. To borrow a phrase from Eldridge Cleav-
er, if we aren’t part of the solution, we will remain part
of the problem. |
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The Guru

DIANE LEVENBERG

This year he was celebrating the birth of his fifth. As

soon as Miriam received his call, she knew she was to
be invited to make her annual trek south, from the Up-
per West Side to another bris in Brooklyn. This year,
confirmed in his destiny as sire to the kingdom of the
Jews, Isaac decided to take on a new role — shadchan,
matchmaker. He wanted Miriam to meet his friend,
Daniel, who, as Isaac assured her in his breathless, eager
way, was a very unusual man.

Miriam needed this enticement; it was the only rea-
son she had agreed to come. Isaac might have suspected
this. Or perhaps it was because he was a man who liked
the excitement of beginnings, and hated the discipline
and pain of middles and endings, that he forgot to tell
Daniel about Miriam. Miriam was told to find her seat
upstairs in the women’s room. She quickly realized that
once he had invited her, Isaac had not given another
thought to her love life. Carrying in platter after platter
of chicken and kugel, in celebration of his wife’s fertili-
ty, and of his ability to produce male progeny, Isaac was
a busy, self-absorbed husband.

Miriam stood at the top of the stairs, away from the
room’s entrance, waiting to greet him. While balancing
a large waiter’s tray, Isaac was gingerly trying to climb
the stairs. “At least,” she said smiling, “you can point
him out to me.”

He peered at her from around the side of the tray.
“Miriam. Hello. I'm glad you were able to make it.”

Miriam wished for an affectionate way to respond.
Kissing him, an Orthodox rabbi, was out of the ques-
tion. And shaking hands was equally impossible. “Mazel
tov,” she replied. “I'm sorry but I can’t stay long. I'm
teaching another class today in Manhattan.” She waited
while he set the tray down so one of the women could
continue serving. “Which one is Daniel?”

He led her towards the room next door. With him
standing next to her, it seemed appropriate for her to
be casually looking for someone.

From the center of the seated circle, surrounded by
table-pounding men on either side of him, Barak, her
folk-singer friend, waved to her. With his melodious

Isaac was a typical Jewish father. He was mad for sons.
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voice, he was trying to prevent the others from singing
off-key the Hebrew tunes he had composed.

“Daniel is the only one not wearing a jacket. Straight
ahead, next to Barak, the blonde one with glasses.” She
turned to ask Isaacif he would introduce her but he had
already disappeared.

She stood there for a while trying to decide if Daniel
looked like someone she really wanted to meet. He was
humming rather than singing, and his hands were
folded in front of him. She thought he seemed a bit
withdrawn but his narrow nose and thin mouth made
him appear intelligent and sensitive. She admired his
daring in not wearing a suit — even Barak was wearing
one. But there was no way to approach him. They were
separated by the clusters of men between them, and by
centuries of tradition. .

Disappointed, she turned to leave. It was a lonely
party, and in some ways, she thought, a celebration of
hypocrisy. She wanted the manifestations of love always
to be whole-hearted and tangibly real. And she wished
that Isaac’s gesture of friendship had been followed
through with some meaningful act. Whoever Daniel re-
ally was, she had decided that he was sufficiently uncon-
ventional to be at least half as interesting as Isaac had:
promised. Perhaps, she consoled herself, it was precise-
ly Isaac’s unconcerned way of doing things that at-
tracted him to offbeat characters.

Suddenly, she saw Daniel heading for the door. He
too was leaving. She seized her moment. “Are you Dani-
el Blank?” she asked, extending her hand. “I'm Miriam
Levine, a friend of Isaac’s. He spoke very highly of you
and suggested that it would be interesting if we met.”
She was amazed at how much she was beginning to
sound like one of her politicking, Zionist aunts.

“Why did Isaac think that?” he asked.

She was startled by his abruptness. “Something about
our having mutual interests,” she said, hesitating. “I'm
not really sure.”

If he had been taken aback by her unexpected assert-
iveness, he quickly recovered. He began a strange star-
ing. His eyes kept looking into hers, moving across her
face, down to her mouth, finally pausing, as though



pulled to rest by her own unwavering look. “When you
meet him,” Isaac had warned, “he might seem a little
strange. He’s a therapist.” Though for years she had
needed to remind herself to stop romanticizing that
profession, his dowsing stare felt to her as though he
were trying to probe the arid, sterile places of her being.
He looked at her again; this time he made her nervous.
She gazed back into his glintless blue eyes, hoping they
would finally turn away. She wanted him to be saner
than the neurotics she had been told he worked with.

“What do you do?” he asked.

She smiled. At last she was on safe ground. “I'm a
writer. But to earn a llvmg I teach literature at a small
private college.”

_“I thought writers made loads of money.”

"She wasn'’t sure if he was being hostile or ironic.
“Some do,” she said. “Perhaps someday I will.”

His face suddenly softened. “I teach, too. Meditation.
But to make a living I'm a therapist.”

“I thought gurus made a lot of money.”

This time he chuckled and now there were glinting
hints of light in his eyes. “Some do,” he said. “But I'm
not really a guru. And the man who taught me how to
meditate didn’t believe in charging anyone who wanted
to sit with him.” He was serious again and there was an
awkward silence. “I have my car. Do you want a lift?”

“No thanks,” she said. “I drove here in mine.”

He walked her to her car, said goodbye, turned, and
left. On her drive back to Manhattan, she wondered
why it hadn’t worked. But the way he had stared at her
was intriguing.

She waited a week, then called to ask Daniel out to
dinner. His timing was off; he said yes almost immedi-
ately. He lived near Atlantic Avenue and since she had
always enjoyed the’exotic ambience of that Arab neigh-
borhood, she agreed to meet him in a local restaurant.
Eating Middle Eastern cuisine often made her feel not
New York Jewish but Israeli Jewish. At least, she
thought as she sat down opposite him, he had chosen a
place where she could feel at ease.

“I brought a poem to show you,” he said. “I wonder if
you would look at it.”

“Of course,” she said. Unsure whether to respond
with critical honesty, she asked him if he wrote much
poetry.

“Not lately,” he said.

She read it and knew that his talent lay elsewhere. It
was about his mother and his anger at her and she
worried as much about its content as about the haste in
which he had obviously composed it. Had Isaac told
him that her recently published book of poems was
mostly about her mother? By now, she knew, he and
Isaac had discussed this crucial first date and she won-
dered what Isaac might have said about her to interest
him. Was Daniel lamely trying to compete?
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When she looked up, she saw the fear in his face. He.
looked away to pour her some more wine but it was too
late. She felt the stirrings of compassion. “It’s nice,” she
said. “But you might want to work on it a bit more.”

“I haven’t written any poems since college, but this
was something I had to get out of my system.”

Miriam sat quietly, waiting to see if he would talk
about what was really on his mind.

“My mother is thinking of selling their house so my
father can retire in Florida. She asked. me to meet her
on the Island to get my advice. But what she really
wanted to do was complain. You know, all the typical
stuff. That my father doesn’t make enough money.
That she isn’t feeling well. That my sister and I don’t’
visit enough. She went on and on for hours and I don’t
think that she once asked me how I was. It just made me
furious — after I drove all the way out there. I don’t
think she even mentioned selling the house.” He looked
up and smiled. “I guess I shouldn’t tell you all this. It’s
such old material. I don’t think she ever really wanted a
boy. She always said that girls were fun and boys were
trouble. I guess I'm still trouble. If I'm such a hotshot
therapist, why can’t I solve even one of her problems?”

As she drove home, Miriam wondered if she had it in
her to give him the attention he hungered for. Her
mother, probably having read Freud, had waited until
Miriam was six before she had decided to die. Miriam:
had never gotten quite enough of the kind of caring
Daniel obviously needed her to give him. Two days lat-
er, before she had decided firmly whether she wanted
to see him again, he called. He was seeing patients until
nine that evening, but he wondered if she wouldn’t
mind driving out again to Brooklyn. They could have a
late dinner. She didn’t have to teach the next morning,
so she agreed. But she hoped that he didn’t expect her
to spend the night with him.

They met again at a Syrian restaurant where the own-
er seemed glad to see him. He ordered for both of them
and she realized that the more in charge he was the
more relaxed he became. “You look great,” he said.
“Did you get a haircut?”

She smiled. She thought that this was the first time he
was really noticing her. She animatedly described an ex-
change she had had that morning with a student. “They
love any sign that reveals I'm as human as they are.”

He refilled her plate. “You make me high,” he said.
“As though I've been drinking champagne. I think your
energy is contagious.” ‘

“Thank you. You're very —"

“I'm not using the word energy in the conventional
sense. What I teach is kundalini yoga, learning to re-
lease the energy that lies at the base of the spine. You're
blocked in a lot of places, but otherwise your energy
flows very freely.”

“I do as much hatha yoga as I find the time for. It'sa
great gift.” She had read about kundalini but had never
met anyone who had tried to raise it. She had long since
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given up on rabbis, her teachers, friends, lovers. But
gurus were a new adventure.

“I lived for a year in an ashram,” he said smiling.
“The lines in your forehead say that you are an old soul.
That you've been through a lot.”

Is that why he stares? she wondered. She had always
been fascinated by all sorts of “personality readers.” A
year ago, while writing an article on the occult, Miriam
had consulted one of New York’s most famous “hand
analysts.” In common with the astrologers Miriam had
visited, Mme. Morel had predicted a forthcoming mar-
riage. “Soon, within the year.” Perhaps she had fore-
seen Daniel, who seemed to subscribe to a more primi-
tive version of phrenology — reading foreheads. De-
spite herself, Miriam was more interested than amused.
Guru, she thought, go ahead and show me the path.

They went back to his apartment and he brewed tea.
Filling her cup, he said, “When I lived in the ashram I
was learning to be celibate. For the past year, I've been
living that way again.” Before she could reply he turned
around to water his plants. There was a large avocado
plant near her chair and he seemed intent on making
sure it had the correct amount of moisture. “A woman
like you should be married.”

She was startled into an immediate reply. “I was mar-
ried. It didn’t work out very well.”

“Well, I think marriage would suit you. You should
probably have kids. There’s a very maternal side to you,
though when one first meets you, it’s not that obvious.
When I first met you at the bris, I thought you were
tough and independent.”

“I am independent. Tough . . . I don’t know. It takes
a long time to learn how to be strong rather than tough.
When Israel first became a State that’s how its people
were described. Sabras were said to be tough on the out-
side but soft and sweet on the inside. After what the Is-
raelis have suffered, you don’t hear that too much
anymore. They’ve cried, they’ve endured. Now they're
strong.”

He sat down again, stretching his long legs towards
the fire. But he didn’t seem to be feeling as comfortable
as he was trying to look.

“Tell me about your celibacy,” she said. “Why would
you choose to live that way?”

“I was in love with a dancer. We felt too close to break
up when the sex stopped being good. We kept seeing
each other, and I didn’t want to sleep with anyone else.”

“Have you been missing it?”

“Yes.” He looked at her, and then towards the fire.
She was aroused. His knuckles turned white as he
gripped the arms of his chair. “Do you want to keep me
celibate?”

His aggressive, non-aggressive proposition caught
her off-guard. She was embarrassed. “Are you attracted
to me?” he asked.
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“Yes. Are you to me?”
“Yes.” She sat quietly for a while. “Now all that re-

mains is for us to see what games we play against each
other.” She walked over to him and bent down to kiss
him on the forehead. He rose and hugged her. They
kissed and then lay down in front of the fire. There was
not yet the passion to make either of them want to take
off their clothes. Daniel looked pensive.

“I’d like to fall in love with a woman I could also sleep
with. Then, I'd finish my thesis, leave New York, and
buy a house. Though I'm afraid of building a new prac-
tice. For my spiritual work, New York is enervating.”
He folded his arms beneath his head. “Sometimes, I
think my life is way behind schedule — getting my doc-
torate, having kids. What’s your fantasy of a successful
life?” he asked.

“Not too different from yours. I'd like to fall in love
with a man whom I could trust not to leave me. Then,
I'd like enough money to buy the time I need to write.
After that, just the simple things. My own house,
children.”

But in the ensuing silence, they each knew that the
more simply they painted their dreams, the more mot-
tled the underface of the canvas became. What they
failed to reveal to each other was why they each still be-
lieved their dreams were impossible to realize.

The first time they made love, in her bed, Daniel held
her most of the night. Miriam dreamed she was sliding
with him down a dark hole. When she reached the bot-
tom, she was lying on a wooden bunk bed surrounded
by hollow-eyed ailing women. Walking towards her was
her mother, asking her to come home. She woke up
shaking, but Daniel had to rush off to see a patient in his
Brooklyn office. She kept the dream to herself.

It was almost Passover and Isaac invited them to the
first night’s Seder at his house. At the table, Isaac and
Daniel were discussing the possible medicinal proper-
ties of the bitter herbs. Jesus could heal, Daniel said, be-
cause he had learned medicine from the Essenes. As the
story of the Jews’ Exodus from Egypt began arduously
to unwind, Miriam’s back began to ache. “Daniel,” she
whispered, “I'm afraid I might have to go home.” He
put his hand to her back and she felt a strong heat. They
stayed until the Haggadah’s final parable — Chad Gadya.

For the second Seder, they were invited to a huge
vegetarian feast planned by a friend of Miriam’s. Daniel
agreed to go but he wanted to be home by 10:30. His
meditation was tiring him out and he insisted that he
needed his sleep. They argued a while. Daniel re-
minded her that he had, using the energy of the
kundalini, recently healed her back. “I do it by taking
your pain into my system. Then I get tired.”

“I never asked you to do it. Actually, I wish we had
come home early from Isaac’s so that tonight you
wouldn’t be too tired.”

Midstream—December, 1985



Daniel looked at her sadly. “I wanted to doit. When I
know I can heal, I have to do it.”

Lying next to her in her bed after that night’s Seder,
Daniel told her more about his meditation and the
“healing.” He had learned it from Amar, an American
businessman who had become a Swami in India. “I stud-
ied with him for nine years. He wrote a book, The Desire
of the Spirit. I'll get it for you. After you read it, I'll teach
you the meditation.”

She didn’t understand Daniel very well, but perhaps,
she thought, Amar’s book would make him clearer to
her. He held her, putting his hand on her chest where
he told her her “hole of pain” was. Finally, she wanted
him to heal her only by making love. But he kissed her
good night and fell fast asleep.

She read Amar’s book and became absorbed in mira-
cles. Objects could be materialized from thin air, the
shapes of bodies could be transformed, and loneliness
could be converted into the wisdom of solitude. She and
Daniel began to meditate together.

What worried her, though, was that Amar had be-
come rich enough to live in India by cheating people in
his American business — selling antiques at inflated
prices. A confirmed misogynist, he had taught only one
female student and after a while had thrown her out of
his class. She wasn’t, as Amar had put it, “getting it.”
When Miriam discovered these facts, the purity of
Amar’s teaching was ‘destroyed. She wondered also
about the spiritual legacy Daniel had inherited.

Still, in the beginning, meditating with Daniel gave
her an unusual kind of contentment. She sat patiently,
in lotus position, waiting for the energy to flow as he
promised it would, from one chakra to the other, finally
coming up through her spine and out the top of her
head. She did, at times, feel something flowing inside
her, and the meditation made it easier for her to feel
centered and quiet.

But she never felt what he wished she would — her
heart chakra opening. Was it towards God he wanted
her to experience this, or towards him, for himself? She
wanted her guru to be egoless, to want, as she had read,
nothing for himself. At other times, sitting with him,
she experienced nothing more than a wrestling match
of egos. But as it was she who needed him as a teacher,
she felt he held her ego pinned safely to the mat. Daniel
disagreed. “We get what we need from each person we
meet. You have chakras which are more open than
mine. | need to work with you.”

She hurt him later when she asked who else she could
study with. Jayna, his former lover and student, though
living with someone else, still loved Daniel, selflessly
and spiritually, as he tried to explain, and would, as a
favor to him, teach Miriam. According to Jayna, there
was no jealousy between them. But Jayna told Daniel
privately that Miriam’s psyche was like pea soup. Miri-
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am would have to sit with Jayna a long time before her
head would clear. Daniel said they should try it for a
month. Then he would sit with Miriam and check on
her progress. -

Whatever Jayna really thought, Miriam felt good
with her. The sharp needles of pain in her back started
to dull and melt away, her heart did seem more open,
and sometimes she left the sittings aroused. But Daniel
never slept with her more than once or twice a week. He
said it had to do with the therapy he was doing and the
yoga he was teaching. He promised that very soon they
would take a vacation.

Towards the end of April, Miriam gave a poetry read-
ing at the Goldberg Center on the Upper East Side.
Daniel came and she eagerly introduced him to her
friends. He sat next to Nina, who had for years been sit-
ting sazen — the Zen way of meditating. As Miriam had
predicted, they recognized each other instantly.

Before the reading began, Miriam walked Daniel out-
side into the garden. In the middle of the city, it was her
secret oasis. She often came there to read or write. Once
she had chosen to sit under one of its trees, in evening
clothes, to be photographed for a brochure. Daniel
kissed her. “I know,” he said. “You would like to get
married here.” Was it at that moment that she had first
fallen in love with him? But as he walked her inside, she
imagined she saw a tiger stalking them from behind the
garden’s trees.

