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nothing on the outside and Jewish in-
side. Now we have Jews on the out-
side and nothing inside.”

This struck me because of the use
of the term “Marranos.” I too used
to use that term—referring to Jews
who retained knowledge of their Jew-
ish origins while pretending to be
Catholic—until one day I met some-
one who told me that his ancestors
had been Jews in the 15th century but
that the generations of his family
since then have been Catholic. He
begged me not to use the expression
“Marrano” saying, “It means pigs
and worse. It’s what the others used
[to say] about families like mine. We
reject it utterly.”

And indeed, although the word
Marrano does not appear in my Por-
tuguese-English dictionary, it is in my
Portuguese-Portuguese  dictionary,
where it is defined as a deprecatory
term for Moors and Jews, ‘“‘perhaps
because they do not eat pork.” The
dictionary also gives the definition:
“Imundo, excomungado,” which
mean “filthy,” “slimy” and “‘excom-
municated” or “damned.” Marrano
also means a young pig, in dialect.

The Spanish dictionary defines
“marrano”: ‘“hog; dirty or unprinci-
pled person.” I think we would be
well advised to forgo the use of the
term ‘“Marranos.”

Arthur J. Morgan
New York, N.Y.

Vegetarianism

I was very pleased to see Susan L.
Fowler’'s comprehensive review of
Peter Singer’s “In Defense of Ani-
mals” in the Summer 1986 issue. It
made me think what a shame it is
that, with Judaism’s powerful teach-
ings on compassion for animals, we

TSA’AR BA’ALEI CHAYIM

Compassion for animals. It’s a basic
principle of Judaism. Unlike humans,
animals can’t help themselves. Ani-
mals in Israel need our help. Show
you care. Join CHAI. P.O. Box 3341,
Alexandria, VA. 22303. (703) 820-
1742.

have become so dependent on non-
Jews for writings and actions related
to animal rights.

Even more distressing is the failure
of the Jewish community to recognize
how meat-centered diets violate basic

Jewish teachings. For example:-

While Judaism emphasizes compas-
sion for animals, they are raised for
food today under cruel conditions, in
crowded cells where they are denied
fresh air, sunlight, exercise and any
emotional stimulation. While Juda-
ism stresses that we be diligent in pre-
serving our health, flesh-centered
diets have been linked to heart dis-
ease, several forms of cancer and
other illnesses.

While Judaism mandates that we
share our bread with hungry people,
over 80 percent of grain grown in the
United States is fed to animals des-
tined for slaughter, as millions die an-
nually due to hunger and its effects.
And while Judaism teaches that ‘“‘the
earth is the Lord’s” and we are part-
ners with God in preserving the world
and seeing that the earth’s resources
are properly used, flesh-centered
diets waste food and other resources
and result in extensive air, land and
water pollution.

It is time that the Jewish commu-
nity faces the moral issues related to
the many negative effects of meat-
centered diets. I would deeply appre-
ciate a response to the following
question: In view of the strong Jewish
mandate to be compassionate to an-
imals, preserve our health, help feed
the hungry, protect the environment
and conserve resources—and the
very negative effects flesh-centered
diets have in each of these areas—
how can Jews justify not becoming
vegetarians?

Richard H. Schwartz
Associate Professor

- The College of Staten Island
Staten Island, New York

Anticlerical

The “civil war” that Lesley Hazelton
ominously predicts [“Jerusalem, Je-
rusalem,” Spring 1986] is actually the
latest skirmish in a protracted battle
that broke out in 18th-century Eu-
rope between traditional religious
elements and often virulently anti-
religious groups of maskilim and sec-
ular nationalists. The war was not
always gentlemanly: vide accounts of

Joseph Perl, the Galician reformer,
setting the state police on Hasidic
prayer groups, or the relentless
anticlerical invective in almost any
Eastern European Jewish newspaper
for decades in the 19th century.

This struggle never took hold in
pluralistic America. It flourished in
prestate Palestine. The more secular
forces were, of course, far better pre-
pared to marshal political and finan-
cial clout in advancing their agenda.
Many in the secular camp saw the old
yishuv as an encrustation of the past
that had no place in their vision of
the new, and fought openly and mer-
cilessly to see to its destruction.

The Orthodox cannot be faulted
for failing to arrange for a collective
lapse of memory concerning what
others have tried to do to them. For
the most part, all they wanted was to
preserve the climate in their neigh-
borhoods that they had enjoyed while
the ancestors of the interlopers were
still rubbing noses with the Poles.

The majority still want only this.
Their suspicion of their non-Ortho-
dox fellow citizens has grown, fed in
part by the tendencies of Israelis to-
ward polarities and intolerance of the
views of others. Elements have been
radicalized. All responsible leaders
have underscored that violence
against people or property is not ac-
ceptable, even as a final resort, and
is indeed contrary to both the spirit

- and letter of Jewish law. A minority

has chosen to ignore those warnings.
I will not in any way try to mitigate
the seriousness of their crimes against
other Jews and against Judaism itself.
I will point out that the callousness
has not been one-sided. I remember
seeing young toughs in their vehicles
trying to bypass police barricades on
a tranquil Shabbat evening, just to
harass the residents of an observant
neighborhood. And decorating bus
shelters in such areas with sexually
provocative advertising is as neigh-
borly a thing to do as organizing an
Amos-and-Andy festival in Harlem.

The American experience has
taught us a few things about how to
radicalize minorities. One proven
way is to deny the validity of their
own cultural experience. Another is
to treat them as an infrahuman spe-
cies. The Orthodox of Jerusalem
have been subjected to both. Against
the very record of history, Mayor
Teddy Kollek has stated that Jeru-
salem owes nothing to the Orthodox,
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Union. The existence of nuclear
weapons has changed the traditional
role of warfare in settling interna-
ti~—1l differences. We cannot afford
tle luxury of “an habitual hatred”
that could result in mutual suicide. By
better understanding the complicated
and changing Soviet reality, by going
beyond standard stereotypes of ‘““The
Enemy,” we can have a more effec-
tive foreign and military policy that
will better serve the American
people. As American citizens it is our
primary responsibility to work within
our democratic system to help our
country best promote its own inter-
ests. Our ability to change other
countries’ policies is quite limited.
Most importantly, we can improve
our chances of stopping and reversing
the arms buildup and averting a nu-
clear war.

We need first of all to confront the
fact of our deep and ingrained fear
and hatred of the Soviet Union. The
idea of the Soviet Union as “The En-
emy” has fundamentally shaped our
role in the world for generations.
American hostility to the Soviet
Union goes back to the Russian Rev-
olution of 1917, but the modern Cold
War began in the late 1940s, when
the alliance that linked the two na-
tions in World War II crumbled. The
Soviet occupation of Eastern Europe
helped to accelerate mutual suspicion
and fear.

One of the most authoritative
statements of United States policy to-
ward the U.S.S.R. was N.S.C.-68, a
document prepared in 1950 by the
National Security Council for Presi-
dent Truman. N.S.C.-68, though of-
ficially secret, set the tone for United
States policy in the years that fol-
lowed. Its spirit is very close to the
spirit of the Reagan Administration.
It regards the Soviet Union as fanat-
ical and expansionist, and sets the
goals of rolling back Soviet power
and ““fostering a fundamental change
in the Soviet system.”

N.S.C.-68, by explicitly stating that
no accommodation could be reached
with the Soviets unless they changed
their system, set the United States on
an inflexible Cold War path. The doc-
ument called for “dynamic steps to
reduce the power and influence of the
Kremlin inside the Soviet Union and
other areas under its control”
through “covert means in the fields
of economic warfare and political and

psychological warfare with a view of
fomenting and supporting unrest and
revolt in selected strategic satellite
countries.”

America’s Cold War policy was

" clearly based on the enemy syn-

drome: The Soviet Union was a ter-
rible, totalitarian state; it could not
change unless forced to by outside
pressure. The only sensible United
States approach to such a regime, it
seemed, was to oppose it by all pos-
sible means.

After Stalin’s death in 1953,
though, came the more flexible re-
gimes of Khrushchev and Brezhnev.
As the United States engaged in arms
control agreements, scientific coop-
eration, trade and other joint projects
with the Soviet Union, the enmity
eased. Some American leaders and
citizens came to believe that the two

full fusion of the workers and peas-
ants of all nations of the world into a
single, worldwide Soviet Republic.’
This goal remains unchanged.” Wein-
berger here has taken the early ideal
of the Russian Revolution (‘““Workers
of the world, unite!”) and treated it
as a contemporary Soviet foreign pol-
icy goal. .

Rigidity of thinking among many
Americans is reflected in the attitude
that the Soviets never really change
their policy or come up with anything
new. In the 1970s, when the Soviets,
in a remarkable policy change, al-
lowed the emigration of large num-
bers of Jews to the West, the main
United States response was to charge
that the change did not go far enough.
In fact, Congress denied ‘‘most-fa-
vored-nation” trading status to the
Soviets on the ground that Soviet em-

While the United States needs to
maintain a strong defense, its response
to the Soviet Union has become far

too militarized.

nations could coexist in peace and
even have beneficial relations.