The reading was a success. Nina, who lived in the
neighborhood, and who seemed quite fascinated by
Daniel, invited Miriam, Daniel, and Isaac to come home
with her for wine and leftover chicken.

Nina and Miriam were in the kitchen making salad.
Miriam asked if Nina, given the opportunity, would
marry Daniel. Nina dried her hands and looked intent-
ly at Miriam. “Is that what you're planning to do?”

“No. He seems more your type than mine. You two
are the most spiritual people I know.”

Nina smiled. “The kind of spirituality you're talking
about can sometimes be dangerous. It lets you forget to
bathe in the real world of the senses and to enjoy the
body.”

They walked into the other room and Daniel lit a fire.
Then, he repaired Nina’s telephone answering ma-
chine. Miriam never ceased to be amazed that he could
fix everything. It was one of the reasons she felt secure
with him. All her life, it seemed to her, mechanical ob-
jects had been breaking down. She was always at a loss as
to how to deal with them. Often, in despair, she threw
out the offending machine so that over the years she
had invested a fortune in new stereo components, type-
writers, tape recorders.

Daniel was happy. The audience had loved Miriam
but Nina was appreciating him. He trusted her: she, like
him, was a therapist, though not yet as successful. She
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asked him about the class he taught and said she’d like
to meditate with him once. He instantly agreed.

“Would you like to see how it works?” he asked.

Miriam was sipping her wine. “Sometimes,” she said,
“Daniel can heal.”

Nina’s dark eyes, in the firelight, were wistful. Almost
inaudibly, she said, “Could you show us something?”

Nina had chosen to remain alone, frightened by pow-
erful men, yet always hopeful. It seemed as though no
one in the room breathed as Daniel kept staring at her.

“Your stomach is in knots. Nothing in you, around
the area of your womb, moves.”

Nina stared back, startled. A year ago, she had almost
died of a dangerous diet of too little protein. Her colon
had become a writhing coil of pain. Since then, she had
been doing bioenergetics, but as her therapist had told
her, her energy, from the waist down, was severely
blocked.

Miriam was watching them with bated breath. Here
was the man she loved about to heal the woman she
loved. She recalled the time Nina had healed her by
holding her, letting her cry her memories away.

Daniel’s hand shot forward and at the same moment
they all saw it. Sparks of light seemed to radiate from his
fingertips. Nina’s face flushed. The lines in it seemed to
ease back into blissful smoothness.

“Stop,” she whispered. “I felt it.”

Daniel put his hand down. “I think I got it flowing
again.” There was a stunned silence. As Miriam rose to
pour everyone another glass of wine, Isaac steered the
conversation toward her poetry.

Daniel said he never read much poetry. “I've read the
few poems Miriam has shown me but otherwise I don’t
read much of anything. I think I have dyslexia.”

Miriam’s heart sank. Literature was her food, her air.
She had always longed for a truly literate lover. Men
had often wooed her as passionate, learned Israelites,
but after a while she had to send them away — ignorant
Philistines threatened by her range of bookish interests.
She had seen Daniel’s library of Tibetan art books, Bud-
dhist philosophy, Hindu scriptures. She didn’t really
believe he didn’t read.

It was getting late and Daniel and Miriam rose to
leave. They went to Miriam’s apartment and wordlessly
began to undress. She wanted him; she hoped that even
after tonight he would still have enough energy left
which was sexual. She hoped that in bed, as he had in
the garden, he might read her mind.

He made love to her, and for a minute she thought he
wasn’t really there. She felt a frightening loneliness.
Suddenly he burst into tears. Still holding her, he said,
“Miriam, I love you. I want you to be my wife.”

She took a corner of the sheet and wiped his tears.
“And I want you to be my husband,” she said. They
gave each other a long kiss.
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“We'll get married in the garden,” he said. He, healer,
mentor, was promising to lead her to a garden of spirit-
ual delights.

Sleepily, they planned a weekend in Montauk. What
they needed, he said, was more time like that in bed.

The next weekend, in Montauk, they woke early, and
walked with their arms around each other along the
beach. In the late morning, he asked her to go out for
the paper so he could meditate in their room, alone. She
distracted him. Miriam was a little hurt, but when she
returned they read the paper together.

In the afternoon, they walked around until they
found an old village bar. They walked in, took one look,
and walked out. “The vibes in there are terrible,” Daniel
said. Miriam thought it had to do with the plastic decor
but she said nothing.

They ate lunch at a place with a veranda facing the
ocean. Daniel talked for a long time about a painful love
affair he had had, and then, how Amar had let Daniel
live with him in order to teach Daniel the meditation.
When Amar had died a strange, quick but predicted
death, his students had sought out Daniel. Miriam stud-
ied his eyes, the stars of sunlight twinkling on the waves
behind him, and she loved him. She wanted to protect
him. His pensive face against the sea was beginning to
arouse her. She wanted to tell him this and to have him
take her back to bed. But she was afraid to spoil his ro-
mantic, nostalgic mood.

They drove back into town and shopped for trinkets
they didn’t really need. That night, they found a cheap
Italian restaurant, and as Miriam ordered wine, Daniel
said he worried that she drank too much. Miriam was
shocked. “I had one drink with you this afternoon.
What makes you say that?”

“When you really get into the meditation, you
shouldn’t drink at all,” he said. “Now we’re on vaca-
tion.”

A lonely chill whipped through her, and she won-
dered if it was only the late night Montauk breeze. She
offered Daniel some more salad. When she looked up,
he looked terrified. “What'’s the matter?” she asked.

“Nothing. I'm just tired. It’s almost 10 o’clock.”

“I thought we’re on vacation,” Miriam said lightly.

“Well, let’s go back and just be together.”

He paid their check and they went back to the motel.
Miriam, who couldn’t figure out why she felt slightly
anxious, took a hot bath. When she came out, Daniel
was asleep. She stayed awake trying to read, but she
couldn’t concentrate. She wanted to wake Daniel, but
was afraid he might be deaf to her seductive whispers. A
guru needs his sleep, she thought. Finally, with fanta-
sies of Daniel waking up and making love to her, she put
out the light and fell asleep.

They had another day together at the beach. After
Daniel meditated alone, they went for a swim. He dis-
liked the coldness of the water, and from the shore
yelled to Miriam that she was staying in too long.
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“Too long for what?” she asked.

“Too long for the energy to flow properly.” He
rubbed her back with a towel. “You're going through
subtle energy changes since you've started meditating.
You have to be careful.”

In the afternoon, they played tennis and Miriam won
the first set. Daniel wouldn’t play again. “I'm out of
practice. I tire too easily,” he said.

They stopped for a late lunch. Miriam thought the
pine-paneled walls and oak tables in the restaurant
looked authentic and charming but Daniel wouldn’t sit
down. “This place gives me a headache,” he said, lead-
ing her out the door. They drove around until they
came to adiner. “Much better,” he said, smiling. But the
plastic seatcovers and formica tabletops made Miriam
feel lonely and isolated.

On the ride back to the city, he took her hand. “We’re
going to get married.”

“Yes.”

He couldn’t mistake the tone in her voice. “What'’s
wrong?”

“Nothing,” she said. “I’'m just tired. Too much sun,
maybe.”

“Let’s meditate together when we get home.” He put
his arm around her, and she felt close to him again.

“I hope I don’t distract you.”

“If I didn’t love you,” he said, “you wouldn’t.” They
laughed.

They were planning to be married at the beginning of
the summer. In the meantime, Daniel brought two
small Oriental rugs, some clothes, and a few books to
her apartment. Three nights a week he stayed in
Brooklyn to teach his class and to see early morning pa-
tients. He split the rent with Miriam and in that way they
were living together.

His headaches got worse. Sometimes, he woke and
left — without speaking or having coffee. Often, after
those mornings, it took Miriam until early afternoon be-
fore she felt like speaking to anyone. They spoke every
day on the phone — she after classes, he between seeing
patients. He excused his behavior by explaining that the
energy was changing and adversely affecting not only
him but also his students. “I'll be all right,” he promised.
Miriam let herself get caught up in their wedding plans.

The garden was out of the question. The Goldberg
Center didn’t want to set a precedent of allowing
weddings to take place there. Miriam was almost re-
lieved that their wedding had to be postponed. Jayna
explained that if Miriam wanted to continue living with
Daniel she would have to develop more patience. “He’s

. difficult, but he’ll force you to open up,” she promised.

To please him, Miriam roasted a chicken in the old-
fashioned Jewish way — with too much fat and lots of
garlic and paprika. Hours after she had expected him,
he came storming in, white-faced, his mouth a taut line
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of silence, only tositin front of the television set. He was
angry at being late and said he needed to drain the neg-
ative energy generated in his system by his patients.
Miriam wanted to throw the roasting pan at him. In-
stead, she slipped out quietly and took a walk on River-
side Drive. When she returned, he was gone. His things
were still there and she waited for his call. He apolo-
gized. He cried. He was tired and overworked. He
needed a vacation. “As soon as the energy changes, ev-
erything will be better,” he assured her.

One morning, at six o'clock, she woke to find him put-
ting on his pants. “Where are you going?”

“Home,” he said. “I don’t feel quite right here.”

She looked at him steadily, as he buckled his belt.
Quietly she said, “If you ever try to sneak out of here
again while I'm asleep don’t bother coming back.”

He took off his pants and came back into bed. Before
breakfast, they meditated together. It was the first Sun-
day morning she had seen him so relaxed.

The first week of July they rented a house in the Berk-
shires. Each time Miriam sat down to write, Daniel
asked her to come with him for a drive. He was restless
and took his camera along. He was a good photogra-
pher with an instinctual love for the New England coun-
tryside, and Miriam was entranced. Each night, after
Daniel went to sleep, she managed to sneak in a few
hours of writing.

On their last night away, Daniel lit a fire and let 10
o’clock go by, talking of how his father had instilled in
him a love of music. His mother, however, had wished
he’d go outside and play more baseball. Miriam was fall-
ing in love with him again and they made love on the
floor. She asked him if he had ever had any sexual fan-
tasies about Nina. “Sometimes,” he admitted.

Daniel lay silently on his back, with his arms resting
under his head. “New York makes me nuts,” he said.
“The only time I really experience my sexuality is when
we’re away.”

The next morning, back in Manhattan, almost as soon
as they opened the door, Isaac called. As usual he was in
a hurry. In just a few weeks, there was to be a confer-
ence in Jerusalem on Judaism and Eastern thought. At
the last possible moment, Isaac was inviting Barak and
Daniel to participate with him in a keynote panel. Dani-
el spoke no Hebrew and was afraid to travel to Israel by
himself. Miriam, who spoke it fluently, agreed to join
him.

In Jerusalem, Daniel was excited by everything he
saw, but at first he was afraid to have Miriam leave his
side for even a moment. Miriam never felt more at
home than in that ancient city. But Daniel’s headaches
had returned. How ironic, she thought, that Jerusalem
is the city to which I make love but never the city in
which I make love. For the past few nights Daniel had
left her alone for hours as he went with his hired driver
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to the Western Wall to meditate. He would return to
their room, hug her, and wordlessly fall asleep.

The day before Daniel’s scheduled panel, after one of
the conference sessions, Miriam met Isaac and Barak
for lunch in the nearby Knesset cafeteria. Daniel was
supposed to join them but they couldn’t find him.

On their way out, Barak seemed to know everyone.
Isaac and Miriam hung back as he floated through the
halls shaking hands and kissing one woman delegate
after another. Barak urged his friends forward and
graciously introduced them to everyone he met.

Barak, too, had been meditating for years, but Miri-
am had always believed that his charisma was the out-
ward manifestation of his sexuality. She spoke to him
about Daniel.

“He has a great spiritual gift,” Barak said. “Since he
met you, he looks years younger. You, on the other
hand, since I last saw you at the bris, are beginning to
look a bit drained.” He peered at her closely. “You have
your own spiritual gifts. Don’t trade your sexuality for
Daniel’s.” At the entrance gates of the Knesset, Barak
hugged her and kissed her sensually on the mouth.
Isaac was nowhere to be found and Miriam started to-
ward the bus which would take her to the hotel.

Across the street, in the blazing sun, she saw Daniel.
He came towards her, his face drained. Inside his head
the pounding had begun again. He had seen her kissing
Barak. Miriam had not been waiting for him, had not
been longing for him. Looking across the shadeless
street, he had become almost blinded. But he had seen
her kissing Barak — the kind of man he had always ad-
mired, a guru full of song whom his whole psyche

longed to embrace. He threw their hotel key at her. “Get
out!” he screamed, a madman. “If you don’t pack i im-
mediately, I'm throwing your things on the street.”

“Daniel,” Miriam pleaded, “please don’t leave me
stranded in Jerusalem.” She was shaking with fear but
she lunged forward and pulled his passport from his
shirt pocket. If she could spoil any escape of his, she
thought, he’d have to talk to her.

He twisted her arm behind and up her back. A
passerby stopped, and with the shocked look of one
who has never seen such quarrels on the street,
screamed at him, first in Hebrew, then in English,
“You're breaking her arm!” Suddenly, Isaac came run-
ning toward them and pulled them apart. The white

sun had them caughtin its glaring circle and she tried to
steady herself against Isaac’s arm. But he saw his bus ap-
proaching and ran to leap aboard. Daniel picked up his
passport and walked toward the opposite end of the
city, as if toward the Wall.

When Miriam arrived at Kennedy Airporta week lat-
er with a sprained right arm, she couldn’t lift her bag
without help. A redcap hailed her a cab and at the last
minute she told the driver to exit off the FDR Drive at
East 96 Street. It was 10 o’clock and Miriam hoped that
she would find Nina at home. The cab driver, seeing
her wince, graciously offered to carry her bags up the
four flights of stairs. Nina answered her knock: Miriam
thought she didn’t seem too surprised to see her.

Miriam lay her head for a long time in Nina’s lap, sob-
bing softly. “My arm is beginning to heal but nothing
else is,” she said.

“Itwill,” Nina said, stroking her arm. “It must.” [

Two Poems by SAMUEL MENASHE

Adam Means Earth

I am the man

Whose name is mud

But what’s in a name

To shame one who knows
Mud does not stain

Clay he’s made of

Dust Adam became —
The dust he was —

Was he his name
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Mirror Image

Ribs ripple skin

Up to the nipples —
Noah, equipped, knew
Every one has two —
This ark I am in
Embarks my twin
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ESSAY

Abraham Isaac Kook: The Sacred
Element in Zionism

GERSHON MAMLAK

“Innate in Judaism is a universal blessing to all of
mankind. . . . The realization of Israel’s mission will en-
gender bliss and happiness for all nations.”

— AL Kook

a great man: a) to bring into focus his outstanding

virtues and thus create a picture of his personality;
b) to outline the total Weltanschauung of the personality
underlying all his activities.

The genius of Abraham Isaac Kook is described by
many scholars who have adopted the first method, de-
picting Kook’s various activities, his philosophical and
Halakhic creations, and the conflicts he became entan-
gled in. Kook’s uniqueness, his impact on the national
renaissance of Jewry and in the later-established State
of Israel, gleams through the mass of detailed events.

Yet there is still lacking the all-embracing worldview,
completely anchored in Judaism, that inspired Kook’s
every act.

The blazing richness that permeates Kook’s many-
sided activities, the literary profundity with which his
views are expressed, have led biographers to seek forin-
fluences emanating from Kierkegaard, Bergsohn,
Kant, and others. There is no basis for such findings.
Not that he, the man of Halakhah, the authentic homo
religiosus, was a stranger to modern, any less than to clas-
sical philosophies; nothing human was alien to his
mind. But he believed that the treasury of Judaism con-
tained answers to all the phenomena of human exist-
ence.

His selfless devotion to the Jewish people, his pro-
found love for the pioneers in the non-religious
kibbutzim — his passionate advocacy of national unity
between the bickering factions in Jewry, his unshakable
conviction of the centrality of the Chosen People com-
plemented by bottomless love for mankind, the rainbow
spectrum of his ideas, emotions, and actions all ema-

There are two ways to evaluate the spiritual legacy of

GERSHON MAMLAK is a Ph.D. candidate in ancient history at the Grad-
uate Center of CUNY.

21

nated from one homogeneous philosophy — the Torah
of Israel.

Kook’s Weltanschauung is based on two pillars: 1. The
Creator assigned to Man the task of perfecting the
worldly habitat; this Divine call is the driving-power of
all human action. From the lowest layers of primitivism
to the most sophisticated soaring of the mind, Man has
been fueled by the primordial commandment: “con-
quer the earthly habitat and rule the elements of na-
ture.” The nostalgia of the human race for its primordi-
al source is the root of all socio-economic, political, and
cultural conflicts. They are all triggered by Man’s sin-
cere and/or distorted yearning for the realization of his
destiny — “to be creative,” to perfect what has, mysteri-
ously and deliberately, been left unperfected by the
Omnipotent Creator.

2. The chosenness of Abraham and the Sinai Cove-
nant did not annul the primordial mission of man. An
undivided mankind, despite the presence of just indi-
viduals, could not avert the bestialization of the human
race. Hence the idea of a Chosen Nation, God’s plan to
reshape cosmopolitan society into a conglomeration of
national entities.

Like a giant trampling the constructions of pygmies,
Kook demolishes the pseudo-scientific theories, rooted
in Hellenism, about the supremacy of cosmopolitical
conglomerations, the glossy, sterile aggrandizations of a
nationless mankind. Kook considers nationalism su:
generis as a higher form of social life; ethnic diversities
reach closer to the Divine.

Kook also exposes the impotent narrow-mindedness
of those ultra-religious and/or super-nationalists who
project into the Torah a parochial isolationism. The
destiny of mankind and of the earthly planet is at the
heart of Judaism and the Sinai Covenant.

Here, too, lies Kook’s answer to the secular and the
Orthodox heralds of a meta-historical Judaism. The
role of a people created to teach “law and justice” as the
foundation of human history cannot be accomplished
from outside human history.

1n the essence of Judaism there is no room for a con-



ceptual division between universalism and nationalism.
Judaism is the nationally construed instrument for the
performance of God’s universal design, as the surgeon’s
surgical equnpment is part of his medical purpose.

All postulates in Kook’s phllosophy are derivations of
this bi-polar structure; nothing is marginal, nothing is
due to emotionalism. As the Torah titan whose intellect
towered over his contemporaries’, he recognized the
Torah and Halakhah not only as the revelation of the
Divine, but also as the epitome of human intellectual
achievement — the almanac for man’s this-worldly
problematics in all ages. The complex plurality of his ac-
tivities was based on the lucid simplicity of the Bible —
the idea of one human race, created by, and yearning
toward the universal source of life.

Kook’s tour de force was his evaluation of the post-
Emancipation epoch. With mighty boldness, he criti-
cized the view of those Torah-authorities who hallowed
the status quo as the only response to the challenges of
modernity.

Not that Kook considered the new age a reason to
modify Judaism; nothing could have been further from
his mind. He did not look for additions to, or omissions
from, Judaism; he insisted on turning the appropriate
page in the eternal book of Judaism: to understand the
ways of Him “Who with Wisdom transforms the times
and changes [historical] seasons.”*

Kook makes a distinction between the eternal validity
of the Torah, and the misconceptions, and often lack of
perception, of contemporary religious authorities.
Steadfast as he was in maintaining the supremacy of the
Torah, he was courageous in pointing out the failure of
religious authorities to grasp the radical changes that
took place with the advent of Enlightenment and
Emancipation. His reverence for those who led the life
of extreme piety and exclusivity, his acknowledgment
of them as guardians of the Torah, did not prevent him
from admitting the crucial failure of these sages in not
perceiving the radical transformation of the Galut and
in insisting that “nothing is new on the frontiers of Ju-
daism.”

Kook considered the adage “New is forbidden by the
Torah” (a statement by a Halakhic authority referring
to the innovations in Jewish liturgy made by the Reform
movement in Germany) as the contradiction par excel-
lence of the Torah, letter and spirit. It is characteristic
that among those who made use of this adage were
ultra-Orthodox personalities who had no qualms about
embracing the new ideas of German philosophers
(including German super-nationalism).

Since the days of the Patriarchs Judaism has encour-
aged the new and the advanced. It was paganism, in all
its multiplicities, that constituted a stumbling-block to

*An attribute ascribed to God in the daily prayers.
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the new. The visions of biblical prophecy are permeated
with the ideals of progress. The creators of the Oral
Law, the Pharisees, fought against the dogmatic opposi-
tion to the new of their Sadducee opponents. The
compendia of the Halakhah reflect the ingenious inte-
gration of the new into the old — and holy.

There is little need to state Kook’s fierce opposition to
secular ideologies as a substitute for religion. For him,
separating any existential problem from the sphere of
the Divine leads to the degeneratlon of this very prob-
lem: even when human progress is achieved through
the road of anti-religion, it must ultimately fail. There is
no wisdom and no progress cut off from the knowledge
of and subordination to the Divine.

Kook recognized the role of those who devoted them-
selves exclusively to the study and preservation of the
Torah and to warding off the dangers to Judaism and
Jews from secular ideas. He shared their conviction that
no changes in the political, social, or scientific realms re-
quire a change in the laws of the Torah. But he con-
tested the view that the eternity of the Torah means the
exclusion of everything modern.

It was unadulterated, genulne ]udalsm Kook gave
expression to in his motto, “The New will be hallowed
and the Old renewed.”!

Kook’s encounter with the attitude and policies of so-
called “ultra-Orthodoxy” was all-embracing. Itis wrong
to conceive the clash between Kook and the spokesmen
of the ultra-Orthodox in Jerusalem as a conflict be-
tween contradictory attitudes to the Zionist pioneers
and to the idea of Jewish statehood prior to the coming
of the Messiah. The difference in their approaches to
political Zionism was not the cause of the dispute but its
branching out. The genesis of the dispute was the di-
verse attitudes to the problematics of Judaism in the
post-Emancipation epoch, in the evaluation of the new
Galut in which Jews and Judaism found themselves aft-
er the emergence of the national state (in the 19th cen-
tury).

The very term “ultra-Orthodoxy” to describe the po-
sition attacked by Kook is confusing: there could not be
a more Orthodox position than Kook’s. What he aimed
to revise was not any principle of Orthodoxy, but the in-
ertia of Orthodox leaders.

The claim that Judaism has endured two millennia of
Galut is misleading. The Galut challenging Judaism to-
day, the Diaspora problem discussed with deceptive
profundity in the sophisticated realm of Jewish intellec-
tuality, and obfuscated by many Orthodox luminaries,
is less than two centuries old. None of the experiences in
previous centuries supports the prognoses of today’s
Galut, or the challenges facing Judaism today.

B abylon, Rome, Persia, medieval Europe, Islamic cali-
phates — all systems and regimes treated Jewries and
Judaism as alien entities. Hostility and tolerance, perse-
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cution and protectivity alternated in the policies of Gen-
‘tiles towards the Jewries dwelling among them, but the
status of Jews remained that of an alien. This was due to
the fact that their religion was alien to the religion of the
rulers of the countries where Jews lived.

Degradations and suffering were turned by Jews into
ameans of glorifying past and future sovereignty; phys-
ical helplessness and spiritual heroism concurred in
keeping alive the vision of Jewish sovereignty — the
awareness of life in Galut became the torch illuminating
the certainty of redemption.

The non-existence of a national consciousness in the
countries where Jews dwelt, the absence of any spiritual
creativity of the masses surrounding Jewish communi-
ties sheltered and preserved the uniqueness of Juda-
ism. Till the modern age there was no challenge to the
unique structure of Judaism. The lack of some primary
national attributes did not imply their dismissal from
the Jewish psyche. Their lingering in the spiritual realm
deepened the yearning and hope for the status quo antes.
Galut existence did not engender any conceptual split
within the essence of Judaism; physical, material vicissi-
tudes did not affect the spiritual treasures of Judaism.
Rather, the dangers looming over the earthly abodes of
the Jews protected Judaism’s integrity by leading to
their transformation into the realm of the supernatural.

The dichotomy between Galut and Judaism was obvi-
ous to the sages of Judaism through the ages, in all the
habitats of the Diaspora.

With the emergence of the nation-state this tradition-
al infra-structure collapsed.

The factors that for over a millennium and a half
sheltered the aloofness of Jewish existence in an alien
world and were conducive to social/spiritual autonomy
in Jewry, disintegrated rapidly in the post-Emancipa-
tion epoch.

The innate consciousness of national affinities, sup-
pressed by the ruling Church in collaboration with the
ancient regimes, surged into history. Religion was de-
throned from its position as the bond of a country’s in-
habitants. It was replaced by the awareness of common
political vicissitudes; the unfolding social/cultural histo-
ry of territorial entities.

The emergence of the nation-state entailed national-
ism instead of religion as the ruling authority; identifi-
cation with the cultural/emotional and political vicissi-
tudes of the territory where one lived determined the
national belonging of individuals and collectives. Reli-
gion could no longer determine the relationship of peo-
ple to the land they inhabited; the ruler in the lands
where Jews lived was not anymore an individual or a
group of lords but the collectivity of the inhabitants —
the national entity.

Jews were invited to share with the masses of the Gen-
tile majority the national realm of the countries they
lived in while “adhering to the religious cult” of their
ancestors. Citizenship, loyalty to the land, became syn-
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onymous with national affinity. Religion was removed
from its dominant position, and relegated to the private
domain of the individual or group. Inclusion in the na-
tional framework and in the culture of the host-nation
became feasible, tempting the Jewish community to
purge their “Mosaic faith” of the earthly elements of a
separate nationalism.

The postponement of Judaism’s vision of regaining
sovereign statehood was now replaced by the demand
to relinquish the vision entirely: Jewish anormality,
caused by the postponement of a vital component, had
now to be “cured” by sharing in the nationalism of other
nations.

Emancipation and the establishment of the nation-
state were, therefore, not a continuity of Jewish Galut-
existence but a completely new type of Galut that had
never existed in any previous stage of Jewish history.
Judaism as such could endure, even benefit, by defer-
ring the vision of its national sovereignty; but adapting
the nationalism of a Gentile entity as a component of Ju-
daism transformed the Galut into a mortal threat.

The nation-state also produced another phenome-
non lethal to Judaism. The ideals of social justice, of hu-
manism, essentially inseparable from Judaism, became
a separate realm, contrary to religion. What Judaism
had demanded in the name of God was now presented
as a challenge to God’s laws.

This schizophrenic phenomenon infected Jews with
the idea that social justice is irrelevant, or even contra-
dictory to religion — an idea incompatible with Juda-
ism.

The nation-state and secular humanism also carried
the vision of a Perfect Society, of a mankind redeemed
through progress and science. This could not but lead
to the blurring of Judaism’s messianic vision.

In its very substance the Messiah-vision of Judaism
entailed disbelief in man’s capacity to achieve redemp-
tion independent of the Divine. The post-Enlighten-
ment world entangled Jews (religious and secular) and
Judaism (Orthodox and others) in the glittering web of
a vision of redemption-through-progress.

The disastrous results were not late in coming. At the
beginning of the 19th century the “Assembly of Jewish
Notables” convoked by Napoleon apologetically sub-
mitted the demanded reply: “Judaism is only a creed, its
adherents constitute no nation.” Some of these “Jewish
Notables” were outstanding religious personalities.

The declaration of Jewish leaders was more than a re-
sponse to the rulers of the nation-state, it expressed a
yearning that had been ripening among the Jewish in-
telligentsia since the days of Moses Mendelsohn: the
yearning to do away with Jewish aloofness in the world
of Gentile intellectuality and to find a common basis
with the host-nation.

The redefinition of Israel as an anational cultus-
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gemeinde took root among secular and religious Jews —
primarily in the West, but its symptoms made them-
selves visible in the East as well. Secular Jews promoted
the de-nationalization of the Mosaic ethic as evidence
that the commandments became obsolete in modern
times; their religious counterparts claimed that the
eternal validity of the Torah transformed Jewish
communities into a meta-historical entity that had
outgrown the mundane, earthly bonds of nationhood.

Translated into plain language, it meant that human
progress transcended the Sinai Covenant.

In the emergence of political Zionism, and the re-
turning of estranged sons to the national fold, Kook saw
the Divine instrument to counter the devastating trend
of secular and religious assimilationism, the antidote to
the de-nationalization of the Sinai Covenant.

Kook was unmoved by the “150 pious speculations”*
that justified the anti-Zionist frenzy in wide circles of
Orthodoxy. He perceived the intrinsic sacredness of the
Zionist movement as the Divine messenger to save Juda-
ism and Jews from the apocalypse of the modern Galut.

Jewish nationalism, suz generis, was to Kook a sacred
entity. The oneness of Jews reflected the oneness of
God. “It is a misconception to maintain that we are a
holy people because we received the Torah and its
Commandments. The Torah was given to us to aug-
ment our primordial, natural holiness.”? Nationhood
and religion are so inextricable in Judaism that those
who defend either one are a fortiori preserving (even
when inadvertently) the other as well.

If it were really possible to divorce Torah and national-

ism, then nothing should have been viewed as too ex-

treme in fighting those who aim at such a separation.

However, because this can never happen, we consider

those who embrace either one of the components [To-

rah alone, or nationalism alone], as positive factors who,

although unintentionally, are strengthening the sacred
totality of Judaism.?

It is noteworthy that in stressing the mortal threat of
severing the two components of Judaism, Kook makes
no distinction between those who refute religion and
those who deny nationalism; it would present the same
potential danger if either threat could ever materialize.

Kook never overlooked the dangers lurking in the
secular attitudes of Zionism. When the slogan “Zionism
has no relationship to religion” was coined he stigma-
tized it as the “mark of Cain on the forehead of Zion-
ism,” and called on religious Zionists to mobilize all ef-
forts to remove this infamy. But while denouncing the
anti-religious utterances and actions of secular Zionists,
Kook never failed to laud the idealism and love for Zion
of secular halutzim as the fulfillments of a primary com-
mandment.

It was not tender loving-kindness, but analytical, ra-

*A Talmudic description of casuistry to purify the impure.
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tional evaluation that fueled Kook’s positive approach
to political Zionism, making him the foremost champi-

on of the movement of national renaissance. Kook'’s
fierce opposition to separatism and divisions among
Jews was the logical corollary of his universal approach
to history; he saw the urgency to regain national sover-
eignty for the people of Israel in the context of their his-
torical mission to be “a light unto the nations.”

Kook’s conviction that our age calls for cooperation
with the non-religious was based not only on the fact
that they were a vital force in the Jewish national renais-
sance; there was another, no less significant reason for
it: Kook’s positive attitude toward the ideals of human-
ism and progress, his conviction that Judaism must inte-
grate these ideas (actually re-integrate them). He con-
sidered it a positive phenomenon that in modern times
the nations rebelled against the Christian negation of
earthly problems. :

Kook explained the fact that the ideas of progress
and humanism had emerged as secular, often anti-
religious systems by the distorted ways the God-idea
was introduced to the non-Jewish world by Christianity
and by Islam.

Kook even finds partial justification for the upsurge
of atheism. Dangerous, absurd, and degrading as man’s
negation of God is, it came as a rebellion against the
adoption by religion of obscure and false elements.
Thus atheism may serve to expunge those external ele-
ments from faith.

Kook did not share the conventional view that Chris-
tianity and Islam were an extension of Judaism’s mono-
theism; he considered them distortions of the Jewish
God-idea, and the cause of modern atheism: “Religion
[presented in a way] unacceptable to the mind evokes
anger and cruelty, because it defies the very sublime ele-
ments in man, his intellect is embarrassed.”*

Kook welcomed the participation of Jews in the dis-
semination of the ideals of social justice and in the ad-
vance of sciences and cultural creativism — but he real-
ized the danger to Judaism if the only outlet for Jews to
participate in those creativities would be the infra-
structure of a Gentile nation-state.

The restoration of the national framework of the
people of Israel now became even more urgent because
of the need to provide indigenous channels for Jewish
action, to harmonize the spirit of the new age with the
eternal spirit of the Torah.

Kook realized his view was bound to evoke fierce op-
position in the camp of so-called ultra-Orthodoxy, be-
cause Galut existence had led to the diminishing of Jew-
ish sensitivity to these fundamental tenets in Judaism,
resulting in a partial side-tracking of humane and hu-
manist ideals from the focus of the religious authorities:
“Our lengthy sojourn in the centres of Christianity has
given rise in our midst to the concept that there is a con-
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tradiction between the sphere of holiness and the
yearnings for what is healthy and natural in human
life.”® And as a result:

the majority of {Torah] scholars, including the leading
ones of our generation., . . do not dare to embrace the
ideals of the time and harmonize them with the Torah.
They see themselves forced to deny validity to anything
new. ... They refuse to admit that they are thereby
forsaking the basic maxim of Torah and faith. Because
of this we are walking in the dark, our masses are blun-
dering and deviating. But it is not those who deviate
whoare to be blamed; it is due to it that no one illustrates
to them the way to harmonize the problems of life with
‘the Torah, its sacred principles and with the faith.®

One may trace this to the creeping influence of the
normative religions among which Jews have lived for
close to two millennia, where ideals of social justice and
the striving to establish perfect societies were intro-
duced by secular movements against religious doctrines,
where the ideas of humanism and enlightenment
emerged as anti-clerical forces. Judaism had never ac-
knowledged a separation between the “City of God”
and “the City of Man.” The Torah and the Talmud
know of no distinction between religious rituals and
prescriptions of social justice.. According to Halakhah
sins against one’s fellow-man are even greater than
those against religious rituals.

Kook discusses a phenomenon obscured for so long
that it no longer provokes concern: the tendency of Or-
thodox movements to consider the observation of reli-
gious rituals as the fotality of a Torah-true life.

Kook writes:

Three forces are fighting each other among us in our
times . . . Orthodoxy, as it is conventionally called, car-
ries the banner of holiness . . . the new national camp
tights for everything that concerns Jewish nationalism,
in itself permeated with sublime elements of Judaism
.. . and the liberal universal force . . . that concerns it-
self with general cultural and ethical issues of mankind.

As separate entities presented by distinct social
groups, each ideal tends to view itself as the only legiti-
mate element of Judaism, claiming all of Judaism and
refuting the others. The greater and deeper the separa-
tion, the stronger grows the belief of each separate force
that it alone presents the totality of Judaism, excluding
all the others.”