With the breakdown of détente in
the late 1970s, and especially with the
election of Ronald Reagan in 1980,
American fear of the Soviet Union
intensified again. President Reagan

. and his appointees revived Cold War

imagery, and once again the rollback
and eventual destruction of the Soviet
system became official United States
goals.

Reagan described the Soviet Union
as “the focus of evil in the modern
world,” and he apparently believes
that the Soviets are the cause of all
our international troubles. In 1980 he
said, “Let us not delude ourselves.
The Soviet Union underlies all the
unrest that is going on. If they weren’t
engaged in this game of dominoes,
there wouldn’t be any hot spots in the
world,”

Secretary of Defense Caspar Wein-
berger argues that Soviet foreign pol-
icy remains essentially unchanged
since Lenin. In his fiscal 1987 budget
report to Congress he commented:
“Soviet ambitions are global. Lenin
wrote: ‘We aim at the firm union and

igration policy was still too restric-
tive. The Soviets subsequently
dramatically cut emigration of Jews
— which peaked at over 50,000 in
1979 — to about 1,000 per year.

Similarly, when “The Enemy” en-
gages in a unilateral military conces-
sion, the instinctive response of
American conservatives is to assert
that it must be a trick to lull the
United States into a false sense of
safety. The Reagan Administration’s
dismissal of the long Soviet morato-
rium on nuclear testing is a good ex-
ample. Moreover, the American
media, including movies and televi-
sion, have found it profitable to paint
the Soviets as pure villains, even in
commercials.

American news media also tend to
focus almost exclusively on the neg-
ative aspects of Soviet society. As
Dusko Doder, former Moscow cor-
respondent for The Washington Post,
put it, “Let’s face it. Americans really
aren’t interested in Russia. They
think of Russia as a military power
and not much else. The average guy
just wants to hear how bad it is; that
makes him feel good. It’s the negative
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stories that get the front-page play.”
And as far back as 1920 Walter
Lippmann observed: “In the large,
the news about Russia is a case of
seeing not what was, but what men
wished to see.”

The idea that the Soviets are “The
Enemy” has become part of Ameri-
ca’s political culture, part of our gen-
eral view of the world. Even though
the reasons for hating the Soviets
have changed through the postwar
years, the feeling of enmity never
goes away. During the McCarthy pe-
riod, for example, the major United
States fear was “‘serious espionage,
subversion and sabotage, particularly
by concerted and well-directed Com-
munist activity,” as the N.S.C. said
in 1948. In the 1950s and 1960s, there
were fears of Soviet space triumphs
and military might, and of control of

to protect their security in the ab-
sence of a sense of danger. And every
time we create the impression we and
the Soviets are cooperating and mod-
erating the competition, we diminish
that sense of apprehension.” He is
correct, of course.

Public opinion polls conducted
over the post-World War II period
show that the American people dis-
trust and dislike the Soviet Govern-
ment, and the Soviet people as well.
A New York Times poll last year
showed that Americans saw the So-
viets as hardworking, unpatriotic and
unemotional. One striking finding
showed that 46 percent of those
polled thought that Americans love
their children more than Russians
love theirs. (My own visits to the So-
viet Union have convinced me that
Soviet citizens love their own off-

Recognition that the Soviets are not
responsible for all the world’s hot spots
would produce a less interventionist
approach to the Third World.

anti-Vietnam War and civil rights dis-
senters. Though the reasons may
change, the Soviet Union remains
“The Enemy.”

To be sure, Soviet military power
and the history of Soviet misbehavior
at home and abroad make it neces-
sary for the United States to exercise
vigilance and to maintain a strong
military establishment. But the ex-
cessive American nuclear buildup
and the wasteful military spending of
recent years may be partially driven
by other factors. .

It may be that it is useful to some
important political and economic in-
terests in the United States to keep
enmity toward the Soviets running
high. Big military budgets and de-
fense contractors’ weapons schemes
are certainly easier to sell to the pub-
lic and to Congress when they are
seen as countering a Soviet threat. As
quoted by Newsday, Richard Perle,
Assistant Secretary of Defense for In-
ternational Security Policy and an im-
portant Administration spokesman,
explained the usefulness of the So-
viets-as-Enemy idea in February
1983: “Democracies will not sacrifice

spring every bit as much as we love
ours.)

Recent polls show that a majority
of the American people have ac-
cepted a very pessimistic view of So-
viet-American relations. Depending
on the wording of the question, be-
tween 48 and 72 percent of those
polled think that the Soviets will
cheat on arms control agreements,
though Americans still favor arms
control negotiations by a large mar-
gin. A 1985 Harris survey showed
that 63 percent agreed with the state-
ment: “As long as the Communists
are in control in Moscow, it will be
almost impossible to find ways to ease
the world’s fears of a nuclear war.”
Only 31 percent disagreed.

However, at the same time there
seems to be a yearning for a different
relationship with the Soviet Union.
In late 1983, 96 percent of those
polled said they wanted an easing of
tensions between the United States
and the U.S.S.R.—but only 39 per-
cent thought it would happen in their
lifetime.

Instinctively we know that we
would like a better relationship with

the Soviets, but we are so completely
convinced that they are heartless,
monolithic, aggressive and deceitful
that we don’t see how w- -an achieve
it.

When we consider the possibility
of better American-Soviet relations,
it is worth remembering the history
of our relations with China. Through-
out the 1950s and 60s, ‘“Red China”
was considered an aggressive Com-
munist dictatorship even worse than
the Soviet Union. Indeed, the fear of
China was one of many reasons given
by the Johnson and Nixon Adminis-
trations for the war in Vietnam. But
in the early 1970s relations improved
markedly, despite the Maoist Cul-
tural Revolution. United States ties
with China in the 1980s are marked
by extensive cooperation and little
military tension. If it can happen
once, it can happen again.

The United States and the Soviet
Union do not need to be locked in
eternal enmity. A number of circum-
stances support this belief:

® Our two countries have never
battled each other, and do not have
any reason to wage war with each
other now. We have no territorial dis-
putes and no sharp economic disputes
on trade or investment. There is
nothing either side wants that is
worth going to war over. Some would
argue that the United States and the
U.S.S.R. are natural rivals because
of their size, power and influence,
quite apart from conflicting ideolo-
gies. Rivals we may be, but enemies
we are not.

® The Soviet Union seriously
wants peace and fears war. A 1980 re-
port prepared by the United States In-
ternational Communications Agen-
cy (renamed the United States In-
formation Agency), in summing up a
survey of Soviet attitudes, states:
“Soviets talk about the possibility of
war with visceral emotion. While
clearly they will continue to probe
American strength and resolve, di-
rect confrontation appears to be an
unthinkable thought.” The report
continues, ‘“‘Soviets say that world
peace ultimately depends on the U.S.
and the Soviet Union working to-
gether.” Despite United States un-
willingness to recognize the U.S.S.R.
as a political equal, “Soviets still
speak of the U.S. as a potential, if
erratic, ‘partner’ in resolving the
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problems of world peace,” the report
says.

Visitors to the Soviet Union uni-
fc ly comment on how deeply the
loosvs of World War II affected the
Soviet people, and how the Soviets
seem determined to avoid another
major war. The Soviets now enjoy
peace and relative prosperity; they
don’t want to risk either for foreign
gains.

e The world is not bipolar. After
World War II, the United States and
the Soviet Union emerged as the two
great world powers. With different
political, economic and social sys-
tems, frictions developed. The con-
flict was exacerbated by each side’s
grandiose view of its role in the
world. Each country was convinced
it had the best political, economic and
social system and each set about to
spread it to all corners of the globe.

More recently, both countries have
begun to learn that the world is in
fact more multipolar than bipolar. In-
creasingly, even small nations want
to be free to chart their own course
and not follow in the wake of a su-
perpower. The Soviet Union “lost
China” not to United States imperi-
alism but to a unique brand of
Chinese national Communism. Sim-
ilarly, the United States ‘“lost” Iran
not to Soviet-inspired Marxism, but
to Shiite Moslem fundamentalism.

It is difficult for either the United
States or the U.S.S.R. to admit that
its allies or client-states want to leave
the alliance. It is far easier, psycho-
logically and politically, to blame
“The Enemy” for any defections.

® The United States and the Soviet
Union have cooperated in important
ways, and still do. The alliance of
World War II, the Apollo-Soyuz as-
tronaut program of 1975 and the eco-
nomically useful grain trade are
evidence that our two nations can
work together. Of the 190 agree-
ments that currently link the United
States and the U.S.S.R., the most im-
portant are the arms control agree-
ments, which have imposed some
restraints on nuclear competition and
have thus helped reduce the risk of
nuclear war.

® Both countries are resource-rich.
The Soviet Union is huge; the United
States is also, especially if we remem-
ber that access to Canada, our largest
trading partner, is unlikely to be in-
terrupted. Because of this wealth,
struggles over less developed coun-

tries should not be seen as life-or-
death matters for the superpowers.
With the richest areas, Western Eu-
rope and Japan, stable since World
War II, most Soviet-American strug-
gles have occurred in the Third
World, e.g., Cuba, Vietnam, An-
gola, Afghanistan, the Middle East.
Involvement in these countries drains
resources from the closely allied ma-
jor power, and, certainly in the case
of the Soviets, provides little prospect
of reliable, long-term advantage. The
Soviets have had many ““losses’ in the
Third World (e.g. Indonesia, Egypt,
the Sudan, Somalia, Ghana) and
have been unable to sustain influence
over long periods of time.

® Ideology is playing an ever-de-
creasing role in Soviet foreign policy.
Early American Cold War docu-
ments, such as N.S.C.-68, show that
the Soviet Union seemed especially
frightening because the Soviets and
allied Communist parties around the
world appeared fanatical and hostile
to American values. But the Soviet
Union has gradually become less
ideological and more like a tradi-
tional nation-state. Indeed, it has
come a long way from the days when
one could talk in simple fashion about
a single-minded Soviet drive for
world domination. Soviet foreign pol-
icy today is more accurately de-
scribed in terms of the promotion of
Soviet national interests than in terms
of Marxist-Leninist slogans. Marshall
Shulman, head of the Harriman In-
stitute of Advanced Russian Studies
at Columbia University and former
senior adviser on Soviet affairs to the
State Department, refers to ‘“‘the
pragmatic nation-state responses to
the external environment which have
been dominant in Soviet foreign pol-
icy for many years.”

The normalization process may
well be hastened under Soviet leader
Mikhail Gorbachev, whose main goal
is to reform the economy. In order to
accomplish this, Gorbachev needs
peaceful international conditions,
both to increase access to foreign
technology and to decrease military
expenditures. Gorbachev has under-
taken tentative initiatives to improve
relations with Israel, Japan, China
and other countries. Whether these
initial steps will bear fruit remains to
be seen, but Gorbachev’s willingness
to move away from traditional Soviet
hard-line policies is impressive.

Soviet leaders remain committed
to the idea of the superiority of “so-
cialism” and undoubtedly seek the
expansion of their system around the
world. - Accumulated experiences,
however, have taught them a number
of lessons that have seriously tem-
pered revolutionary enthusiasm. The
Soviet experience with independent
Communist states has been far from
a success story. Even Defense Sec-
retary Weinberger commented in his
1987 budget report, “Geopolitically,
it has been quipped that the Soviet
Union is the only nation to be entirely
surrounded by hostile Communist
countries.” In addition, pressing eco-
nomic problems in the Soviet Union
have made extensive involvements in
Eastern Europe and the Third World
increasingly difficult to sustain.

Consequently, the Soviets have be-
come more pragmatic and realistic in
their relations with Third World
countries. Soviet policy is character-
ized by diversity rather than by a sin-
gle, unified policy toward the Third
World. More emphasis is put on eco-
nomic and trade policies that will
benefit the Soviet Union. At least
some Soviet analysts have evidenced
greater sophistication about Third
World problems and solutions. There
is less optimism about the prospects
for revolution and socialism and
greater recognition that most coun-
tries are firmly embedded in the
Western economic system. Increas-
ingly, the Soviet Union recognizes
that these countries must adapt to this
fact if they are to progress. States
such as Mozambique, Nicaragua and
Cuba have begun to seek Western
economic assistance and even the in-
volvement of Western multinational
corporations; thus the Soviet role can
rarely be judged a primary determi-
nant of events in such countries. In
addition, as turmoil in the Third
World is increasingly characterized
by conflict between Third World na-
tions, there have been fewer causes
such as anticolonialism to unite the
Third World with the Soviet Union
against the West.

The Soviets, for these reasons and
others, have moderated their behav-
ior in the Third World in recent years.
For example, they have generally
been unwilling to take on new, large-
scale burdens such as Nicaragua and
seem to be searching for ways to re-
solve the war in Afghanistan. They
are unwilling to abandon ‘“‘commit-
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past year, Government officials have
held talks on regional issues involving
the Middle East, southern Africa,
Afghanistan, Central America and
the Caribbean and East Asia.

A new United States policy based
on a realistic view of the Soviet Union
rather than on the idea of “The
Enemy” would produce a less tense
Soviet-American relationship, a re-
duced risk of nuclear war and an eas-
ing of the arms competition. The new
policy would be based on the fun-
damental reality that great powers
seek influence in the world. Ameri-
cans should, therefore, no longer be
shocked when the Soviet Union acts
accordingly.

Such a perspective would encour-
age a more clear-sighted pursuit of
United States objectives. We would
understand that Soviet and American
goals may often conflict, but that the
Soviets are not responsible for every
setback to United States interests
such as in Lebanon or in Vietnam.
We would dispense with a double
standard of international behavior
under which what is acceptable for us
is not acceptable for them.

A new, realistic policy would rec-
ognize that the U.S.S.R. is an equal
and legitimate power in the world.
(Equality does not require that we
abandon commitment to our own val-
ues.) The Soviets thought they had
such recognition during détente, and
they resent United States efforts to
deny them legitimacy, such as freez-
ing them out of negotiations on the
Middle East. A new United States
policy would also recognize that the
Soviets have real fears about us de-
spite our proclamation of good inten-
tions.

‘A new United States policy would
combine cooperation and competi-
tion, while recognizing the limits of
both. Our two nations do have dif-
ferent values and interests. For ex-
ample, the Soviets need to go much
further in abandoning their tradi-
tional secretiveness, which has been
a major cause of Western suspicion
of the Soviet Union.

With alarming regularity, incidents
occur in Soviet-American relations
that serve to reinforce mutual differ-

“ences and antagonism. The underly-

ing suspicion among the peoples of
both nations—fanned, on occasion,
to emotional peaks—has continually
limited or destroyed possibilities for

sustained improvement in relations.
Events such as the U-2 affair in 1960,
as well as the previously mentioned
Korean airliner and Daniloff inci-
dents, have played a major role in
blocking progress. Clarification of the
complex and confusing facts of such
matters often takes place long after
the damage has been done.

Our differences cannot be ignored,
but they must not be exaggerated.
The United States and the U.S.S.R.
have many shared interests—in arms
limitation, trade, scientific coopera-
tion and, above all, avoiding nuclear
war. The Soviet nuclear accident at
Chernobyl serves as a powerful re-
minder that environmental coopera-
tion can benefit the world beyond our
two societies. We may also hope that
the evolution of Soviet domestic pol-
icy in a more humane direction will
be facilitated by a relaxation of in-
ternational tensions.

A new United States policy, if re-
ciprocated, would encourage sub-
stantial lessening of military tensions.
The probability of achieving a com-
prehensive nuclear test ban and re-
ductions in nuclear arsenals would
vastly increase if we could seriously
explore what appears now to be a
genuine Soviet commitment to arms
control.

In addition, a reduction in tensions
would allow a change in the nuclear
postures of both states. It would fa-
cilitate adoption of a policy limiting
the role of nuclear weapons to retal-
iation only. It would promote aban-
donment of attempts to try to prepare
to fight and win a nuclear war. A pol-
icy of “no first use” of nuclear weap-
ons, if adopted by both sides, would
reduce the risk that armed conflict in
Europe or elsewhere would escalate
to nuclear holocaust. Pressures to
build—at extraordinary cost—a ‘“‘Star
Wars” shield against the “Evil Em-
pire”” would diminish.

Recognition by American leaders
that the Soviet Union is not respon-
sible for all the hot spots in the world
would also enable us to adopt a less
interventionist approach to change in
the Third World. At present, there is
a strong tendency by the United
States and the U.S.S.R. to choose
sides in any local or civil war, turning
every conflict into an East-West
struggle. The example of the Iran-
Iraq war, however, shows that it is
possible for both powers to exercise
restraint, even in the oil-rich Persian

Gulf.

It will not be easy to shift from the
current policy of hostility to a policy
that combines limited cooperation
and competition. Generations of
enmity are hard to forget.