Here Kook makes two fundamental statements:

1) Judaism allows no separation between the God ide-
al, the national awareness of Israel, and the concern
with the universal and human. Only a movement
embracing all those aspects represents Judaism n toto.

2) As the camp of Orthodoxy concernsiitself only with
the holy it cannot be considered as the representative of
the totality of Judaism. The very definition of koly as
distinct from Jewish nationalism and from Judaism’s
universal essentiality reduces Jewish Orthodoxy to only
one among the forces of Judaism, and necessitates the
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existence of other forces to represent the omitted attrib-
utes of Judaism.

This puts the issue of cooperation between the reli-
gious and non-religious forces in Judaism in an entirely
different realm. It was not solely a question of love for a
fellow Jew who deviates; cooperation between religious
and non-religious turns into a religious tenet due to the
incompleteness of Orthodoxy to embrace the totality of
Judaism — the “holy in its fullness.”

It was the vacuum within the camp of “Orthodoxy,”
their (still prevailing) tardiness in restoring the Torah
to its avant-gardist role in the sphere of social justice,
that made necessary the appearance of secular forces in
order to present the left-out components of Judaism —
nationalism and the ideals of universal brotherhood
and social justice.

Not only does this situation, in which no one camp
embraces the totality of Judaism, call for cooperation
between the religious and the non-religious (who carry
Jewish values), but any claim of Orthodoxy to exclude
the non-religious smacks of heresy: “Any one of the
above-mentioned three forces when striving to exclu-
sivity, and refuting the others, forfeits its own useful-
ness and turns into a force of destructiveness.”®

The excessive stress laid on Kook’s emotional rich-
ness, his profound kindness and all-embracing love —
true as it is — tends to obscure the basic fact that it was a
strictly rational Halakhah that dictated his approach to
the national renaissance and to his demand of unity
among all forces in Judaism.

Kook was not the first in the ranks of Torah-giants
who pointed out the dangers of nourishing Galut illu-
sions and obfuscating all phases of Jewish redemption.
But Kook’s perceptiveness was the most comprehen-
sive. His philosophy elucidated the converging of the
sacred/mystical and the human/rational in the destiny
of the Chosen People.

Zionism was not the total answer to Jewish destiny.
But it was the divinely inspired reaction to the two-fold
curse of the disintegration of Judaism: secular and reli-
gious distortions.

The Basel Congress was far from heralding the com-
ing of the Messiah — neither were the majority of its
delegates representatives of Judaism’s sacred ideals.
Still, in this gathering of Jewish notables in the final
years of the century, Kook saw the Divine remedy for
the fatal gathering of Jewish notables at the beginning
of the century. The Zionist search for a solution to the
question of the Jewish people was the long-overdue ref-
utation of the “emancipation solution” adapted by Jew-
ish notables almost a century before.

Kook and numerous other mentors of Religious Zi-
onism failed to make the Torah sages the avant-garde
of the national renaissance, and the decisive factor in
shaping the regained statehood. This was detrimental
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to the entire process of national revival. Much of Israel’s
predicament is due to it; it remains the main contribu-
tor to the most traumatic alienation in history — the
alienation of a great part of Israel’s children from the
Protector of Israel.

The tendency to “soften” the issues in which Kook
differed from the views of some leading Torah authori-
ties does a great disservice to the spiritual legacy of this
unique Torah genius; it obscures the relevance of
Kook’s ideas to the problems plaguing Judaism, the
State of Israel, and Jewish communities everywhere.
The mounting conflicts between religious and secular,
the shrinking role of Religious Zionism make it perti-
nent to reintroduce Kook’s legacy in an authentic, non-

evasive manner. It is his philosophy that offers the onk
available bridge to span the rift between secular and re
ligious in the fold of Israel.

His comprehensive, non-fragmented elucidation o
the Sinai Covenant and the role of a Jewish state can be
come a catalyst to rekindle the intrinsic idealism that lin
gers in the masses of the returnees to Zion.

In the diversified habitats of the Jewish dispersior
Kook’s teachings may make Jews aware of the unrivale
centrality of the State of Israel and the debt Jewisl
communities everywhere owe to it. It should serve as ;
reminder to those who officially adapted Kook of hov
far behind they have remained in applying his tru
teachings to their political activities. !
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The Convert

LARRY RUBIN

Hounded by the hunger of converters,

Caught on the horns of love and law, 1 fled
Down the corridors of foam to where

Cathedrals were museums, their domes a dime
A dozen, spires poking for my camera,

Stabbing the sky like Chrysler’s layered thrust,
But full of memories of God. So safe,

I could genuflect for joy, then flow

Into canals of carnal dreams. The cream of sense
I skimmed, and no voice thundered No.

But then one day a Temple of the East,

Looking familiar as my beveled glans,

Opened its Ark with tasseled grace; I saw

The rolls, the scrolls, the halls of patriarchs,

My father’s eyes stabbing through the shawl

Of stone. And I debarked, and bought my ticket home.
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ISRAEL

Adin Steinsaltz — A Modern Mystic

entered in a modest, white-
Cstone structure off a tiny alley in
Jerusalem known as Rechov
Ha’Maaravim, Rabbi Adin Stein-
saltz, together with a handful of as-
sistants and several word processors,
has been attacking a two-and-a-half-
million-word Aramaic fortress
known as the Babylonian Talmud
with the intent of rescuing it from
the icy fingers of academia.
Steinsaltz’s long-term publishing
venture includes the resurrection of
passages that early censors either
eviscerated or wiped out, commen-
taries by venerable medieval schol-
ars and Steinsaltz’s commentaries on
the commentaries, discussions of
Halakhah, breakdowns of dense
concepts, insights into flora and fau-
na, and excavations into sociological
and linguistic terrain. But this is only
one of the Rabbi’s projects. When he
isn’t ruminating about the Sefirot, the
Knesset, or subatomic particles,
supervising Yeshivat Shefa (it
opened in September, 1984 with 20
high-school graduates putting in an
intensive, 16-hour day of study),
barreling around the Holy Land in
hislittle red Renault, conferring
with scientists, statesmen, and mys-
tics (he meets journalists at two a.m.,
works till five, sleeps perhaps three
hours, prays one or two hours in the
morning), writing philosophical
treatises, mystery novels, or mathe-
matical formulations, this bearded,
untidy, nearsighted rabbi, envel-
oped in a mmbus of pipe tobacco
fumes, may be found in residence at
Princeton’s Institute for Advanced
Research, in workshop at New
York’s 92nd Street Y, or in consulta-
tion on drug problems in Southern
California.

Talmudist, Kabbalist, a legend in
his late forties — or perhaps 5,000
years old. “I was in a class,” Steinsaltz
recalls as we converse in his office,
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“and I had to teach people three
times my age. I was then 25 and
some of these people were the best
minds in the country. And it was, ina
way, embarrassing. And the only
way I could see to do it was to say to
myself, they are not listening to me
as a person, I am now 5,000 years old
and these are 75-year-old babies.” It
is the kind of understanding that is
accessibleif one conceives of the
world as an ongoing stream of
thought that has no end and no be-
ginning, and each of us as beings
with the potential for dipping into
the stream.

If there is about this Talmudic
mystic a touch of the venerable
prophet, more laid-back than fiery,
there is also a healthy dose of the
self-deprecating humor of the shtetl
Jew nurtured on the ironies of folk
wisdom. Steinsaltz has described
himself alternately as a transmitter
and a messenger; does he wake
mornings and tune into whatever
God has been broadcasting through
the night? In response to my query
about his thought processes, he tells
me, “Unfortunately I'm such a dis-

appointing interviewee. I have noth-

ing in me that is really bizarre. I
would love to have some unique
trait, say the talent to do something
like this” — he makes a quick hand
gesture — “and suddenly flowers
are sprouting from the ceiling. Had
I been everything that I learn and
transmit, I would not sit here — per-
haps I would grow wings.

“I have very limited experience,”
he says, “surely not great wisdom,
but I'm trying to attune to the Jewish
people, to our heritage. Sometimes I
may be wrong, I didn’t hear proper-
ly, didn’t listen properly. But I'm
trying to see something. Between the
lines there are enormous gaps; one
has some knowledge here and there;
this knowledge encloses some areas
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that you don’t know about, but you
can have a sense of what it’s about, of
what’s being enclosed.”

What is “it” about? Many of
Steinsaltz’s perceptions of the uni-
verse derive from Kabbalah. The
two towering figures who explored
Kabbalah earlier in this century were
Martin Buber and Gershom
Scholem. Buber took an Aggadic ap-
proach, involving philosophic spec-
ulation, often on a level of poetic
rhapsody, and a reforming of the
Kabbalistic folk tale in which the
force of parable gave mystical narra-
tive its exemplary power. Scholem
came at Kabbalah like an inspired
doctoral candidate, or an obsessed
archeologist, poking through rub-
ble, tunneling through the misty
past for clues to a system of belief.
Whereis Steinsaltzin relation to
these forces? Yossi Klein Halevy, Is-
raeli correspondent for the Village
Voice, sees Steinsaltz, the mystic and
the legalist, as within the real tradi-
tion of Judaism. He tells me,

In all other forms of mysticism you go
up, in Jewish mysticism you're con-
stantly mediating between Heaven
and earth. There is this tradition of
transcending the body and a kind of
merging with God, but you never siay up
there, the idea is to bring your experi-
ence of the highest realm back to
earth so that you're elevating earth
and its people. What Steinsaltz says is
that everything is potentially sacred:
everything material, everything in
history. He says there is no such thing
as the Jewish world and the rest of the
world. Judaism, in one sense, is the
world. In that sense it’s the most uni-
versal religion because it’s concerned
with absolutely everything that’s hu-
man.

In relating Steinsaltz to the
Talmud, Halevy says that Talmudic



teaching over the past few centuries
has been narrow and doctrinaire:
“Steinsaltz is trying to open the de-
bate again, he’s saying let’s start talk-
ing, let’s resume the transgenera-
tional dialogue: what does Judaism
have to say about the sexual revolu-
tion, about art, about genetic engi-
neering?”

And who speaks to us today? I ask
Steinsaltz, “Is the age of prophecy
finished? Are there no latter-day
prophets?” He declares, “You need
the right time for prophecy to be re-
ceived. We believe the voice in Sinai
that created the world is still speak-
ing, is still creating it.” “Still
reverberating?” “No, still creating. It
is an infinite break in space-time, the
Lord i creating the world and is go-
ing on creating it constantly. The
same voice that says, Let it be Heav-
en, is going on creating Heaven as
we meet right now. The only differ-
ence is that there are some times
when you are at Sinai when you’re
able to listen and some times when
you only hear an echo or less. These
days there is too much noise.”

When there is not too much noise,
when the Jew who has never been at
home with his Jewishness begins to
question his life, there is the possibil-
ity of “return.” The Ba’al Teshuva re-
turns to fulfill the mitzvot and em-
barks on the task of finding his au-
thentic self. This journey constitutes
an immense struggle; the self en-
dures endless self-questioning. The
journey, paradoxically, moves
through the very observances that
one may be relentlessly questioning.
Steinsaltz, whose forthcoming book,
Teshuva, is on the phenomenon of
return, reflects that “in the contem-
porary world you return to a home
you have never been in. You go to a
— sorry for using a Jungian term —
an archetypal home, to your ances-
tors that you have never known.
Take a tree. I find it shocking the
way Frenchmen cut their trees into
all kinds of figures. You can make a
tree appear like anything. And the
Japanese bonsai — you take an oak,
plant it in a small field, exert lots of
pressure, and you have a miniature.
But there is something in the seed of
the oak, plant the miniature’s seed
and give it the right environment,
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then it will get its own size and form
again. Thatis the basicidea of the re-
turn, the form can be twisted but
never entirely destroyed. You,”
Steinsaltz says to me, “were raised in
the Bronx so you hardly saw a real
tree. But here in Israel 1 sometimes
tell people, try to plant something,
even a tomato, watch it, water it. You
learn lots of things. You see a plant
striving to get its own: it'’s an enor-
mous power; sometimes it moves
whole buildings. It is not a conscious
thing. You can see it twisting, suffer-
ing; it wants to get its own. It’s a strug-
gle between the inner form and the
outer pressure.

“Lots of people at a certain age,”
he notes, “begin to resemble their
parents. Sometimes it’s a frightening
experience. When you’re young you
think you and your parents are
worlds apart, nothing in common. A
young biological unit is flexible; it
moves in every direction. Later on
there are bigger forces that push it
into the more stable format of the
genus of the species. You begin to re-
semble your parents; the genus reaf-
firms itself. Some people — some
trees — are so twisted they cannot
reaffirm themselvesin their life-
time; the genus has to wait for the
next generation. The phenomenon
of return is reaffirming some mould
that you possibly never knew ex-
isted. He found himself but he never
knew himself. Somebody said,
‘There is no fleeir.g from God. Be-
ing everywhere you cannot avoid
Him, but also you cannot be near
Him. The only question is whether
your face is towards Him or from
Him.’ So the point of return is facing
about.”

Crookedness and straightening
fall oddly into our conversation. “1
hated school,” Steinsaltz recalls. “My
imagination told me it’s a kind of
Chinese torture which you have to
undergo, not for any benefit, but be-
cause everybody’s supposed to do
his bit in the world. After three
months in the first grade, I came to
my parents and said, ‘I know now
how to read and write so please re-
lease me,” which they didn’t do.” But
he dropped out of high school, even-
tually studied chemistry, mathemat-
ics, and physics at Hebrew Universi-

ty, then despite a non-observing,
Marxist family — his father had
gone to Spain to aid the Loyalists —
found himself caught up in Biblical
Studies. “I had to discover Judaism
in spite of the religious people. Our
home didn’t have a religious atmos-
phere but it had a Jewish atmos-
phere.

“I think all Jews suffer from a
Messiah complex,” he reflects. “We
are born with it, a feeling that you
have to redeem the world. It doesn’t
come from any special gift or wis-
dom. It’s a Jewish malady: you cannot
let things go as they are. You possibly
know this type of people, when they
see a table disarranged they have to
straighten it — they suffer physically
when something is crooked. If you
have this habit,” he surveys the casu-
al disarray of his office, “I obviously
don’t have it, it hurts you when
things are not straight.” But later he
speaks of the messianic impulse as a
child-like attribute. “There is a Jew-
ish legend that tells that a child, be-
fore birth, has a candle burning over
his head and he’s learning every-
thing in the womb. And when he’s
born the angel strikes him just below
the nose and he forgets everything.
Sometimes there are children whom
the angel forgets to strike, so they
still remember, they don’t grow up.
Growing up means you tend to the
serious business of the world, mak-
ing money and so on. But if you re-
main a child, you want to redeem the
world.” o

At some point we move on to Isra-
el’s political turmoil. Steinsaltz be-
lieves “the ambivalence of Zionism
underlies almost everything that’s
happening here. On one side is the
idea of return, you come home, you
become a more strongly defined
Jew. It’s a messianic attempt. On the
other side, a self-destructive move-
ment which believed Herzl’s view
that there is a Jewish problem, and
the problem stems from Jewish
abnormalcy — people without a
state. When Jews will become nor-
mal there won’t be a Jewish problem.
In a way it was a movement to cut out
all the ‘strange things’ about Jews.
Jews are supposed to be sentimental,
full of complexes, self-tortured,
slight in build, not given to violence
or physical exercise, and very much
disconnected to anything that
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CURRENT SCENE

No More “"Good’ Terrorists

In the still unfolding drama of ter-
rorist violence and retaliation two
recent developments stand out. The
first, of course, is the American in-
terception of the Egyptian plane car-
rying the hijackers of the Italian
cruise ship to their PLO haven. The
second is an uncharacteristic reac-
tion of the Soviet government. An
extraordinary statement issued by
the Soviet news agency Tass shortly
after the event declared “The Amer-
icans’ anger at the hijackers’ crime
aboard a cruise liner is understanda-
ble and just. The crimes of terrorists,
no matter where they are com-
mitted, must be punished most se-
verely, and such severity must be
shown unfailingly to all perpetrators
of such crimes.” The statement went
on to say that “there can be no ‘good
terrorists’ and ‘bad terrorists.”” They
are all a bad lot.

Apparently the Soviet Union has
been stung by the kidnapping of its
own citizens in Beirut and the mur-
der of one of them. Till now the So-
viet Union has been generously
supportive of terrorism, offering
training bases on its own soil and
providing funds and arms to the
“good terrorists” who were invaria-
bly described in the Soviet press as
freedom fighters. The realization
that “revolutionaries” cannot always
be relied on to murder or kidnap the
correct target has been an eye-
opener. In their initial reaction to
the killing of a Russian diplomat the
Soviets promptly discovered the
true culprit: Israel was indirectly re-
sponsible for the kidnapping be-
cause Israel was the “prime cause of
internal Lebanese strife, of which
Soviet citizens became innocent vic-
tims.” The failure of the captors to
release the other Russians, though
Russian pressure persuaded the Syr-
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ians to stop shelling in Beirut, may
have caused a change of heart. Natu-
rally there is no telling how long the
new revelation will guide Soviet poli-
cy and how soon the distinction be-
tween “good” and “bad” terrorists
will again be made. The likelihood
that Middle East terrorism will be
deprived of Russian diplomatic and
financial support is not great. Still, it
is instructive to see how a small dose
of what other countries have been
enduring stimulates perception.

The righteous clamor about
American interception of the Egyp-
tian plane followed predictable
lines. The Egyptians became ag-
grieved altruists; the Italians, also
aggrieved, released the mastermind
of the hijacking enterprise. Various
countries clucked in disapproval or
fulminated indignantly in direct
proportion to their fear of reprisal
or involvement with the hijackers.
And the PLO went on record
claiming that the elderly American
had not been murdered but had
died of a heart attack. Farouk
Kaddoumi, head of the political de-
partment of the PLO, unblushingly
announced to reporters at the
United Nations that the charge of
the killing was “a big lie fabricated by
the intelligence service of the United
States.” One Palestinian Arab went
so far as to suggest that the widow of
the victim threw him overboard her-
self for reasons clear only to a mind
capable of making such accusations.
Finally, Arafat, wrapped in the
robes of virtue, lamented that his ef-
forts in behalf of mercy and peace
had been stymied by the wicked
Americans. The American press, of
course, had nolack of commentators
to join in the lament. The “moder-
ate” Arafat had been foiled in his
genuine zeal for peace.
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The persistence of the myth of
Arafat’s “moderation” and readi-
ness for peaceful co-existence with
Israel is inexplicable on any rational
grounds. 1 am not referring to
Arafat’s declared policy of former
years. A man, no matter how ex-
treme or violent, may decide that a
given course is unproductive and
should be altered. But it is not neces-
sary to go back to the PLO covenant
or subsequent declarations to dem-
onstrate that the PLO and Arafat
have not abandoned their blood-
thirsty dedication to the destruction
of Israel, or to doubt that they are
ready to live and let live if their mod-
est demands — a state on the West
Bank — are accepted. In view of the
continued insistence of supposedly
fairminded Americans and Europe-
ans that the PLO has altered course
and should be received as a legiti-
mate partner in any negotiating
process, the 1985 record is worth
noting.

The notorious theory of “Two Pha-
ses” was formulated and revealed to
the world by Al-Ahram on February
25, 1971:

There are only two specific goals at
present: elimination of the conse-
quences of the 1967 aggression
through Israel’s withdrawal from all
the lands it occupied that year, and
elimination of the consequences of
the 1948 aggression through the
eradication of Israel. . .. Some of us
make the mistake of starting with the
second step. instead of the first.

The strategy here defined is
crystal-clear. While so-called “ex-
treme” Palestinian Arab terrorists
demand the immediate destruction
of Israel, the more sensible “moder-
ates” are ready to negotiate the first



step, a state on any “liberated territo-
ry,” for the easier implementation of
step two — the total annihilation of
Israel. Have Arafat and the PLO re-
nounced this strategy? Declarations
made in 1985, not in 1971, reveal
how steadfastly they cling to their ul-
timate goal. This explains their shy
reluctance to state explicitly that
they are ready to recognize Israel —
a reluctance that apologists pretend
is a quirk of the Arab psyche.

How about Arafat, whose partici-
pation as a negotiator in any peace
talks is urged on Israel by friends as
well as foes? As recently as May 14,
1985, he confided to an Arab
League seminar in Tunis that he
would never accept Israel’s “right to
exist.” This was duly reported in the
European press. Arafat’s close confi-
dant, Khalid al-Hassan, head of the
PLO’s international relations de-
partment, a leading member of the
PLO’s Palestine National Council,
and, ironically, a member of the
Jordan-PLO slate submitted to the
U.S., amplified the master’s declara-
tion in the Kuwaiti daily al-Anba on
June 1, 1985 in an interview that
merits full quotation:

When the Palestinians or Arabs
struggle against Zionism or U.S. poli-
cy in the Mideast, they experience the
supposed contradiction between con-
science and logic. The conscience fo-
cuses on the obvious fact that
Palestine is an Arab homeland, an in-
tegral element of the Arab mother-
land; and that no non-Muslim or, to
be more precise, non-Palestinian may
exercise sovereignty over that home-
land. This is the source of the idea of
‘complete liberation, referred to by
Arafat as “the great dream”; namely,
the establishment of a Palestinian
state over the whole of Palestine.

However, logic points to the sour
reality . . . which is a natural outcome
of the deterioration in the inter-Arab
situation.

And then, logic directs us to choose
the “phased-policy.” The frightened
conscience inquires about 1948
Palestine; and logic replies that while
the “phased-policy” prescribes accepting
anything possible during the first phase, il
is determined to carry-on the battle until
the final goal is attained. [Emphasis
added.]

In reply to a question by al-Anba’s
editors as to the meaning of the
“peace for territory” slogan, al-
Hassan was admirably explicit:
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“Currently the struggle is in the
phase of the West Bank. . . . but the
struggle is going to be long, and will
not be decided until either Arab na-
tionalism or Zionism is annihi-
lated. . ..”

Abu Nazir, Secretary of the Revo-
lutionary Council of Fatah, Arafat’s
umbrella organization, discussed
the two-phase policy in another issue
of al-Anba (May 13, 1985); he did not
engage in al-Hassan’s tortuous dis-
tinctions between logic and con-
science. Refreshingly he came
straight to the point:

When we demand the establishment
of a national authority [over any area
evacuated by Israel] or a Palestinian
state, or even a [Jordan-PLO] confed-
eration, the overall strategy leads to
the establishment of a democratic Pal-
estinian state over the whole of
Palestine. . . . The phased policy takes
advantage of certain circumstances
which provide us with a spring-board to-
wards further goals. The Zionist entity
utterly contradicts the Palestinian
[national] existence. [Emphasis
added.]

None of these utterances is pre-
cisely news. We have heard such dec-
larations since 1971 when this strate-
gy was plainly formulated. But many
Middle East “experts” persistin
disseminating the notion that Arafat
and his lieutenants are reformed
men, realists who have abjured vio-
lence and want to discover a peace-
ful modus vivendi with Israel if only
that intractable state would exhibit
an equally peace-loving disposition;
therefore, these statements, made at
the very time when Arafat has been
beating his peculiar peace drums,
deserve more attention.*

An extraordinary instance of the
currentreadiness to accept PLO
members as self-styled men of peace
was recently exhibited by so hard-
headed a stateswoman as Margaret
Thatcher, who has had ample expe-
rience of IRA terrorism in her own
country. After inviting PLO mem-
bers for talks on the Middle East

*] should like to acknowledge my indebted-
ness to the Contemporary Mideas! Backgrounder,
an invaluable publication issued by Israel’s in-
formation service that makes first-hand mate-
rial available to those unable to read the Arab
press. — M.S.

peace process, the British Foreign
Office was obliged to rescind the in-
vitation when the two gentlemen re-
fused, at the last minute, to sign a
previously agreed-on statement that
included recognition of Israel’s right
to exist. The PLO balked at signing
because it was too explicit. So much
for the PLO as respectable negotia-
tors and “moderates.”

The same hocus-pocus could be
observed in regard to the release of
the notorious Abul Abbas by the Ital-
ians. With an Iraqi passport he had
diplomatic immunity, so the Italian
Prime Minister claimed in extenua-
tion of his act. Abbas himself was
promptly heard on TV declaring
that the hijackers had not killed
Klinghoffer; he died of natural
causes: “We are not killers.” The dis-
covery of Klinghoffer’s corpse with
two gunshot wounds settled the
question of Abbas’s veracity; now he
may claim it was a mercy killing. In
any case the history of Abbas casts
further light on his homicidal re-
cord.

Abbas is the head of a faction of
the Palestine Liberation Front that
remained loyal to Arafat when that
organization split. The group is dis-
tinguished among Fatah’s terrorist
branches for the particular savagery
of its acts. Among Abbas’s exploits is
the notorious attack on the seaside
town of Nahariya. His band entered
an apartment chosen at random and
slaughtered a man and his five-year-
old daughter in addition to other
victims. The mother, who had suc-
ceeded in hiding, accidentally suffo-
cated her baby when she tried to qui-
et its cries. The individual who mas-
terminded this act was Abbas. The
pathos of this incident made it mem-
orable, but the point at issue is the
fact that Abbas is a prime strategist
of PLO terrorism. It was no accident
that he was the PLO negotiator to
whose commands the hijackers of
the Italian ship deferred. His known
role makes Italy’s release of this kill-
er indefensible and the indignation
of the American and any other gov-
ernment determined to excise ter-
rorism fully justified. Regrettably
the Russians, now that they have
temporarily renounced the distinc-
tion between “good” and “bad” ter-
rorists, did not find it politic to add
their voice in disapproval of the re-
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lease of Abbas. Communist Yugo-
slavia was his refuge.

Secretary of State Shultz com-
mented on what he viewed as a posi-
tiveelementin the hijacking. He
commended countries that had
denied sanctuary to the ship and to
the hijackers, and urged that similar
firm action be taken against coun-
tries like Libya and Iran that openly
support terrorists and offer them
safe havens. These are welcome
words from an influential member
of the American government. The
craven response of the world com-
munity to terrorism has resulted in
its proliferation so that now no coun-
try is exempt from the violence of
some disgruntled band. And, unfor-
tunately, there are apologists who
keep peering for a “root cause” as
though its existence would be an ex-
tenuation of a tactic that specifically
victimizes innocents. Root causes ex-
ist for every conflict; the adversaries,
however, are not likely to agree to
their nature. Before we can identify
the root the wild growth that ob-
scures it must be cleared out and de-
stroyed.

Conventional wisdom has it that
there can be no defense against a sui-
cidal terrorist ready to die for his
cause. That is certainly true of indi-
vidual acts of madness or vengeance.
Butmost terrorists are politically
motivated and inspired by their
leaders. Those ready to die for Allah
and Khomeini have been taught that
their sacrifice will be rewarded by
immediate entrance into the Muslim
paradise. Their teachers are not
anonymous. And, unlike their fol-
lowers, the mentors show no haste to
avail themselves of celestial bliss. On
the contrary: they have objectives
for whose fulfillment they consider
their personal existence essential. As
long as the world’s timidity gives
them a free hand, they are ready to
lose a few disciples for the end bene-
fits. Should the tactic prove more
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costly than it has till now, the
Khomeinis and Qaddafis might lose
their appetite for random havoc.
Were the inspirers and supporters
of terrorism to be held directly re-
sponsible, they would swiftly contain
the enthusiasm of their pupils. The
first step in this direction could be
the formation of a disciplined inter-
national force trained to strike
promptly at a suitable target in the
guilty country. The actual terrorists
are only messengers; their dispatch-
ers should be held accountable. Ob-
viously the establishment of such an
anti-terrorist force would require
careful planning; above all it would
require more will and gumption
than affected countries have shown
heretofore.

Sporadic strikes against terrorism
such as the recent U.S. interception
of the Egyptian plane will have no
lasting effect if they do not presage a
continuing, concerted effort. Ter-
rorism thrives in an atmosphere of
implied sympathy or overt acclaim.
Japanese pilots who dashed them-
selves against American shipsin
World War II did so in the knowl-
edge that they were fulfilling a mis-
sion that had absolute national ap-
proval. They were the heroes of
their people, openly striking against
the avowed enemy. Arab violence
feeds not only on the direct support
of its instigators, who view it as war-
fare with minimum risk and ex-
pense, but also on the passions of the
Third World, who mistakenly ap-
plaud a role model; it is also abetted
by the rhetoric of psychologists in
the West who defuse the monstrosity
of a bomb secreted in a schoolhouse
by prattle about “frustration” — the
blanket excuse for any crime no mat-
ter how heinous. And, predictably,
there are the ideologists of the Left
ready to spring to the defense of any
foul means the PLO or PLF or XYZ
might employ to further their ends.

At the present time, violent out-
breaks by victims of apartheid in
South Africa arouse understanding

rather than revulsion even among’
those who question the wisdom of
particular acts. But were blacks to
begin throwing grenades randomly
in the streets of London, Paris, or
New York, sympathy would soon
give way to justified anger. Arab ter-
rorism — Christian, Shi’ite, Sunni,
radical, fundamentalist — has be-
come an international pestilence.
The plague is state-sponsored and
should be contained by concerted in-
ternational action. Airlines can re-
fuse to fly to the centers of infection.
A cordon sanitaire is as essential as in
the eradication of yellow fever or
smallpox or any other affliction to
which the world was subject before
adequate controls were introduced.
By now the West is largely immune
to oil blackmail and can afford to as-
sert its conscience without fear of
economic reprisal. And if the conse-
quences of hijacking and murder in
the air, the high seas, or the world’s
cities turn from capitulation to swift
retribution directed at the well-
known strategists of terrorism, this
form of cheap warfare may lose its
appeal. ,

The caterwauling about an endan-
gered peace process caused by the
proper United States criticism of
Egypt for freeing the hijackers indi-
cates how fragile this process must
be, if it requires the abandenment of
basic conditions for a viable social or-
der. Certainly one notion that has
been exploded is the suitability of
Arafat or any of his confederates as
negotiating partners. Even those un-
familiar with the two-phase policy of
the PLO to which I have referred
and those who have ignored the
wave of outrages to which Israel has
recently been subjected and to which
the press has given minimal notice,
may now entertain doubts about
Arafat’s “moderation.” Negotiations
can be held only with those Palestini-
an Arabs for whom “peace” is not a
subterfuge for the easier destruction
of Israel but a road to genuine co-
existence. u
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that it possesses a wonderful elegance. The symmetry of
the idea of monotheism and the cultic requirement of
centralization of worship, as well as the relationship of
both to the successive stages of literary and religious de-
velopment, give the theory a compelling simplicity, for
all the overwhelming mass of detail. The theory itself is
centralized, revolving about the axis of Unity. It there-
fore seems to have that singleness and clarity of inten-
tion required of all aesthetic products.

Moreover, it is, for its century, an exceptionally clear-
eyed theory. Wellhausen is aware of the essentially de-
ductive nature of his method. He presents his hypothe-
sis forcefully and consciously proceeds to fit the facts
into it. His arguments are presented in an engaging and
emotionally tinged manner. There is no prissy pretense
of antiseptic, lifeless detachment.

But this appealingly honest self-awareness in regard
to method must itself not blind one to Wellhausen’s real
methodological limitations; just as the marvelous sim-
plicity and symmetry of his theory must not be allowed
to obscure the fact that it contains such a painful dichot-
omy of emotional viewpoints that it is in a state of moral
civil war.

Wellhausen’s methodological failings are well under-
stood today. To some extent they were perhaps una-
voidable in his day. Like all his generation, he was basi-
cally oriented toward history; but the tools of historical
research were as yet little developed; there was a paucity
of external, archeological evidence for biblical and an-
cient Near Eastern history. Wellhausen, thrust back
upon the written evidence, created an essentially liter-
ary theory, and remained oblivious to its serious meth-
odological implications.

The clearest expression of this ignorance is well-
known to contemporary Bible scholars. Wellhausen,
like 19th-century higher critics in general, is literature-
bound, deriving almost all his evidence from the writ-
ten traditions of the Bible. The practical result is a dis-
tressing “documentariness,” a tendency to associate the
date of materials with that of the document in which
they occur. This is a striking example of a discipline’s
coming actually to think according to the limitations
imposed by the nature of the evidence it employs.

The corollary is drastic in its effects: Wellhausen can-
not deal with those aspects of biblical traditions which
precede the stage of literary fixation, i.e., oral tradition.
He knows that there is such a tradition behind the docu-
ments of the Pentateuch, at least in the case of ] and E;
yet he cannot face the complex implications of that fact.
The result, as Albright pointed out, is a ridiculously
foreshortened estimation of the length of the develop-
ment of oral tradition, reflecting a basic ignorance of its
nature and workings.

Wellhausen’s theory is therefore distorted in its
treatment of the period of biblical history whose literary
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evidence was transmitted initially by oral tradition: the
whole millennium before David. Since this period con-
tains most of the events Israel considered normative for
its religion — Patriarchs, Exodus, Sinai Covenant, Con-
quest of Canaan — and since it is also the first of his pos-
tulated stages in the historical development of biblical
culture and religion, the methodological insensitivity to
the limitations of literary evidence is not merely
frustrating but actually counterproductive.

The best example is his treatment of the patriarchs.
Like everything in that early age they are an anachronis-
tic projection into the past of the conditions and atti-
tudes of the period of the First Temple, the date of the
stories in their written form:

It is true, we attain to no historical knowledge of the
patriarchs, but only of the time when the stories about
them arose in the Israelite people; this later age is here
unconsciously projected, in its inner and its outward
features, into hoar antiquity, and is reflected there like a
glorified image [p. 318].

But there is a nagging problem: the disturbing tend-
ency of the patriarchs to cultivate and maintain peace-
ful, even covenantal relationships with their Canaanite
neighbors. However, at the hypothesized time of the lit-
erary formulation of the stories, the first millennium
BCE, Israel’s traditions were bitterly inimical to that
people and categorically demanded their military ex-
termination, Wellhausen is perplexed and offers his ex-
planation for this unexpected peaceableness:

It is remarkable that the heroes of Israelite legend
show so little taste for war, and in this point they seem to
be scarcely a true reflection of the character of the Isra-
elites as known from their history. Yet it is not difficult
to understand that a people which found itself inces-
santly driven into war, not only dreamed of an eternal
peace in the future, but also embodied the wishes of its
heart in these peaceful forms of the golden age in the
past. ... [p. 320]

The pleasant fantasy is Wellhausen’s, not Israel’s, and
cannot mask a serious methodological embarrassment.
Even more important, however, are the problems
caused by the duality of emotional viewpoints men-
tioned above.