Americans like to feel that their na-
tion’s role in the world is special, that
we are fighting “to make the world
safe for democracy.” Currently,
many Americans see our country as
the “leader of the Free World”
against the Communist “Evil Em-
pire.” If we drop this image of the
Soviets, then the image of our own
foreign policy as a moral crusade will
suffer, and we may have to accept the
idea that the United States is a great
power, pursuing its own interests as
great powers have throughout his-
tory. It will be difficult to change our
perspective on the Soviet Union, but
the potential payoffs of such realism
make it extremely desirable for the
well-being and security of the United
States. []

Gene R. La Rocque, retired Rear Ad-
miral, United States Navy, is director
of the Center for Defense Informa-
tion, a nonpartisan research organi-
zation based in Washington, D.C.
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and coordinator of research on the
community at Jerusalem’s Ben-Zvi
Institute. “Ethiopian Jews are a clas-
sic example of a community built
around the extended family. Their
tradition is strictly that of mutual sup-
port from within the family. They’re
accustomed to solving problems in
that manner. So for the short run—
meaning as long as they have adjust-
ment problems related to settling
in—it’s reasonable to keep them to-
gether. Anyone could have told the
authorities that scattering the immi-
grants would only exacerbate their
problems. Experts here knew that.
But the authorities weren’t prepared
to listen.” :

Kaplan similarly faults the author-
ities for failing to prepare properly
for the educational needs of the new
immigrants. “The authorities were
very proud of sending several dozen
young people who came with Oper-
ation Moses to preparatory courses
for the universities,” he told me.
“But in almost all instances that
proved to be a total loss.”

He continued: “Then the authori-
ties came running to the experts to
find out what kind of educational
background the Ethiopians had, what
kind of learning experience, exami-
nation traditions and so on. In fact
this information was readily avail-
able, both in terms of studies done in
Ethiopia and with the thousands of
Ethiopians here prior to 1984. Now
they’re getting their act together.
From what I understand, the Ethio-
pians are faring much better now at
the universities. The proper ap-
proaches are being used, and they’re
getting the proper assistance.”

Another problem centered on the
practice of placing large numbers of
Ethiopian children in Youth Aliyah
educational villages. These children
have generally been very well re-
ceived and integrated. But Stephen
Donshik, a United Israel Appeal of-
ficial charged with evaluating the
progress of the Operation Moses im-
migrants, wonders whether the inte-
gration of the Youth Aliyah children
has perhaps been too good.

“The children identified with Is-
raeli culture at a faster rate than did
their parents,” he observed. “The
children returned home once every
three weeks for the weekend, and the
parents and children began experi-
encing some difficulty in communi-
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cating with each other.” Some
children, Donshik added, began to
opt out of their weekends at home.

Nothing new in that, absorption of-
ficials replied; they had seen the fam-
ily-tension phenomenon among new
immigrants from every land. But it
was time the authorities started using
such experience to relieve matters.
Today, Donshik reports, officials
have belatedly begun addressing the
problem seriously.

In addition, Steven Kaplan pointed‘

out that ‘“this community—and I
mean specifically the Ethiopians to
arrive with Operation Moses—was to
a large extent marked by familial
problems. Ever since the [1974] rev-
olution [overthrowing Emperor
Haile Selassie], Ethiopian society in
general has been in flux. Genera-
tional tensions were likely not un-
common among the Jews there. A
great many of them then lost relatives
during the trek to the camps [before]
they departed for Israel. A great
many of them still have relatives
there who, they’re hoping against
hope, may still get out. Perhaps as
many as 40 percent of the families
that made it here are headed today
by one parent.

“This is all a very traumatizing
background,” Kaplan continued. “So
I think we have to be very careful
about blaming the Israeli educational
services for disrupting family life. We
have to consider the degree of family
problems the Ethiopians brought
with them.”

Conflicts also developed over the
character of education provided to
the Ethiopians. Secularist Israelis
charged that almost all of the Ethi-
opians were being directed to the
religious school system. (Israel
maintains separate religious and sec-
ular educational streams.) Critics
claimed that the yeshivot, which in
recent years have been aggressively
recruiting new students, were slap-
ping skullcaps on youngsters’ heads
and preparing them for an essentially
European style of Jewish life and
study completely foreign to their own
traditions, The kibbutz movements,
which were slow to respond to the
influx of Ethiopians, complained that
the political-religious establishment
was laying exclusive claim to this lat-
est wave of immigrants in order to
strengthen its own camp.

The Ethiopians themselves take a
different view. One of the most

thoughtful spokespersons for the
community whom I met is a 39-year-
old activist and writer; because of
concerns for relatives still in Ethio-
pia, he prefers not to have his name
published. “Avraham” had firm
views on the matter of religious ed-
ucation in Israel for Ethiopians.

“On the one hand,” he said, “you
must bear in mind that the Ethiopians
are a deeply religious community. It’s
our religion, after all, that gave us our
identity and preserved us throughout
the generations. No Ethiopian would
light a fire or ride on the Sabbath—
we still find it hard to understand that
Jews do that here. At the same time,
we recognize that we've been cut off
from the mainstream of Judaism.
And believe me, we’re eager to rejoin
it, pleased beyond words to have the
opportunity to do so.

“I'll go further,” Avraham said.
“We are a people who cherish our
traditions. But I think we’re even
willing to forgo some of our Jewish
traditions, if necessary, and to adopt
ones that are new to us. Because we
recognize it’s a new reality for us
now. And if it’s a choice between our
children receiving a secular Israeli ed-
ucation or a religious education—it’s
no choice. Non-Jewish practices are
what would alienate our children
from their parents, nothing else. I'm
not inclined toward yeshiva study my-
self, but I think it’s excellent that
many of our people are increasing
their Jewish knowledge that way.”

Avraham does not wear a skullcap,
but he observes the Sabbath and the
laws of kashrut at home and sends his
children to a state religious school. In

. short, he is a happy example of the

typically tradition-minded if not
overly observant Israeli. Because of
the volatile questions that have been
raised about the authenticity of the
Jewish Ethiopians, however, not all
of Avraham’s fellow Ethiopians have
found such a comfortable Jewish
identity in the Jewish state.

Are the Ethiopian immigrants
Jews? This is the question that has
most troubled their absorption; this
is the obstacle that, with the excep-
tion of a tiny number of Karaites and
some Indian Jews, no group of im-
migrants has ever had to face before.

“You can’t imagine the shock this
was to us,” an otherwise mild-tem-
pered Avraham said with sudden pas-
sion. “Here we were, a people
dreaming of returning to Zion for
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centuries—and keeping the faith all
that time. And no sooner do we ar-
rive than we are told our Jewishness
is in doubt, that we have to undergo
a conversion ceremony. It is too
incredible.”

David Masha’s eyes instantly filled
with tears at the mention of the sub-
ject. “I know we were cut off from
other Jews. I know we didn’t have
the Talmud. But to say that we aren’t
of the Jewish people? I cannot un-
derstand this thing. No, I know in my
heart it is not because we are black.
We are made welcome here. But I
cannot understand the rabbis.”

Masha may be forgiven his confu-
sion. One chief rabbi ruled that the
Ethiopians were unquestionably
Jews, while another later insisted on
token conversion by immersion in a
mikveh “‘to confirm their reentry into
the Jewish mainstream.” Here a mu-
nicipal rabbinical council permits the
Ethiopians’ kes, or priest, to perform
a marriage ceremony, and in another
locale the authorities insist that only
a state-sanctioned rabbi may so offi-
ciate. The Interior Ministry will issue
identity cards to new Ethiopian im-
migrants that state they are Jews but
the same ministry later may not issue
them marriage or birth certificates.
The Israel Defense Forces may raise
no question about an Ethiopian im-
migrant qualifying for the draft. But
the Lubavitcher Hasidim may have to
be taken to court before that immi-
grant’s child is accepted at a Luba-
vitcher kindergarten.

“I am outraged by all of this,” said
Rahamim David, an Ethiopian car-
penter and community worker from
Safad who also serves as a sergeant
in the army reserves. “The issue
didn’t come up when I made aliyah
10 years ago. It seems we were all
Jewish then. No, it was only after the
big numbers appeared with Opera-
tion Moses. Suddenly the Ethiopian
Jews weren’t Jewish enough. Did the
Israelis suddenly find they had too
many Ethiopians on their hands?
Can’t they make up their minds if
we're Jews or not? Well, it sounds
like the rabbis have a problem. The
damage this charge has done to us I
can’t explain to you. It has split the
community very, very badly.”

Ethiopians who shared Rahamim
David’s outrage decided to make the
issue everyone’s problem. In the
summer of 1985 they held a sit-down
strike for several weeks outside the

offices of the Chief Rabbinate in
Jerusalem. Scores of immigrants es-
tablished an encampment on the side-
walks and vowed not to move until
the rabbis dropped what the Ethio-
pians called the “demeaning and in-
sulting demand” that they undergo
the token conversion ceremony.

The strike gained a lot of publicity
and left few if any happy. Ethiopians
such as Rabbi Yosef Hadana, who
advocated following the rabbinate’s
dictates to assure the community’s in-
clusion within normative Judaism,
were particularly unhappy that the
pickets had acted without consulting
the community’s kesim, the very
priests whom they were ostensibly
defending against state rabbinical
authority. “The strike,” Hadana told
me, “was an uprising by the young
against the elders—something that
was unthinkable in days gone by. I
grieve for the character of our peo-
ple. This has been very damaging.”