At the heart of Wellhausenism is its concept of proc-
ess and development, its link to the Zeitgeist of its centu-
ry. That there is not merely change but also discernible,
meaningful development is taken to be incontrovertible
fact. This conviction is the root of Wellhausen’s passion-
ate insistence that P “presupposes” centralization. The
relationship between the two, it must be clear to all
right-thinking scholars, is such that P must be the result
of a long process of development. Those who disagree
are “superficial” — to a Teuton the most opprobrious of
scholarly reproaches.

But it is in this concept of development that Wellhau-
senism is wounded. It presents two distinct and, in their
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emotional effect, quite polar views of that process. One
is evolutionary and progressivist, the other, romantic
and degenerative. '

Evolutionism, whose classical scientific formulation
was Darwinism, posited a universal progression of
forms through time from simple to complex. But, in its
incarnation as Social Darwinism, progression soon took
on the familiar optimistic moral tone associated with
“progress,” an inheritance from the Enlightenment. As
applied to history and institutions, evolutionary devel-
opment was taken to be an inevitable self-improvement
of the species, a survival of the worthiest.

In conflict with this evolutionary, and essentially line-
ar, view of development was a cyclical one derived from
Romanticism and such painters of the mistier land-
scapes of the European soul as Rousseau and Herder. It
assimilated development to the recurrent biological se-
quence of youth, maturity, and senescence and associa-
ted it with an additional, moral, continuum: “natural”
to “unnatural.”

When the two concepts of development were com-
bined, the outcome was a logically hazy but emotionally
fervid identification of the simple with the youthful,
natural, good; and, conversely, of the complex not only
with the evolved but also the decadent, denatured epi-
gone. The essential incongruity of the two focuses on a
single point: the “mature” stage of the biological se-
quence is totally anomalous in regard to the evolutiona-
ry and moral continua. It is emotionally ambiguous. On
the one hand, maturity is the fulfillment of youthful po-
tential and represents full growth and productive fertil-
ity; on the other hand, it is also the father of its own de-
cay, a transition to death.

In most of its key aspects, Wellhausen’s theory is be-
clouded by this two-faced concept of development. The
gloominess of the biological sequence is incompatible
with the sunny eudaemonism of evolutionary progres-
sivism.

The roles of youth, maturity and decline are assigned
by Wellhausen to the three stages of literary develop-
ment. | and E, the early sources of the Pentateuch, are
“youthful,” “natural,” and “simple.” Deuteronomy,
with its doctrine of centralization, represents the “ma-
ture” phase, which also includes the canonical prophets.
P, the priestly, cultic, “Jewish” stage after the Exile, is
“complex,” detached from “nature,” spiritually “dead.”

These equations are fully active in his treatment of
the cult. “In the early days, worship arose out of the
midst of ordinary life.” It expressed “earthly relation-
ships” and corresponded to “the natural festal occasions
presented by the vicissitudes of life. . . . Religious wor-
ship was a natural thing. . . . It was the blossom of life.”
The Deuteronomic Reform, which limited sacrifice to
Jerusalem, “severed this [natural] connection.” To be
sure, this was not Deuteronomy’s intention, but “human
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life has its roots in local environment [and] in being
transplanted from its natural soil [the cult] was de-
prived of its natural nourishment. ... The conse-
quences, which lie dormant in the Deuteronomic law,
are fully developed in the Priestly Code.” There wor-
ship is its own end, “the warm pulse of life no longer
throbbed in it to animate it . . . the soul was fled, the
shell remained.” Religion was complicated by “a mani-
foldness of rites.” No longer “spontaneous,” it became a
matter of “technique” and “statute.” This degenerative
“spiritualisation of the worship is seen in the Priestly
Code as advancing pari passu with its centralisation” (pp.
76-81, passim). .

Wellhausen presents a simile epitomizing the multi-
ple focuses in his concept of development: “We may
compare the cultus in the olden time to the green tree
which grows up out of the soil as it will and can; later it
becomes the regularly shapen timber, ever more artifi-
cially shaped with square and compass. ...” (p. 81).
From the point of view of utility to mankind, the prog-
ress from unkempt tangle of seedlings to a stand of tim-
ber is a productive fulfillment of potential, a process
completed only by the application of the carpenter’s
tools. But in order to become useful it must be cut,
transformed into dry, dead lumber — a procedure
most disturbing to a Romantic’s longing for untouched
forest depths free of man’s intrusion. The lumber in-
dustry is no friend of Waldeinsamkeit. So a development,
perhaps necessary and good in itself to body and even
to spirit, kills what is most dear to the heart. The victory
of monotheism in Judaism was such a process:

The great pathologist of Judaism is quite right: in the
Mosaic theocracy the cultus became a pedagogic instru-
ment of discipline. It is estranged from the heart. . . It
no longer has its roots in childlike impulse, it is a dead
work ... The heathenism in Israel against which the
prophets vainly protested was inwardly overcome by the
law on its own ground; and the cultus, after nature had
been killed in it, became the shield of supernaturalistic
monotheism [p. 425].

The Priestly Code “lifeless itself . . . has driven the life
out of Moses and out of the people, nay, out of the very
Deity” (p. 347).

The emotion in these passages, the most deeply feltin
the Prolegomena, is no mere vestige of Paul’s “the law
killeth.” It is close enough to the traditional Christian
critique of Judaism to support an imputation of reli-
gious prejudice — Schechter’s “Higher Criticism is
higher Antisemitism.” But, in fact, it results primarily
from the internal pressures in Wellhausenism’s core, its
warring concepts of development.

The incongruity of progressivist and Romantic views
of development is most pointed in Wellhausen’s treat-
ment of the prophets, the “mature” stage of biblical reli-
gion. On the one hand, they are great individuals, al-
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most Naturmenschen: “the representative men [who] are
always single, resting on nothing outside of them-
selves.” In speaking to them, “Jehovah, overlooking all
the media of ordinances and-institutions, communi-
cates Himself to the individual” (p. 398).

Yet, ironically, the prophets laid the groundwork for
the stultifying influence of the Law by introducing mo-
rality into religion. As a result “the natural bond be-
tween [God and man] was severed, and the relation be-
tween the two was henceforth viewed as conditional . . .
the ethical element destroyed the national [read: natu-
ral] character of the old religion.” Their “ethical mono-
theism” was a “progressive step” which “saved faith”
and enabled Israel to survive. But by preparing the way
for the Law, they were “the spiritual destroyers of the
old Israel.” Theirs was a tragic error. “What they were
unconsciously laboring towards was . . . religious indi-
vidualism. Their mistake was in supposing that they
could make their way of thinking the basis of a national
life.” Their victory, the Deuteronomic Reform, was the
doom of their “unconscious” ideal. It also killed them,
like drones after mating. “Prophecy died when its pre-
cepts attained to the force of laws; the prophetic ideas
lost their purity when they became practical” (pp.
473-474, 488-491, passim). The way was open to the
Priestly Code’s valley of dry bones.

This is a rich tapestry of philosophies, prejudices,
vague intuitions, and real insights. There are echoes of
Hegel, including his Romantic side, in the image of a
national culture poisoning itself precisely as it reaches
the stage of synthesis. There is even a glimmering of the
tragic splendor of pagan mythology, of heroes doomed
by fate. But this tortured amalgam of progressivism and
pessimism hardly possesses that integrated unity of
viewpoint one expects in a confident hypothesis.

Wellhausen’s confusion in regard to the concept of
development caused him to miss, by several miles, the
two key aspects of biblical religion: the roles played by
history and covenant.

His romantic idealization of “nature” led him to deni-
grate history. For example, in the cult, history was intro-
duced only in the final stages of priestly ossification.
Thus, the festivals were originally associated with na-
ture, having “their reference to harvest and cattle. . . .”
Only later did they become “historical commemora-
tions: they deny their birth from nature, and celebrate
the institution of supernatural religion and the gracious
acts of Jehovah therewith connected . ..” (p. 423).

He is also, and for the same reason, blind to the na-
ture and antiquity of covenant, the true core of biblical
faith and central also to its view of history. As a legal
concept it falls under the curse of all law: it is the late,
anemic offspring of unwitting prophetic error. “The re-
lation of Jehovah to Israel was in its nature and origin a
natural one; there was no interval between Him and His
people to call for thought or question.” Only later did
the prophets “raise the Deity high above the people, sev-
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er thenatural bond between them and put in its place a
relation depending on conditions . . . of a moral charac-
ter. . . . In this way arose . . . as an entirely new thing the
substance of the notion of covenant or treaty. . .. The
Babylonian Exile no doubt helped . . . to familiarize the
Jewish mind with the idea that the covenant depended
on conditions . .. ” (p. 416). In perhaps no other area
has Wellhausen’s theory been so decisively refuted by
later scholarship. His position on the origin and func-
tion of covenant in biblical religion mimics the course of
events as now reconstructed by most scholars.

Why was Wellhausenism so successful in its day? To
be sure, it is justly considered one of the intellectual
Crystal Palaces of the 19th century; but its power to con-
vince lay in the force of its emotions rather than in its
logical arguments. Its most timely and appealing aspect
lay precisely in its major flaw, the deep confusion re-
garding the nature of development. The age was
progressivist and devoted to productivity. Even its theo-
ries were machines, ism’s generating more ism’s. From
this point of view Hegelianism and Darwinism were ef-
ficient engines. The former postulated an endless proc-
ess of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis; the latter, an as-
sembly line of adaptation in which each generation is
the product of its predecessor and the raw material of
its successor.

But a streak of Romantic pessimism also ran through
the age, a sense of something irretrievably lost through
progress. There was a yearning; deeper than nostalgia,
for that simple and direct link between man and nature
severed by the machine.

This dual perspective is exactly mirrored by Wellhau-
sen’s two views of development, linear progressive and
cyclical degenerative. So well did the theory fit the intel-
lectual and emotional contours of its audience that its
incongruent dualism was perceived not as a fault but as
a strength. Wellhausen’s interpretation of the develop-
ment of Israel’s spirit found its motivation and its rever-
berations in the spirit of his own age.

Kaufmann has not had Wellhausen’s success. He has
given birth to no school or scholarly tradition. He was
and remains a loner. But greatness often takes a side
road for a while, only to become itself the main highway
when it later proves to be the quickest and surest route.
In Kaufmann’s case, however, there are major internal
blocks to such a future emergence as, or even into, the
mainstream.

Kaufmann’s major methodological weakness is his
excessive passion for negative arguments. They are em-
ployed with riotous abandon in the Toledot, often
accompanied by arguments from silence. The latter, es-
pecially, are notoriously two-edged. For example, the
prophets hardly mention Moses or even the Sinai Cove-
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nant itself; what can one infer from that fact? When
suppositions based on lacunae begin to fly, nothing is
safe. )

But Kaufmann’s negativism extends to the heart of
his theory. A good example is his most confident
“proof” of the incompatibility in principle of Israelite
and pagan religions. The positive evidence is itself curi-
ously negative: the polemic against idolatry, which con-
sistently misrepresents the latter as mere fetishism. This
argument can be countered by another observation:
one does not judge the nature of something from po-
lemics, evidence adduced by its enemies. In this case
there also happen to be strong positive indications that
Israel did, in fact, truly understand the essential nature
of paganism. Images do play an indispensible role in the
latter. While they do not capture the entire reality of the
gods, divinity can have no potent existence without con-
centration of its power in such cult objects. The issues
are profoundly rooted in the nature of mythology and
symbolism. Kaufmann’s approach catches no more
than an insubstantial ghost of the real relationships. In
general, his understanding of biblical religion as a
whole is distorted by its negative presentation as the an-
tipode to paganism. Kaufmann stands in the tradition
of scholarship, which loves to present everything in
terms of antitheses and dichotomies. The aesthetic ef-
fect is neat, resembling that of antithetical parallelism;
unfortunately, the complexities of life cannot be limned
in discrete polarities.

It is in keeping with Kaufmann’s negativism that his
relationship to-Wellhausen is essentially reactive. Too
often Kaufmann seems to be simply reversing Wellhau-
sen’s arguments. The resultis a polemical defensiveness
inconsistent with the self-assurance of authentic hypo-
theses. Kaufmann'’s theory, like a besieged fortress wait-
ing for the attack, is composed of a chain of defensive
arguments each of which is intended to shore up its pre-
decessor by withstanding possible objections.

The nature of his argumentation is delineated by the
sequence of its presentation in the crucial second and
third volumes of the Toledot. He first lays out, in elo-
quent, ringing polarities, the opposition of pagan and
Israelite religions and world-views. But an obvious
problem emerges: this distinction could hardly have
been so radical as Kaufmann maintains, to the point of
mutual incomprehension, if it existed only for an intel-
lectual elite of priests, prophets, and scholars. It must
have been the spiritual orientation of the masses of peo-
ple.

The battle therefore passes on to a second ring of de-
fense. He deals with “popular religion” and, not sur-
prisingly, finds there no major evidence of real idolatry
or understanding of the nature of pagan worship. The
prophetic fulminations against Baalism are exaggera-
tive. They are directed against tiny syncretizing circles
and for limited periods of time.

Yet another objection looms menacingly: How is it
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conceivable that this radical gulf existed between pa-
ganism and monotheism if, as most biblical scholars
maintain, the bulk of Israelites, especially during the
formative period, lived in close proximity to those noto-
rious pagans, the Canaanites? The question now be-
comes historical; the combat surges toward a famous
Armaggedon of competing hypotheses: the problem of
the nature and extent of the Israelite conquest of
Canaan.

Modern biblical study has long held that the extraor-
dinarily complex traditions of the book of Joshua and
the first few chapters of Judges are the result of a long
and involved process of oral and written transmission.
The latest and least reliable stage is the national tradi-
tion of a series of lightening campaigns and thorough
mopping-up operations during the lifetime of Joshua
himself. It paints a picture of the virtual extermination
of the Canaanites, except in fringe areas. More authen-
tic is the collection of fragmentary and, in some cases,
enigmatic traditions in the first chapter of Judges. It
presents a number of tribal campaigns of very mixed re-
sults: success in some cases, failure and stalemate in oth-
ers. There were blocks of surviving Canaanites in the
most desirably fertile areas, and pockets of them every-
where.

The accumulated pressure of his theory obliges
Kaufmann to uphold the basic authority and validity of
the national, official account of the conquest. Only the
annihilation of the Canaanites in the areas of mass Isra-
elite settlement will insure that total spiritual isolation
needed to defend his chaste dichotomies. The require-
ments of ideological security are such that Kaufmann
abandons the basic premises and tools of literary and
historical criticism. He maintains that the heterogene-
ous clumps of traditions in Joshua and Judges date
from very close to the time of the events they claim to
record, and only mock by their structure and tone the
complex and lengthy chains of transmission posited by
scholars.

Finally, then, the noble religious polarities of the out-
er ring of his hypothesis become weltered in numerous
and furious hand-to-hand combats over the interpreta-
tion of specific verses in Joshua and Judges, on which
books Kaufmann wrote detailed and highly polemical
commentaries. They are marked by semi-fundamental-
ist exegetical maneuvers designed to uphold the basic
integrity of the text as it stands. They reveal an igno-
rance of the nature of oral tradition which rivals that of
Wellhausen and betrays the Bible both as literature and
as history.

Kaufmann's hypothesis is like a crustacean: if one
pierces the hard and impressive carapace one plunges
into an interior which grows ever softer. What is more,
since each of his major arguments is the logical presup-
position of the one which precedes it, the forward

45



motion of this hypothetical crustacean is curiously ret-
rograde, a gait both ungainly and unnatural.

The greatest strength of Wellhausen’s theory, its time-
liness, extended even to its flaws. Kaufmann’s gravest
failing is his genuine untimeliness, his irrelevance to the
concerns of his age.

There is no need here to review the special horrors
and anxieties of the 20th century. The feelings of cul-
tural dissolution and apocalyptic foreboding are a
heightened continuation of the pessimistic strain of the
previous century. But the progressive tradition also
‘continues. In this century its central interest is man; the
new tools of study are the social sciences, psychology,
sociology, anthropology. A paradoxical counterpoint to
the emotions of increasing cultural helplessness is the

" sensation of increased and deepened understanding
brought by these disciplines, of new light sloping in
from new horizons.

Biblical Studies was also quickened by these new in-
fluences. Wellhausenism suddenly seemed as stifling as
a Victorian parlor. The crystallization of the new mood
into hard method was “form criticism,” whose presiding
influence at the beginning of the century was Hermann
Gunkel. For him biblical literature is “the mirror in
which living man (der lebendige Mensch) is reflected.” He
tried to understand the relationship between the forms
of literature and the community, the “situation in the
life of the people” (Sitz im Volksleben). The impulses were
anthropological and psychological, although they were
soon diverted into historical channels.

Special interest focused on that cultural emanation of
community which was to become embodied in living
form, oral tradition. This was precisely that aspect of
the literary process slighted by Wellhausen. It is a pri-
mary interest of all contemporary Bible study. The oth-
er characteristic activity of this century is that other
daughter of anthropology, archeology, which has so

, vastly enriched our understanding of antiquity.

To be sure, these new sources of intellectual power
have brought new problems. There are theoretical and
practical limitations to what we can know about the
workings of oral tradition in the ancient world. Despite
much circumstantial contribution, archeology has
failed to shed decisive light on any of the crucial events
of early biblical history. As a result, Biblical Studies to-
day is in many respects at a virtual impasse as regards
the interpretation of Israel’s history and the origins of
its religion.

Kaufmann reflects very little of these new motives,
methods, and problems. His use of archeology is scanty,
his interest in man rudimentary. As a satellite of
Wellhausen, on whom he is fatally dependent, he can
shed no more light than his sun. His negative passion
for undoing the work of Wellhausen deformed his own
spirit and blinded him to new realities. In fact, by the
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time of Kaufmann’s mature activity, Biblical Studies
had long since passed out of the orbit of Wellhausen,
now a distant, barely glittering constellation. The new
universe was Newtonian, a dynamic system of forms
and functions, each holding and being held in its place
by the forces of cultural momentum and gravity. Its sun
was man. Kaufmann’s cosmos remained Ptolemaic: dis-
embodied textual strands and motifs circled majestical-
ly around its center, the Idea which moved them, mono-
theism.

Kaufmann exhibits no more than a glimmer of that
interest in man and community which stirred Gunkel.
He does understand, in an embryonic way, that cultures
have a characteristic pattern; but he soon bends this in-
sight to the service of his typical negative argumenta-
tion:

Wherever an original national culture arises a closed
culture area develops; hence the uniformity in the style
of that culture. For several generations it manifests itself
in pristine, homogeneous forms as a world in itself. All
that Egyptian, Babylonian, Greek, or Chinese art pro-
duced in their early, formative period bears a unique,
unalloyed impress. Here too, one may ask: were not
these artists aware of other creative styles? Undoubtedly
they were; but awareness of the art of others was not im-
portant. It remained external and alien without decisive
effect on native expressions and styles. The isolation of
Israelite religion from heathenism was perhaps greater
because the contrast between them was so much strong-
er and fundamental.* .

Not man but the Idea rules Kaufmann’s theory. The
chain of logic is outlined in the introduction to the
Toledot. The “style” of cultures is an expression of their
unique “spirit” and is not really explicable from the in-
fluence of environment or history. It originates in the
“intuitions of the people,” likewise basically uncondi-
tioned by external circumstance. Mediating between
the spirit and its visible manifestations are “ideas.” Isra-
el's idea was monotheism, its corollary, the absolute
transcendence of God, a new creation of the human
spirit, ex nihilo, with no genetic roots in paganism. It ex-
tended itself through all expressions of Israelite culture
in all ages and stamps the whole with its non-paganism.
The result is the relentless polarity which marks
Kaufmann’s theory introduced in the first sentence of
the Toledot: “The basic question of the history of Israel-
ite religion is the question of the relationship between
biblical religion and paganism.”

The contrast is not quite that between good and evil;
but since one idea, paganism, was borne in antiquity by
the bulk of mankind, while the other, transcendent
monotheism, was the sole creation of Israel, the implica-
tions are not unflattering to the latter. This partially ex-
plains the attraction of Kaufmann to Jewish national-

*Kaufmann, “The Bible and Mythological Polytheism”, JBL 70
(1951), p. 195.
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American Jews Reconstructed

A Certain People: American Jews and
Their Lives Today, by Charles E. Sil-
berman. New York: Summit Books,
458 pp., $19.95.

There is a European folk tale con-
cerning a rabbi who was asked to
decide a difficult case. After the first
party presented his points the rabbi
declared, “You are right.” The sec-
ond party then gave his argument,
and the rabbi answered, “You are
right.” The rabbi’s wife then pro-
ceeded to berate him: “Idiot, they
both can’t be right.” The rabbi re-
sponded, “You are right too.” I re-
membered the story this past sum-
mer when reading two diametrically
opposed analyses of the contempo-
rary American Jewish condition.

The first was an essay by Nathan
Glazer, the distinguished Harvard
sociologist, in the August, 1985 issue
of Commentary. In “On Jewish Fore-
bodings” Glazer recalls the somber
picture of modern American Jewry
that has characterized his analysis of
American Jewry since his involve-
ment in Zionist youth activities in the
early 1940s. Glazer notes that this
pessimism was typical of many post-
war sociologists who during the
1940s and 1950s believed the vicissi-
tudes of the business cycle and politi-
cal anti-Semitism threatened Ameri-
can Jewry, and during the 1960s and
1970s emphasized the dangers of af-
firmative action and reverse dis-
crimination. At the same time, soci-
ologists also contended that assimila-
tion and acculturation were corrod-
ing the distinctive ethnic and reli-
gious profile of American Jewry.
With the birth rate declining, the in-
termarriage rate increasing, and the
ending of massive Jewish immigra-
tion from Europe, the future of
American Jewry was at best prob-
lematical.

In Glazer’s view while the political

EDWARD S. SHAPIRO

and economic fears of Jewish survi-
valists were mistaken, their sociolo-
gical concerns were well-founded.
He points to a stagnant, if not de-
creasing population, an atrophying
of traditional religion, and a Jewish
identity which seems to have little of
intrinsic value. Glazer admits that
there have been countervailing
trends such as greater Jewish politi-
cal influence, a growing day-school
enrollment, a pervasive and intense
identification with Israel, an absorp-
tion with the religious and philo-
sophical significance of the Holo-
caust, and a new openness and pride
in being Jewish. Still, he argues, the
future belongs to acculturation and
assimilation. While Jews will contin-
ue to identify themselves as Jews,
“little by way of custom, belief, or
loyalty will be assumed as a result of
their identity as Jews. . . . The sociol-
ogists who have persistently feared
for the American Jewish future may
thus have feared for the wrong rea-
sons; but I believe they have been
right to be fearful.”

In contrast, it is not fear but opti-
mism which animates Charles E.
Silberman’s A Certain People: Ameri-
can Jews and Their Lives Today. Accu-
rately described on the book’s jacket
as America’s “most distinguished
journalist-scholar,” Silberman has
written several significant previous
volumes, including Crisis in Black and
White, Criminal Violence, Criminal
Justice, and Crisis in the Classroom. His
interests have been a barometer of
America’s social concerns, but none
has engaged him so intensely as the
state of contemporary American
Jewry. “I found I couldn’t edit my-
self well,” he told The New York Times,
“since everything fascinated me
here, it was much harder to maintain
control.” The author dedicated the

52

book to his present and future-
grandchildren, the guarantors of
“the eternity of Israel.”

“Journalist-scholar” is simply an-
other term for popularizer, and
Silberman’s role has been felicitously
to present to the general public the
findings of modern social science. In
the case of A Certain People, he has
been influenced by a small coterie of
sociologists who have been pres-
enting a sunny scenario of the Amer-
ican Jewish future.

The Transformation of the Jews
(1984) by Calvin Goldscheider and
Alvin S. Zuckerman of Brown Uni-
versity is a clear and provocative
statement of this group’s outlook.
According to Goldscheider and Zu-
ckerman, the modernization process
has changed, but not attenuated,
Jewish identity in Europe and the
United States. Jews are choosing to
remain Jews, but in different ways.
Industnalization, urbanization, and
nationalism have undermined tradi-
tional Jewish religious mores but
they have also led to the birth of new
Jewish religious ideologies, to the
emergence of Zionism and then Is-
rael, and to the appearance of new
bases of ethnic and religious cohe-
sion such as Jewish cultural organi-
zations and Jewish suburbs. “We
have found no support for those
theories that associate moderniza-
tion and ethnic assimilation,” Gold-
scheider and Zuckerman argued.
“The Holocaust and Soviet terror,
not educational opportunities, social
mobility, urbanization, and seculari-
zation erased the Jewish commun-
ities of Europe. Neither political
devastation nor assimilation awaits
Diaspora Jews. Jewish communities
changed but did not dissolve during
modernization.” In fact, they claim,
modernization has “reshaped and
strengthened levels of Jewish cohe-
sion.”



Silberman shares Goldscheider
and Zuckerman’s confidence. To-
day’s America, he contends, is the
most open society in the history of
the Diaspora. “America really & dif-
ferent — different in kind, not just
in degree — from any other society
in which Jews have lived.” Political
anti-Semitism does not exist; Jews
no longer feel they must hide their
Jewishness and have filled the most
prestigious economic and social po-
sitions including the presidencies of
the Dupont Corporation and Co-
lumbia University. For Silberman,
the saga of American Jewry is the
greatest success story in Jewish histo-
ry. .
The very openness of American
society has given rise to the fear that
American Jews will be seduced. With
equality “a fact, not just an aspira-
tion,” what reason is there to remain
Jewish? But Silberman stresses the
congruity between America and
Jewishness, arguing that the over-
whelming majority of American
Jews are choosing to remain Jews. A
creative intellectual ferment per-
meates American Jewish life, new
forms of Jewish identity and new re-
ligious rites have emerged, and
American Jews are willingly and
generously taxing themselves to pay
for domestic Jewish institutions, to
succor the State of Israel, and to aid
Jews in need throughout the world.
Even those two traditional bugaboos
— intermarriage and alow birth rate
— have been exaggerated. If any-
thing, intermarriage has resulted in
a net population gain to the Jewish
community, while the Jewish birth
rate exceeds the replacement level.

Only a seemingly congenital Jew-
ish pessimism prevents American
Jews from recognizing the unprece-
dented situation they find them-
selves in. The choice we face, Silber-
man writes, is “whether through fear
of strangers, we live like weaklings
behind walls of our own construc-
tion or whether we have the courage
to live like mighty warriors.” Here he
directs his argument at those, partic-
ularly within the Orthodox commu-
nity, who preach isolation. “The
most creative periods of Jewish reli-
gious and cultural life,” he reminds
us, “have been those of great cultur-
al assimilation and cross-fertiliza-
tion.” Judaism’s willingness to adopt
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the mores of its host societies without
losing its essential continuity ex-
plains Jewish survival as “a separate
and distinct group.”

Silberman personifies the central
argument of A Certain People. He
grew up in an Orthodox family in
upper Manhattan and was married
by Joseph H. Lookstein, spiritual
leader of Manhattan’s then most af-
fluent and important Orthodox con-
gregation. As early as he can remem-
ber he was taught that the operative
principle in American Jewish life
was “shah”: to stand out as a Jew
meant to court the scorn and wrath
of the Gentile world. Today Silber-
man is on the Board of Governors of
the Reconstructionist Rabbinical
College, chairman of the Recon-
structionist Prayerbook Commis-
sion, and a director of the Syna-
gogue Council of America, the Insti-
tute for Jewish Policy Planning and
Research, and the New York chap-
ter of the American Jewish Commit-
tee. The publication of A Certain Peo-
ple, which was aided by grants from
Jewish and non-Jewish foundations,
is 2 measure of the distance Silber-
man and the American Jewish com-
munity have come.

A key to understanding Silber-
man and his book is his affiliation
with Reconstructionism, the great
American Jewish heresy developed
by Mordecai Kaplan after World
War 1. Kaplan attempted to salvage
Judaism at a time when many, in-
cluding Kaplan himself, believed the
philosophic naturalism of John De-
wey and others had destroyed the
credibility of supernatural religion
and the idea that Jews were a chosen
people. In his magnum opus, Juda-
ism as a Civilization (1934), Kaplan ar-
gued that Judaism was merely one
element of Jewish civilization and
that “the Jewish religion existed for
the Jewish people and not the Jewish
people for the Jewish religion.” Jew-
ishness, according to Kaplan, was
primarily a matter of sociology and
culture, not religion and theology.
This Reconstructionist stress on Jew-
ish peoplehood accounts for Silber-
man’s emphasis on diverse forms of
modern Jewish expression (includ-
ing contributing to UJA campaigns,
enrolling in Jewish courses on the

campus, and working in behalf of Is-
rael and Soviet Jewry) and his defi-
nition of a Jew as anyone who identi-
fies with the Jewish people and ac-
cepts the joys and sorrows of Jewish
life.

He argues, for example, that the
problem of intermarriage has been
exaggerated: many intermarried
couples consider themselves Jewish
and impart to their children a Jewish
identity. “The notion that intermar-
riage means the inevitable loss of the
Jewish partner,” he observes, “is
hard to shake, for it is rooted in the
long association of intermarriage
with apostasy and self-hatred.” The
claim of the Orthodox that neither
the Gentile spouse nor the children,
if the wife is Gentile, are Jewish is,
for Silberman, irrelevant. He is con-
cerned with delineating the sources’
of Jewish persistence, not with scor-
ing points in a theological dispute.

Silberman’s hopefulness regard-
ing the contemporary American
Jewish condition, resulting from the
willingness of Jews and those mar-
ried to Jews outwardly to identify
with the Jewish community, is thus
based on a sociological frame of ref-
erence. But what is the nature and
intensity of this identification? What
impact do Jewish values and ideas
have on the daily lives of America’s
Jews? In what ways does their identi-
ty as Jews distinguish them from
Gentile Americans? Would a psy-
chological analysis of American Jew-
ry, which, in contrast to a sociological
analysis, dissects their values, come
to a less sunny conclusion?

Silberman claims we are in “the
early stages of a major revitalization
of Jewish religious, intellectual, and
cultural life — one that is likely to
transform as well as strengthen
American Judaism.” Glazer is scep-
tical, contending that A Certain Peo-
ple slighted the fact that the “whole-
ness and density of Jewish life has
been radically broken.” Jewishness
has become largely “symbolic and
gestural,” an inheritance to which
Jews pay a respectful obeisance but
which has little influence in their
daily lives. While American Jews
might be a certain people, they no
longer see themselves as a chosen or
a separate people. According to
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with Katherine Anne Porter. This
report, according to The Times re-
viewer, “is filled with fantastic lies
describing Herbst as a dangerous in-
ternational agent, lies invented mali-
ciously and gratuitously by Porter to
regale the FBI, an act of perfidy
which Miss Langer reveals here for
the first time.” These accusations,
which reflect on a distinguished
writer, are somewhat at variance
with the facts.

Herbst had got a wartime job in
Washington with an organization
(COI) headed by “Wild Bill” Dono-
van, soon to be boss of the OSS. On
May 21, 1942, Donovan fired her on
security or loyalty grounds. The
Katherine Anne Porter interview
occurred on May 16 and the agent’s
report was dated May 23. Whatever
Porter actually said could have had
no bearing on Herbst’s discharge.
The fact that she considered Ameri-
can officials morally entitled to serve
as Soviet agents would seem to have
been sufficient reason for dispens-
ing with her services.

The FBI usually has agents inter-
view informants without taking
notes (so as not to alarm them) and
then write up the gist of the informa-
tion received later. This opened the
door to inaccuracies due to memory
lapses. The agent who handled Por-

ter was evidently a poor speller, an
inaccurate reporter, and a man who
knew little or nothing about Com-
munism.

His summary statement says that
from 1930 to 1940 Herbst is “known
to be Communist Party organizer in
US, Cuba, Mexico, Germany,
Spain.” All that Porter is quoted as
saying in the text of the report is that
in 1930-35 Herbst received letters
from these countries and “there was
some intimation” that she had
worked for the Communists there —
a horse of a very different color.

The charge that Katherine Anne
Porter was emphatic about was that
Herbst “had the greatest contempt
for the American form of govern-
ment” and for liberals.

We don’t know what Porter actu-
ally said. We certainly don’t know
her motives. From the fact that she
hated Communism at a time when it
was unfashionable to do so, it does
not logically follow that Porter “mali-
ciously and gratuitously” invented
perfidious lies.

Nevertheless, she behaved rather
badly. She gave derogatory informa-
tion about a woman with whom she
had had a close friendship for dec-
ades and insisted on confidentiality.
It would have been more honorable
to refuse to discuss Herbst on

grounds of friendship or else to state-
that her extreme revolutionary
views made her unsuitable for war-
time government service and then to
let Herbst know exactly what she
had told the FBL

Herbst’s novels have fallen into
oblivion. Among important critics,
Saul Bellow was ecstatically laudato-
ry, Edmund Wilson and Malcolm
Cowley ignored her existence, and
Alfred Kazin eulogized her, but dis-
missed her work in 1942 as “desper-
ate pedestrianism.” Her revolution-
ary reportage from Cuba and Ger-
many in the 1930s, judging by
Langer’s excerpts, was dreadfully
roseate agitprop fodder. She would
argue in 1942 that since General Mo-
tors, “who deliberately preached
Naziism” (sic!) was entitled to work
for the Federal Government, she
should have the same privilege.

Langer considers Josephine
Herbst a courageous woman. The
only subject on which Herbst really
expatiated in her fiction was herself.
Yet she concealed her bisexuality.
She knew about the NKVD murders
of Loyalists in Spain and anguished
over the Hitler-Stalin alliance. Yet
she remained silent. By what stan-
dard is this moral courage? u

NATHANIEL WEYL is author of Karl Marx:
Racist.

Intellectuals Transplanted

Exiled in Paradise. German Refugee
Artists and Intellectuals in America
from the 1930s to the Present, by
Anthony Heilbut. Boston: Beacon
Press, $12.45.