Adiso Masala, one of the strike
leaders, maintained that if any splits
were created among the Ethiopians,
the fault lay with Israel’s Chief Rab-

binate. “They are the ones who insist
on deciding who is Jewish and who
isn’t,” he said. “Rabbi Eli Ben-De-
han, who is an assistant to the Chief
Sephardic Rabbi, says that among the
Operation Moses immigrants are
hundreds of Christians. He has no ba-
sis for this. And in any case, no one
is in a better position to decide who
is Jewish than our own leaders.

“I’ll tell you something further,”
Masala continued. “The rabbinate
really resented the support we got in
the demonstration from American
Reform and Conservative Jews. Is-
rael’s Orthodox rabbis don’t want
anybody challenging their authority.
They’re afraid that if they accept the
Ethiopians as Jews without their
‘conversion’ process, they’ll be pres-
sured to accept Reform and Conser-
vative conversions. And they’re not
about to do that. The whole thing is
power and politics.”

Some did feel that representatives
of Israel’s unrecognized Reform and
Conservative movements, as well as
members of civil rights organizations,
were out on the streets with the strik-
ers at least partly because they wel-
come any opportunity to challenge
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_rant youngsters learn Hebrew
and “become Israeli” much faster
than their elders. Housing for the
F+hjopians even in the dustiest little
.. elopment town is infinitely better
than in the tent cities of the early

1950s and, as the newcomers are"

quick to say, beyond the dreams of
anything they left behind in Ethiopia.

The Ethiopians as a whole are in
better shape physically than some
earlier groups of immigrants. Medi-
cal professionals, who had braced
themselves for vast numbers of Ethi-
opians suffering from malnutrition
and exotic tropical diseases, were
pleased to find these fears unfounded
(bearing in mind that an estimated
3,000 Jews, presumably the most de-
bilitated, died in Ethiopia in the years
prior to Operation Moses).

In addition, the goodwill that
greeted the Ethiopians from the Is-
raeli public should not be under-
estimated as a factor in their
absorption. Israelis were no less
uplifted by the rescue operation than
were American Jews. Beneath the
burden of everyday problems, many
ordinary Israelis—who were immi-
grants themselves or are the children
of immigrants—maintain respect for
the concept of aliyah as the raison
d’étre of the state.

Commenting on what he called the
“wonderful open arms of the Is-
raelis,” Yona A’abbo, a new Ethio-
pian immigrant, told me at the
Mevasseret Zion absorption center:
“Israelis appreciated that we were in
a life-and-death situation. They also
knew we were longing to come to Is-
rael and only to Israel. They knew
that no matter what, we wouldn’t be
heard talking with nostalgia about the
old country [as] I'm told even Russian
immigrants sometimes do.”

Miriam Gool Cohen said, I was
impressed at how quickly Israelis
learned to drop the term ‘Falasha’ [an
Ethiopian word that means ‘out-
sider’]. We never hear that now, and
I think that shows Israeli sensitivity.”

To be sure, Israclis were ready to

shake their heads at the Ethiopians’-

“primitiveness.” But they had held
the same attitude toward the waves
of immigrants from Morocco,
Yemen, Kurdistan and Soviet Geor-
gia. Some ethnic joking greets every
group of immigrants, but the barbs
fade as the newcomers learn the lan-
guage, joi~ ‘he society, serve in the
army and .uffer the tax burden like

everyone else. In any event, jokes
about primitiveness are just as often
self-directed, as Israelis are well
aware that in many respects they have
yet to catch up with the West.

Steven Kaplan said, “If an Ethio-
pian has never seen a refrigerator be-
fore, how long does it take him to
figure out what it’s for or how to use
it? About one minute. So perhaps he
doesn’t understand the physics of re-
frigeration. Do 1? Do you? Plenty of
people don’t know how the internal-
combustion engine works. But they
drive cars.”

Israelis are also much less prone to
color prejudice than, say, Americans.
With their own population originat-
ing in over 80 countries, Israelis have
no illusions about what a Jew ideally
should look like. Dark skin indeed is
often considered exotically attrac-
tive. The public idolizes the numer-
ous black Americans playing on
Israeli basketball teams, and blacks
frequently appear as models in ad-
vertisements.

This is not to suggest that Israelis
are free of prejudice. They have

plenty—but on the whole they direct
it toward Arabs. In the face of the
overwhelming numbers of Arabs
surrounding them, Israelis are grate-
ful for any Jews who join their
population.

With the nettlesome conversion is-
sue now being quietly worked out, it
seems that the worst is over for the
absorption of the Ethiopians. Many
older Ethiopians are still sustained by
subsidies, but the job market for all
Israelis is difficult at the moment.
Meanwhile, the younger generation
is showing signs of healthy adjust-
ment. One 12-year-old Ethiopian is
already a rising tennis star. Other
young people are increasingly mak-
ing their way in the army and at the
universities. Above all, every Ethio-
pian Jew is quick to express how
grateful he or she is to be a part of
the nation. []

Matthew Nesvisky, an editor and fea-
ture writer at The Jerusalem Post, is
a regular contributor to Present
Tense.
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By Larry Cohler

Taking Sides

“We're becoming too much of a
one-issue community.”

esse Helms inspires an antip-

athy that is unique in the Jew-

ish community; it transcends

the Senator’s history of votes

against Israel and is unlikely

to be dissipated by hints of
change on that issue. Helms’s shrill
advocacy of prayer in the public
schools, his continuing efforts to nar-
row the reach of the Civil Rights Act
and his warm embrace of such figures
as ex-Philippine President Ferdinand
Marcos, President Augusto Pinochet
of Chile and the ultrarightist politi-
cian Roberto D’ Aubuisson of El Sal-
vador (who was denied a visa by the
State Department because of his sus-
pected links to death squads)—these
and other positions instinctively
strike many Jews as a menace to their
essential interests and as an affront
to their deepest values.

It was thus only natural that Jews
and Jewish political action commit-
tees, or PACs, contributed heavily to
Helms’s opponent, ex-Governor
James Hunt, during the 1984 Senate
_race in North Carolina—the most ex-
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pensive Senate race in United States
history.

To some Jews, therefore, it seemed
anything but natural when two pro-
Israeli PACs made contributions to
retire Helms’s huge campaign debt—
a debt those PACs themselves had
helped stoke through earlier contri-
butions to Helms’s opponent. In ad-
dition, it was surprising that the
National Jewish Coalition—a Jewish
Republican group—had cosponsored
a dinner at which Helms was the fea-
tured speaker. On the podium last
January, Helms expounded on his
just-completed first trip to Israel and
claimed a newfound affection for the
state.

The contributions by the pro-Is-
raeli PACs to Helms were modest:
$1,000 from the Hudson Valley Po-
litical Action Committee, based near
New York City and one of the larg-
est of the regional PACs, and $250
from Garden PAC, a New York
City-based  Sephardic-community
enterprise.

Few Jews,however,accept Helms’s

“conversion” as being very deep or
sincere. For  even if Helms were
someday to come through with a vote
favorable to Israel, many question
whether this would justify helping
him in view of everything else that he
stands for.

As donations to few other political
figures could, the PAC donations to
Helms highlight for many a growing
debate within the Jewish community:
After Israel, what? And how nar-
rowly or broadly shall American Jew-
ish interests be defined?

Decades ago, Jewish identity by
virtue of religious commitment gave
way to a predominantly social and
philanthropic identification as ex-
pressed through such organizations as
the American Jewish Committee, the
Anti-Defamation League of B’nai
B’rith (A.D.L.) and the various Jew-
ish federations. Now, though the
trends are far from clear, another his-
torical shift may be occurring as these
modes of Jewishness, particularly
among the young, give way to Jewish
identity through political identifica-
tion with Israel from afar. This is the
trend advocates such as Marc Talis-
man, chief lobbyist for the Council of
Jewish Federations, allude to when
they talk of “lack of undefstanding”
among Jews of the still predomi-
nantly philanthropic Jewish com-
munal effort.

In this new era, the PACs and the
American Israel Public Affairs Com-
mittee (A.I.P.A.C.), which lobbies
for United States support of Israel,
are the only institutional sectors of
the community showing dynamic
growth. Since 1981, A.LLP.A.C.’s
membership has leaped from 8,000 to
more than 41,000. Pro-Israeli PACs
gave out more than $3.6 million to
various candidates in the 1982-84
election cycle, up from $1.9 million
in the 1980-82 cycle, according to the
Wall Street Journal. And they are ex-
pected to far exceed that in the
1984-86 cycle.

Meanwhile, membership within
some traditional Jewish- American or-
ganizations has been stagnating or
declining in recent years. And while
no hard national data are available
on federations, a study of the New
York Federation of Jewish Philan-
thropies this year by Penn & Schoen,
a consulting firm, showed a declining
base of contributors.