Anthony Heilbut’s social and cul-
tura] history of German refugee
artists and intellectuals in America

bears a title almost as ambiguous as it
is appropriate. Many of these refu-
gees initially responded with un-
bounded enthusiasm to America,
particularly to FDR, and to the op-
portunity to resume their work. The
ambiguity in the title is best expli-
cated by an analogy:

Comrade Stalin once stood before
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a huge gathering to read an alleged
apology from exiled Comrade Trot-
sky; it concluded with the statement:
“and furthermore, I should apolo-
gize.” As Stalin glanced out to the
audience with an obvious look of sat-
istaction, a small man with a long
beard raised his hand: “With re-
spect, Comrade Stalin,” he said, “the
message needs to be read like this,”
and he repeated Stalin’s quotation,
stressing the “I” and booming out
the final word, thus transforming a
statement into a recriminating ques-
ton.

Similarly, the title Exiled in Para-
dise can be understood as irony. For
many German refugee artists and

intellectuals, America was never the
paradise it purported to be; for oth-
ers, paradise turned into hell when
in the Fifties they came under fire as
Communists in the same country
that in the Thirties had welcomed
them as anti-Fascists. Heilbut docu-
ments the refugees’ experience, in-
cluding the “final disillusionment
and the attendant revision of the lov-
ing schemes and estimation of the
previous decades.” That America
was a dubious paradise can also be
confirmed by Thomas Mann’s as-
sessment of America, just before he
left this country in 1952, as an “arti-
ficial paradise.”

Heilbut’s ambiguous title encom-
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Marcuse’s orientation differs
from Arendt’s insofar as he posits a
distinction between traditional
thinking and critical thinking. Tra-
ditional thinking has revealed itself
to be impoverished. In contrast, crit-
ical thinking is the self-reflection of a
culture and aims to transform it.
The continuity of thinking, codified
in cultural tradition, sustains the sta-
tus quo. For Marcuse, the integra-
tion of psychoanalytic and Marxist
analysis can usher in a new domain
for thinking that resists utopian for-
mulas and can bring about an eman-
cipated society.

It would be easy to condemn criti-
cal theory on the basis of its failure to
implement the changes necessary
for a new society. On the other hand,
one should not underestimate the
widespread appeal of Marcuse’s
views during the Sixties. Heilbut
notes that Marcuse’s status as a me-
dia figure is “perhaps the single
most surprising incident in the
whole history of emigre culture.” It
is not so surprising, however, given
Marcuse’s lack of nostalgia for the
cultural tradition that was destroyed
in Europe and his uncompromising
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criticism of American society. Fur-
thermore, unlike Adorno and other
Frankfurt School members, Mar-
cuse was attuned to the changes tak-
ing place in America. One example
is his attempt to posit a reality princi-
ple which could countenance an en-
largement of the sphere of the pleas-
ure principle.

The possibility of increased indi-
vidual' gratification within civilized
life met a responsive audience, not
only amongst students, but amongst
a broad segment of American intel-
lectuals, who were seeking some-
thing more than new formulations
of traditional ideas. Itis the apprent-
ly forward-looking vision in Mar-
cuse’s work — his trendiness — that
explains his appeal, although he

.readily acknowledged the limita-

tions of a critical theory of society to

- bridge the gap between the present

and the future. At the end of One-
Dimensional Man, Marcuse claims
that critical theory has a negative
force, partaking in the “Great Refus-
al.” The final words of Marcuse’s
book belong to Walter Benjamin,
whose suicide was often attributed to
Nazism, and help to explicate what

he means: “It is only for the sake of
those without hope that hope is
given to us.”*

There is no more appropriate epi-
taph to the legacy of the German ref-
ugees than these words. As for how
enduring their legacy is, or, indeed,
what it is, it is difficult to say. Unfor-
tunately, Heilbut does not attempt
to resolve this. On the one hand, 1
would submit that however much
Marcuse’s popularity was surprising
15 years ago, it is even more remark-
able how much his ideas are current-
ly eclipsed. (Ask college students if
they have even heard of him!) On
the other hand, I believe that the ref-
ugee legacy, whatever it was, has
penetrated American culture to
such an extent that it is pointless to
speculate about the nature and ex-
tent of its influence. The saga of
these refugees is without doubt a
fascinating and haunting chapter in
American cultural life. Heilbut’s
book is far from conclusive; still, it is
highly entertaining. u

* H. Marcuse, One-Dimensional Man (Boston:
Beacon Press, 1964), p. 257.

ELLIOT L. JURIST is a freelance writer.
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The Land of Israel

National Home or
Land of Destiny

ELIEZER SCHWEID

The legitimacy of Israel’s claim to the
land upon which it has been established
has been denied by its enemies and ques-
tioned even by its friends and support-
ers. It is also debated and argued among
Israelis themselves. In this study, Eliezer
Schweid analyzes the relationship and
explores the unique attachment of the
people of Israel to the land throughout
the generations of Jewish history.

Unlike other wandering tribes that
settled in areas they had succeeded in
mastering in the course of their wander-
ing, the Israelites had a specific Prom-
ised Land as their goal. The Bible tells of
the Promise, and relates the story of the
conquest and settlement of the land, and
the ultimate exile from it.

Schweid begins with the biblical basis
for Israel’s attachment to the land and
proceeds to analyze the ways in which
that attachment varied—and the manner
in which land itself was viewed—when
the people were exiled and when the re-
turn to rebuild the land began. He sur-
veys the Talmudic authorities and also
examines the conception of Israel in the
philosophies of Judah Halevi, Maimoni-
des, and the kabbalists. He then turns to
the teaching of Rabbi Nachman of Brat-
slav, the great Hasidic leader, and the
early religious “Lovers of Zion” move-
ment, portraying the differences be-
tween religious and secular Zionists as
epitomized in the writings of Rabbi
Abraham Isaac Kook and Aaron David
Gordon.

In a concluding chapter, Schweid deals
with the legitimacy of Israel’s claim to
the land in the light of the foregoing anal-
vses and resolves the dilemmas resulting
from the varying approaches. Through-
out the anmalysis Schweid differentiates
between the concept of Israel as the bib-
lical Promised Land and the physical
homeland as it was built and rebuilt by
generations of settlers and resettlers.

Incisive, logical, and erudite, The
Land of Israel is a major contribution to

\Zionist thought.

About the Author

Eliezer Schweid was born in Jerusalem in 1929. He served as a
soldier in the Hagana in 1947 and 1948 and then was a member of
Kubbitz Zoraah until 1953. He received his Ph.D. in Jewish Philosophy
at the Hebrew University in 1961 and is now associate professor of
philosophy there. He has published many articles on Hebrew litera-
ture, Jewish philosophy, and other Judaic subjects in leading Hebrew
periodicals. Among his books are Shalosh Ashmuroth (1964); Studies
in Maimonides’ Eight Chapters (1965); On the Poetry of Bialik and
Tchernichovsky (1968); The World of A. D. Gordon (1970); Feeling and
Speculation (1971); The Theology of Don Ch. Crescas (1971); Jewish
Nationalism (1972); Israel at the Crossroads (1973); and The Religion

and Culture of Israel (1976). He is married and has three children.
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OFEQ
AN INSTITUTE DEDICATED TO THE RESEARCH OF HEBREW MANUSCRIPTS
AND THEIR PREPARATION IN CRITICAL EDITIONS

TREASURES OF OUR CULTURAL PAST

The Middle Ages was one of the greatest periods of
creative Jewish learning. To this day, we continue +to learn
from the insights and analyses of the great figures of that
period. Yet, it is one of the sad facts of Jewish history

that, while much has been preserved, much has also been lost.

Ofeq Institute addresses itself to the task of searching
the 1libraries of the world for +these treasures of our
cultural past ~unpublished Hebrew manuscripts, especially
those containing the classical works of the Rishonim (the
great medieval Jewish scholars) on the tractates of the
Talmud and on other aspects of Rabbinical literature. These
works have served in the past, and continue to serve, as an
inexhaustible source for subsequent authors on Talmudic
themes, and +to the many scholars interested in various areas

of Jewish scholarship.

Within these works are “preserved the wisdom and
achievements of spiritual giants who produced their works
under the harsh conditions of +the Diaspora and continuous
persecutions. It is miraculous +that their writings were not
completely lost. They are testimony to the unconquerable
human spirit. The books of Responsa contain vivid
descriptions of the various communal life-styles in all the
lands of dispersion - their social orders, and their various
cultural organizations. This material 1is apt to shed new
light on the known chapters of history and to uncover new

chapters which hitherto were unimagined by researchers.
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In the exegetic works on the Bible new solutions to old
problems are offered. Philosophy and ethics, too, would be
greatly enhanced, with the appearance of these works in
print.

By opening up these teeming and glorious chapters of
medieval Jewish scholarship, we are afforded a rich and
varied tape.zry not only of invaluable insights into the
intricacies of the multi-faceted Jewish legal system in the

context of medieval culture and history, but also of that
very history itself.

RECOVERING HEBREW MANUSCRIPTS FROM OBLIVION

Many of these works have been published since the onset
of machine printing, but many more are still in manuscript
form waiting to be examined, edited, and interpreted so that
their contents may be brought to the attention of students of
Judaica throughout the world. The publication of some of
these works and the neglect of others demonstrates the
Rabbinical aphorism, "All depends upon chance, even the Torah
scroll in the ark." Important works of the highest level did
not see publication. Apparently the hand of Fortune decided
which would see the light of print and which not. As a
result, accomplishments of scholars of entire eras and major
regions are almost unknown to us. It is not that their

writings are lost, but rather confined to dusty manuscripts.

Ofeq Institute is a collegium of scholars engaged in
researching and examining the contents of these manuscripts
for their wvalue to Jewish culture in our time, and,
subsequently, in preparing them for publication in critical
edition. This is a labor which requires an unusual
combination of scholarly abilities. To do this work, one must
already be expert in Talmudic studies. One must have mastered
medieval paleography in order to be able +to decipher

manuscripts which are slowly being recovered from oblivion.
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One must have mastered +the skills of producing critical
scientific texts of these manuscripts. In addition, in order
to be able to introduce these works to contemporary students
and to provide them with the apparatus of source notes and
other scholarly aids, the researcher must already be a
finished scholar.

MODE OF OPERATION

At present, Ofeq Institute utilizes the research
facilities of +the Rabbinical College of Telshe, Wickliffe,
Ohio (but it is not connected with it), and maintains a
network of scholars operating in other institutes of higher
learning in the United States and Israel. The Institute is
headed by Rabbi Abraham Shoshana, a well-known scholar, noted
for his work on medieval authorities. His annotated editions
of medieval Hebrew commentators are already classics, some
having appeared in several printings. The people skillful
enough to engage in this highly specialized work are scarce,
and Rabbi Shoshana directs others in this scholarly
enterprise.

The Institute operates in +the following manner: A
manuscript of one of the Rishonim is submitted to an
Institute scholar who spends a great deal of time in the
study of that manuscript and all related material. If he
finds it of importance, this scholar and his assistants
research it thoroughly, and, subsequently, transcribe it,

edit it and prepare it for publication.

POPULAR PROJECTS FOR THE PUBLIC AT LARGE

Finally, Ofeq’s work examining, researching, and
eventually publishing medieval Jewish classics carries with
it another significant benefit: it holds forth the hope of
sensitizing the more broad populace to the wealth of

greatness which is Jewish history in the last millennium. In
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addition to the preparation of scholarly critical editions of
the treasures of the medieval greats, Ofeq is engaged in the
effort to research and present biographical materials as
well. These collections of the "life and times" of the
authors of the texts being published are written with the
intent of providing a thorough-but-still-thumbnail sketch for
the layman. Serving as background material for the texts,
these biographies offer a basis for an appreciation of the
context within which the text was written and the point of
view from which +the author wrote. Like a setting for a
beautiful gem, Ofeq’s biographical work serves as a display
for the brilliance of the classic texts, highlighting that
brilliance and making it more available to +the waiting
public.

SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROJECTS

1) Rabbeinu Meir Halevi Abulafia, or RaMaH (circa 1165-
1244). RaMaH was a leading Talmudist in ©Spain at the
beginning of the thirteenth century, and the initiator of
European polemic over Maimonidean rationalism. He was also an
accomplished poet, a very important Masoretic scholar, and an
influential communal leader. Most of RaMaH’'s works have been
considered lost for centuries, but many of his opinions were
preserved at the very center of the mainstream of Halakah by
R. Jacob b. Asher. Through the latter’s Turim, RaMaH has had

a tremendous impact on the development of Jewish family law

and civil law. )

During the last six years, Rabbi Shoshana has devoted
himself to the exacting task of culling from many diverse
manuscripts a great many portions of his lost works. The
first fruits of this labor has been published in 1984 under

the title Hiddushe HaRaMaH We-Shitot Kadmonim al Massekheth
Gittin. This wvolume was received with much excitement

throughout the world. Professor Bernard Septimus of Harvard
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has this to say about it: "It is a stunning volume that shows
great finesse and very impressive erudition. It is hard to
think of any recent edition of a medieval Hebrew manuscript
that can compare to it in the quality of its editorial work
and annotation.”™ The second volume of this book is ready for

print and will be published in due course.

2) ©Some other of RaMaH’s works discovered by Rabbi
Shoshana are: a) portions of his novellae on Berakoth,
Kiddushin, Yebamoth, and Baba Mezia; b) a fairly large
collection of RaMaH’s responsa, once considered lost; and c¢)
a superior Cambridge manuscript of his famous "Kitab al-
Rasa’il" (correspondence regarding resurrection controversy).
The Institute has started +transcribing and editing these
works.

3) RaMaH’s two other existing great works, his Perate-
Peratim ("the minutest of details"”), on Baba Batra and
Sanhedrin, need to be edited and annotated anew so as to
extract from +them juridical information vital for Jewish

Jurisprudence.

4y R.8. Sirilio fifteenth centur Spain ractate
Eduyoth, a reconstruction of and commentary on Tractate
Eduyoth. This work was known to the great eighteenth-century
bibliographer, Azulai, who praised it profusely. The original
manuscript is possessed by the Leningrad Library in Moscow,
and is not available in the West. However, the Institute has
succeeded in acquiring a copy of it, and, during the last
yvear, the work on this difficult manuscript has been
completed. The publication of this important book will be the
result of an effort on the part of outstanding scholars in
Israel and the United States. With its publication, a new

tractate, as it were, will be added to the Talmud.
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5) Works of +the Rishonim from +the Mediterranean

Countries: R. Perahia (thirteenth century Egypt) on Alfasi
Tractate Sabbath, MS. Bodleian Library, Oxford. This work is

very valuable for its preservation of hitherto unknown Gaonic

and Maimonidean citations; the author was a relative of
Maimonides and a close associate of his son, R. Abraham.

Students of Maimonides will find it very intriguing.

6) R. Zaharia Agmati (twelfth century North Africa),
Sefer Haner, MS. British Museum. A facsimile of +this

manuscript was published by the Museum in a limited edition.
This work, on the +three Babot of Order HNezikin of the
Babylonian Talmud, contains a wealth of Gaonic and first
generation Rabbis’ citations, and it will serve as a
juridical guide to all interested in the field of Jewish

jurisprudence. Another work of Agmati on Order Moed is still

in manuscript. The Institute’s members, with help from

medieval Arabic experts, have begun work on this project.

7) The Institute has Jjust obtained +the monumental
commentary of R. Abraham ©b. David of Posquieres (1120-1188)
on Sifra (Torai Kohanim), which was preserved in several rare
manuscripts. Sifra is an interpretive midrash which
explicates major elements in the biblical book of Leviticus.
This tannaitic work 1is, in many respects, of unusual
importance for many branches of research. Chiefly among them:
the study of Talmud, the study of the Bible, and the study of
religious thought. Over the generations various commentaries
to Sifra were composed. Rabbi Abraham b. David (RaBaD) of
Posquieres was the eafliest commentator to provide us with a
complete comprehensive study of Sifra. This commentary was
first published by I. H. Weiss in Vienna, 1862. This edition

is seriously flawed and has been rendered obsolete by later
scholarship. Rabbi Shoshana, with the aid of a team of

scholars, is now editing the entire commentary based on the
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many manuscripts recently discovered. The book will contain
an introduction, a complete set of textual variants, source
notes, explanatory notes and references. The work is planned

to appear in three over-sized volumes.

LONG TERM PROJECTS

Ofeq Institute is now engaged in gathering and
researching copies of all available manuscripts of Rashi’s
commentary on the Talmud. Our aim 1is to develop a modus
operandi by which to approach the great task of preparing in
a critical edition the entire commentary of Rashi on the
Talmud. It is well known that Rashi’s commentary to the
Talmud is one of the foremost and indispensable compositions
in Jewish literature. The object of +the project 1is to

establish the most accurate version possible of +this

composition.

GOALS

It is the goal of the Institute to establish one
independent center in the United States at which its members
will engage in research and work collectively. A large
library of rare Hebrew books and microfilmed manuscripts will
also be established at this center +to serve 1its members and

other scholars as well.

Ofeq Institute also wishes to establish a smaller branch

in Israel from which work can be coordinated between

American, Israeli, and European scholars who specialize in
the field. &
CONCLUSION

It would be impossible to realize these projects through
individual effort; they require the collective efforts of
associated scholars. Only with the centralization of a
trained and experienced staff, with systemized programs and
appropriate funds, can these magnificent undertakings come to

fruition.