In the view of Professor Michael
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Malbin, a PAC analyst at the Amer-
ican Enterprise Institute, the Jewish
PACs provide a “sexy” outlet for
I ish giving, independent of the
lasge Jewish bureaucracies. The po-
litical involvement they promise can
attract Jews no longer drawn to syn-
agogue or philanthropic affiliation.

As the leader of one large PAC
told me, ‘“Ten years ago, a politician
who wanted to connect with the Jew-
ish community would go to A.D.L.
But today? A.D.L. can’t give ’em a
dime; they come to us.”

Many dissent from this verdict, of
course. Nathan Perlmutter, national
director of the A.D.L., denounced
that remark as “crass and vulgar
boastfulness.” He denied that poli-
‘ticians were consulting his group less
these days.

At the same time, the performance
of the so-called single-issue PACs has
become controversial. An article by
Robert Kuttner in The New Republic
last May was a glaring case in point,
as it warned of the practical conse-
quences of single-issue politics in the
1986 Senate elections: With 18 in-
cumbents running for reelection and
only 9 Democrats, pro-Isracli PAC
money, weighted heavily toward
friendly incumbents, favors Repub-
licans this election cycle. '

But like all PACs, pro-Israeli ones
maintain credibility with politicians
good on their issue by remembering
them at election time. Abandoning
them for the first challenger that
comes along who looks good on Is-
rael—and perhaps better on some
other issues Jews care about as well—
would hurt the PACs’ ability to at-
tract needed votes from across the
political spectrum for the fights that
will inevitably occur in Congress over

" matters crucial to Israel’s security.

The pro-Israeli PACs assert that
the perceived tilt during this cam-
paign toward conservative Republi-
cans hostile to historical Jewish social
concerns is as imperative as it is un-
intentional: Most senators today are
supportive of Israel and most of those
running for reelection this time
around are Republicans. So Jewish
PAC money in the Senate this cycle
has favored Republican incumbents.
In 1988, when most of those up for
reelection will be supportive Demo-
crats, it will be their turn to benefit

from the bias toward friendly incum- -

bents, the pro-Isracli PAC people
predict.

In an interview, Kenneth Bialkin,
immediate past president of the Con-
ference of Presidents of Major Amer-
ican Jewish Organizations, supported
PACs against their critics. But inter-
estingly, he rejected protestations by
those PACs of unbiased single-issue
focus as an explanation for their Re-
publican tilt.

In a response to Kuttner’s article,
which The New Republic’s editors
chose not to publish, Bialkin declared
that “Jewish political interests are ex-
panding, not contracting.” But by
this, he meant “expanding ideologi-
cally,” not in terms of the range of
Jewish concerns. A shift to the right
among some Jews, claimed Bialkin,
is moving them to financially back
conservative Republicans on their
overall merits, not merely because of
their good record on the single issue
of Israel.

- support for Israel, his moderate lib-

eralism (he is against United States
support for the Nicaraguan rebels
known as contras and was one of a
number of Governors who opposed
sending their National Guard units to
Honduras) and his distance from the
Christian fundamentalists Hawkins
ardently courts. But Hawkins told the
Jewish World, “If I had a 100 percent
report card on Israel issues when 1
wasn’t committed to that prior to
being elected, it seems to me I'd be
rewarded by the Jewish vote [despite
being] for a ‘moment of silence’ in
schools. . . . That’s the kind of sen-
ator you need. A ‘moment of silence’
is a good trade-off.”

Though many Jews are supporting
Graham with individual contribu-
tions, most pro-Israeli PACs, follow-
ing their pro-incumbent instincts, are
backing Hawkins.

Says Senator Rudy Boschwitz, “Among
members of Congress, there’s a certain
expectation [Jews are] going to focus on

Israel.”

Jews no longer ‘“Pavlovianly re-
spond to liberal dogma,” wrote
Bialkin, but “more than ever before
in our history assumptions and com-
mitments are being evaluated and re-
evaluated and a healthy diversity has
developed in the community.”

Certainly, on the receiving end of
the lobbying process, conservative
politicians underline the value of the
single-issue approach.

“Among members of Congress,
there’s a certain expectation [Jews
are] going to focus on Israel,” said
Senator Rudy Boschwitz, Republican
of Minnesota, approvingly in an in-
terview.

In Florida, conservative Republi-
can Senator Paula Hawkins told the
Palm Beach Jewish World last June
that the first item on the Jewish
agenda must be Israel and that the
Jewish community must shorten its
“laundry list.”

Hawkins, who is staunchly pro-Is-
raeli, is in a tough race for reelection
against Democratic Governor Bob
Graham. Many Jews are more com-
fortable with Graham’s own longtime

This is precisely the approach that
single-issue advocates favor as a so-
lution for Jews who wish to support
a range of views. Said a conservative
Jewish leader with long political ex-
perience: “A politician doesn’t want
to read a 20-page questionnaire; he
wants to know what you want. You
can’t come in with a different thing
every day; so there is a practical ne-
cessity to focus on one, or very few,
issues. So if a Jew feels a need to say
something about abortion, fine—he
should give money to a pro-choice
PAC.”

Dr. Mendell Ganchrow, president
of the Hudson Valley PAC, earnestly
recommended individual contribu-
tions as a suitable compromise for
Jews who feel torn by split political
loyalties.

On the other side of the debate
over whether Jews should adopt a
multi-issue or single-issue approach,
many are deeply disturbed by what
they see as the bifurcation of a Jewish
ethnic identity unique in its insistence
on the indissoluble link between in-
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terests and values. They deplore the
whittling down of the Jewish lobbying
agenda.

Hyman Bookbinder, the former
longtime Washington lobbyist for the
American Jewish Committee, led the
charge in this debate, in which he is
still participating.

“The fact is, on aid to Israel we’ve
done so well, what is the difference
between 84 percent and 85 percent?”
he asks. “Do we really have to dirty
ourselves to support Helms?”

Bookbinder is quick to stress that
he recognizes the value of single-issue
PACs in promoting United States
support of Israel and says he supports
them fully. But, he suggests, there
are limits to the single-issue approach
that, if crossed, could eventually even
hurt Israel.

“If we get a reputation as having

reiterating the message he had given
at the meeting. “‘In our relations with
Congress, if a politician is O.K. on
Israel, we don’t care what they do
about prayer in the public schools,
the [United Nations) genocide treaty,
even Soviet Jewry. Israel becomes
the only issue.

“I don’t yield to anyone in my
stand for Israel. But still, I'm pretty
much upset with the fact we appear
to care about only one issue.”

The Jewish communal leaders at
the meeting universally rejected
Metzenbaum’s contention of shrink-
ing Jewish concern, according to sev-
eral who were there. But according
to Henry Seigman, executive vice
president of the American Jewish
Congress, “They conceded there is a
problem in the shaping of this per-
ception. And in this, PACs are key

Says Senator Howard Metzenbaum, “If
a politician is O.K. on Israel, we don’t
care what they do about prayer in the

public schools. . . .”

made a deal with the devil,” he says,
“then how long before we have a rep-
utation as a group that will do any-
thing for a vote? . . . Sure, if we can
have another vote for Israel, that’s
fine, but without having to give up
our stands on separation of church
and state, domestic justice and other
long-held community positions.
Don’t forget the great bulk of the pro-
Israel votes over the last 20 years
[came] from Democrats, and it would
be dangerous if we took them for
granted.”

Some Democratic legislators active
in the Jewish community feel the
same way. At a private meeting be-
tween Jewish communal leaders and
Jewish Senators last spring, they ex-
pressed their concern. Democratic
Senators Howard Metzenbaum of
Ohio, Frank Lautenberg of New Jer-
sey and Carl Levin of Michigan told
their coreligionists that in Congress
today the perception is growing that
Jews care for little other than Israel
and Soviet Jews.

“We’re becoming too much of a
one-issue community,” said Metzen-
baum during an interview later,
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because they give money for just one
issue.”

Whatever else Jews might do or say
about the homeless, the arms race or
other concerns, the PACs do not fi-
nancially target candidates for defeat
or back them toward victory because
of their stands on anything other than
Israel. And pitched Congressional
battles over arms sales to Arab coun-
tries may make lobbying for Israel
more visible than other activities,
said Marc Talisman, chief lobbyist for
the Council of Jewish Federations,
which is concerned with a range of
domestic social problems. But the fu-
ture of the much broader Jewish
agenda, he said, depends on “‘helping
people understand that this [social]
aspect is vital to Jewish survival.”

This struggle over perception—not
just that of non-Jews but of Jews as

well—suffers a grievous blow when .

Jewish leaders step before a Jewish
audience to say, as Rabbi Shlomo
Riskin did two years ago (as reported
in Moment, January/February 1984),
“I don’t say it with pride, I don’t say
it with joy, I don’t say it with hap-
piness, [but] if you’re fighting for fun-

damental survival, there’s very little
emotional energy left for anything
else.”

Riskin, then spiritual leader of
Manhattan’s modern Orthodox Lin-
coln Square Synagogue and famed for
drawing in young Jews alienated from
the community, told his followers, “If
I am a Jew living in a foreign host
country, I don’t have that much re-
sponsibility. The truth is, I can walk
down Broadway, and I can see a bag
lady, and I can see a drunk, and it’s
not correct. But it’s normal and hu-
man, and I’'m not justifying it, but I
can say to myself, ‘It’s not my bag
lady, it’s not my drunk.” And to a
certain extent, I can evade responsi-
bility for those people.”

By contrast, said Riskin, in Israel,
by virtue of its Jewishness, those
same kinds of people do become “my
problem.”

Riskin has since emigrated to Is-
rael. But in the residential facility for
homeless men set up by the Francis-
can fathers in New York, the 20 per-
cent who are Jewish may sometimes
wonder why Catholic priests rather
than rabbis such as Riskin attend to
their needs.

The justification for Jewish in-
volvement in such issues, however,
goes beyond this to the heart of Ris-
kin’s central concern for Israel. Said
Orthodox Rabbi Walter Wurzburger,
a former president of the Synagogue
Council of America: “Even on prag-
matic grounds, if Jews are perceived
as being only interested in Israel, they
will be seen as simply another pres-
sure group. There will be no need to
take them seriously. But if I say a
specific U.S. stand on Israel is dam-
aging to American interests, and 'm
known to have a track record of being
deeply involved—as a Jew—in a wide
range of American issues, my con-
cern for American interests can’t be
dismissed as mere rhetoric.”

As Henry Seigman noted, because
of their high visibility, the pro-Israeli
PAC:s are crucial in fostering percep-
tions of the Jewish community. Wurz-
burger goes further, warning that
such perceptions could affect the
PACs’ own ability to succeed.

The most potent argument in favor
of a multi-issue approach involves the
identity of Jews as concerned with
moral and ethical issues. Jews, by the
unique nature of their identity, are a
group peculiarly charged with the
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task of advocating both their interests
and their values. As the Greeks do
whenever Congress considers arms
sales to Turkey, Jews rightfully mo-
bilize in defense of their interests
when Congress considers dangerous
arms sales to Arab states. But who
knows what the Greek-American
stand is on the homeless, or the arms
race, or the conflict in Central Amer-
ica? Who even thinks to ask?

Here, in a manner more analogous
to the American Catholic Bishops
or—though with more theological hu-
mility—fundamentalist groups such
as the Moral Majority, Jews have
been impelled to speak out on a wide
range of issues not restricted to their
own interests.

Just where do Jews stand today on
the great issues of poverty ar.d racism
at home, and war and peace abroad?
As Jews, do they even care about
these issues unrelated to Israel and
Soviet Jewry, and should they? How
do they express their convictions on
these concerns—as Jews—if in fact
they do? )

The most recent extensive survey
of Jewish political attitudes lends lit-
tle credence to assertions of a swing
to the right within the American body
politic, as implied by Xenneth
Bialkin.

According to the 1984 survey of
American Jews by the American Jew-
ish Committee, Jews, along with the
rest of the country, have moved
somewhat to the right. This finding
was recently supported by a Wash-
ington Post/ABC News analysis of
five surveys of ethnic minorities. But
the center of the Jewish political spec-
trum remains significantly left of the
national center, with self-defined lib-
erals outnumbering conservatives by
more than three to two in the Jewish
community. '

The A.J.C survey indicates that
Jews remain markedly dovish and
sympathetic to détente in relations
with the Soviet Union, supportive of
Government welfare programs—
though highly critical of their effi-
cacy—and overwhelmingly in favor
of homosexual rights and Govemn-
ment aid to poor women wanting
abortions, among other key issues.
Most support affirmative action, in-
cluding special minority-recruitment
efforts, but not quotas. And Jewish
Democrats outnumber Jewish Re-
publicans by more than four to one.

But when the study assesses the po-

litical profile of those most heavily
involved in Jewish social and reli-
gious life, another picture comes into
view: While Jews may be somewhat
disproportionately liberal, on most
issues the more liberal are less in-
volved in Jewish life. Those more in-
volved indicate a markedly more
conservative outlook.

To some extent, then, many of
those heir to historically liberal Jew-
ish social concerns on issues such as
the homeless and the nuclear arms
race may now exercise whatever ac-
tivism they devote to these issues not
as Jews, but simply as Americans.
And, at least when it comes to polit-
ical lobbying, there are voices in the
community calling for more to do so.

In fact, in terms of sheer effort,
most Jewish communal energy goes
into unglamorous ministry to the
poor, the sick, the unemployed and
others in need. Merely by virtue of
the vast national network of social
agencies affiliated with local Jewish
federations, the bulk of Jewish en-
deavor serves Jews and non-Jews,
however fitfully, in the historic tra-
dition of Jewish values.

Other projects, such as the recently
formed American Jewish World Ser-
vice, enlist American Jewish support
to aid development in the Third
World, where one billion people face
extreme malnutrition.

And at the local level, many Jewish
community relations councils as well
as national Jewish organizations are
engaged in productive coalitions with
other minority groups.

Jews do not shrink from political
lobbying on behalf of these values.
But, as Marc Talisman admitted, for
the vast majority of Jews not directly
involved in these efforts, “‘translating
this is a problem, because a lot of
people have decided the best way
they can be involved is Israel.”

“Most of these ‘Jewish values’ are
also secular, assimiliated American
values,” said one Washington insider
familiar with the thinking at
ALP.A.C. “You don’t need a Jew-
ish pro—environmental group, a Jew-
ish pro-affirmative action group. . . .
Jews have different positions on
everything under the sun, though
most are probably liberal. But there
is no need to act as liberals as Jews.”

“If you’re a committed Jew, almost
everything you do, you do on some
level as a Jew,” explained M.J. Ros-
enberg, who has recently taken on
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the retiring Hyman Bookbinder’s
post as Washington representative of
the American Jewish Committee.
Rosenberg worked as editor of
A.L.P.A.C.’s Near East Report be-
fore taking his present post and has
no problem with single-issue, pro-Is-
raeli politics. But, he added, “Many
Jews can’t split themselves down the
middle and say, ‘I do this as an Amer-
ican and this as a Jew.’

“For many, Jewishness is so in-
grained in their American outlook,
it’s like saying ‘I do this as a man and
this as a human.” ”

Asked about the charge that a
multi-issue approach is doomed to in-
effectiveness, Rosenberg replied,
“How come Common Cause is so ef-
fective? It’s one of the most effective
lobbies in Washington. Then there is
the women’s lobby, and others, push-
ing 20-some bills at once—effec-
tively.”
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Talisman, who earlier worked as a
staff aide on Capitol Hill for 15 years,
said, “We can chew gum and walk at
the same time. . . . It starts from our
own Torah and our rabbis’ injunction
to make our Jewishness live. If we
“shtetlize” ourselves ideologically,
we’ll have done what our enemies ac-
cuse us of.”

These multi-issue advocates read-
ily accept that Israel, followed by So-
viet Jewry and—to a slightly lesser
degree—separation of church and
state, are the only issues on which a
genuine Jewish consensus exists, and
as such they merit clear priority. But
in contrast to the more militant
single-issue proponents—strategists
such as former Reagan White House
aide and Jewish community liaison
Marshall Breger—they are ready to
let a hundred Jewish lobbying flowers
bloom on issues where Jewish values
are engaged but no consensus exists.

“I don’t think there’s a compelling
need to present the Jewish commu-
nity as monolithic on all these issues
or to worry about Jews arguing dif-
ferent sides on them,” said Henry

Seigman.

Nathan Perlmutter expressed the
suspicion that calls for multi-issue ad-
vocacy represent merely a euphemis-
tic appeal for reinstituting a liberal
Jewish “orthodoxy.” But he too wel-
comed specifically Jewish advocacy
on a wide range of issues other than
Israel, saying, “I don’t think Jews for
a nuclear freeze are any less Jewish;
I may think they’re mistaken, but not
un-Jewish.”

Indeed, a number of broad-agenda
conservative Jewish groups have
sprung up, such as Americans for a
Safe Israel, which, despite its name,
lobbies actively in favor of such issues
as funding the contras in Nicaragua
and the President’s Strategic Defense
Initiative, popularly called Star
Wars.

“It cuts both ways,” said Senator
Metzenbaum.

Of late, a new national movement
of multi-issue PACs has arisen among
liberal Jews who are determined to
back pro-Israeli candidates whom
they can support on other issues as
well. By moving directly into the

-Star Children

By Clara Asscher-Pinkhof

Translated by Terese Edelstein and Inez Smidt
Foreword by Harry James Cargas

Poignant vignettes of children responding to the trials of the
Holocaust. With remarkable restraint, the stories capture the
innocence of their responses and, at the same time, give

human faces to the countless numbers who did not survive.
224 pages
ISBN 1845

$17.50

The Testing of Hanna Senesh

By Ruth Whitman
With a Historical Background
by Livia Rothkirchen

Lyrical poems and prose passage recreate the last nine
months of Hanna Senesh, executed at twenty-three for
her efforts to liberate Hungary and save its large
Jewish population from the Nazis.

116 pages
ISBN 1853 cloth, $15.00
ISBN 1854 paper, $ 7.50
Order from WAYNE STATE UNIVERSITY PRESS
Leonard N. Simons Building
5959 Woodward Avenue
Detroit, Michigan 48202 Waryna Sk Uriversity

(313) 577-4604

24

PAC game, rather than by merely
lobbying, these Jews are running di-
rectly against the conventional wis-
dom that multi-issue giving fatally
dilutes political impact. They are also
prepared to buck the pro-incumbent
rule and abandon a pro-Israeli right-
winger when a pro-Israeli challenger
with good liberal credentials comes
along.

How successful they can be re-
mains to be seen. It is clear Israel
needs bipartisan votes from across
the political spectrum, as without
them there would be no hope of cred-
ibly threatening to override a Presi-
dential veto when the Administration
proposes Arab arms sales. In last
summer’s veto-override vote on arms
to Saudi Arabia, the President man-
aged to sustain his veto of a Senate
resolution blocking the sale by one
vote in the Senate. (Helms supported
the President.)

Still, by providing an avenue for
principled reinvolvement for those
Jews affronted by single-issue nar-
rowness, the liberal PACs could
prove a valuable innovation. Without
such attempts at reshaping what is
currently the most visible Jewish
communal activity, distorted percep-
tions of the community by Jews and
non-Jews alike could ultimately re-
shape the reality.

In many ways, the “single-issue”
controversy is merely the latest man-
ifestation of the debate between Jew-
ish parochialism and Jewish uni-
versalism. The success of the single-
issue approach may seem unassail-
able today (but surely the decline of
Arab oil influence has done at least
as much to turn Congress into a bas-
tion of pro-Israeli sentiment), yet
more and more American Jews have
begun to raise serious questions and
to express strong doubts about the
efficacy and the wisdom as well as the
morality of being identified with but
one issue—Israel. Jews are hardly
monolithic in their political judg-
ments and they have a vital stake in
many other foreign and domestic
matters. Without an appreciation of
these other concerns, single-issue
PACs will ultimately be shorn of their
credibility and independence. [

Larry Cohler is Washington corre-
spondent for the Long Island Jewish
World and other Jewish newspapers.
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By Jim Castelli

What Makes
Pat Run?

Pat Robertson believes he has a divinely
mandated political agenda.

epresentative Jack
Kemp, the conserva-
tive New York Repub-
lican seeking to
succeed Ronald Rea-
gan in the White
House, recently told reporters that
the Reverend Marion G. (Pat) Rob-
ertson, president of the Christian
Broadcasting Network, host until re-
cently of “The 700 Club” and prob-
able Kemp rival for the 1988
Republican Presidential nomination,
could bring new voters—evangelical
Christians—into the party. Kemp
said Robertson “is as welcome in our
party as Jesse Jackson is in the Dem-
ocratic Party.” When reporters
laughed, Kemp hastened to add that
he meant no ‘“disdain.”

Reporters laughed because many
Democratic leaders believe that Jack-
son led more people out of the party
than into it. Pat Robertson threatens
to provide the same service to the Re-
publicans.

The similarities between the two
men William Safire calls “poli-
preachers” go beyond the fact that
both are Baptist ministers and prom-
ise to bring new voters into their par-
ties. Jackson and Robertson are also
inherently divisive. Jackson offers a
reverse discrimination that has held,
for example, that voters in Newark
should replace Representative Peter

W. Rodino Jr. with a black because
the district is primarily black; Rob-
ertson draws lines between ‘‘Chris-
tians”—meaning only ‘born-again”
Christians—and everyone else, de-
claring that “the Christians . . .
maybe feel more strongly than others
do” about “love of God, love of
country and support for the tradi-
tional family.”

But the differences between Rob-
ertson and Jackson are also signifi-
cant. While Democratic leaders
treated Jackson gingéily in 1984 and
seem determined to keep him at a
distance in the future, the Republi-
cans are embracing Robertson with
open arms. One reason is that, unlike
Jackson, Robertson promises to fat-
ten his party’s treasury—Robertson
claims to be “the third most prolific
fund-raiser for the Republican
Party,” and he accepted an invitation
from the party to speak on behalf of
16 Republican Senate candidates in
1986.

Robertson is also more extreme
than Jackson—he is considerably far-
ther to the right than Jackson is to
the left. Robertson has the support
of such people as New Right leader
Paul Weyrich, who wants to ““Chris-
tianize” America, and right-wingers
Nelson Bunker Hunt and Joseph
Coors. While Robertson is smoother

and more moderate in demeanor

than other ‘‘televangelists,” such as
Jerry Falwell and Jimmy Swaggart,
he is no more moderate in substance.

Pat Robertson’s vision of what the
United States should be would be un-
recognizable to most Americans. In
Pat Robertson’s America there
would be no separation of church and
state; the Bill of Rights would not
apply to the states, leaving them free
to establish state religions; the Fed-
eral courts would be weakened and
Supreme Court decisions would not
be the law of the land, leaving the
power of a Congressional majority
unchecked; there would be no public
schools, only a system of fundamen-
talist academies; the Social Security
system would be run by private in-
dustry; the Federal Reserve Board
would be abolished; the United
States would actively support anti-
Communist guerrillas anywhere in
the world, and women would be sec-
ond-class citizens.

Mainstream religious leaders have
expressed alarm at Robertson’s blend
of politics and preaching. Rabbi
David Saperstein, director of the
Union of American Hebrew Congre-
gations’ Religious Action Center be-
lieves Robertson could control
enough delegates at the 1988 Repub-
lican convention to influence the
choice of a nominee and push the
party platform far to the right. He
says, “Robertson would like to make
his religious agenda a political
agenda. That would undermine 200
years of freedom.”

The Reverend Charles Bergstrom,
director of government affairs for the
Lutheran Council in America, says,
“It embarrasses and concerns me
theologically for it even to be consid-
ered that what Robertson believes is
the Gospel teaching on church-state
relations. What troubles me most is
his pride and arrogance, the notion
of his being so special that God has
to talk to him. Translating that ar-
rogance into the Presidency would
bring about a lessening of civil and
human rights across the country.”

Robertson, 56, began life with a
silver spoon in his mouth. A signer
of the Declaration of Independence
and two United States Presidents (the
Harrisons) are in his family tree, and
his father was Senator Willis Robert-
son, Democrat of Virginia, a long-
time chairman of the Senate Finance
Committee. Robertson attended
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New York Theological Seminary and
Yale University Law School, but
failed the New York State Bar Exam.

Robertson is a former Golden
Gloves boxer and a Marine veteran,
but his Marine service has recently
come into question. Former Repre-
sentative Pete McCloskey, Republi-
can of California, who served with
Robertson, says Lieutenant Robert-
son boasted that his father pulled
strings to keep him out of combat
duty during the Korean War. He adds
that Robertson later served in Korea
as a division liquor officer, in charge
of procurement. McCloskey also says
Robertson has not denied the story
in the past, though he does deny it
today. Early CBN bios of Robertson
described him as a “‘combat veteran’’;
recent ones do not.

Robertson began a business career
in New York, but in 1956 he had a
“born-again” experience—accepting
Jesus Christ as his personal savior—
and became a Southern Baptist min-
ister. (Since then, Robertson has
moved into the more emotional char-
ismatic movement, whose members
speak in tongues and claim faith heal-
ings and inspirations from the Holy
Spirit.) In 1959, Robertson bought a
small television station in Virginia
Beach, taking a business with $3 in
the bank and running it into a $230-
million-a-year empire that includes
the Christian Broadcasting Network
and CBN University. (In addition to
religious programs, CBN runs a num-
ber of situation comedies and west-
erns from the 1950s. Those westerns,
such as “The Rifleman,” which
caused concern about TV violence 30
years ago, led one group that moni-
tors TV, the National Coalition on
Television Violence, to brand CBN
one of the most violent networks).

Robertson is best known as host of
“The 700 Club,” a religious program
that looks something like a funda-
mentalist “Tonight Show.” (He re-
cently quit the show as host—citing
the demands of his political travels—
but will appear as a commentator.)
He has two cohosts, Danuta Sonder-
man and Ben Kinchlow, a former
Black Muslim. On “The 700 Club,”
Robertson paints the picture of a be-
leaguered group of ‘“Christians” be-
set on all sides by a massive “secular
humanist” conspiracy bent on driving
all vestiges of religion from public
and private life and on creating an
atheistic, Communistic society. Rob-

ertson is always a victim, a David
waiting to take on Goliath.

About his Presidential aspirations,
Robertson says he is waiting for God
to tell him whether to run (and, as he
announced in September, for a peti-
tion signed by three million support-
ers); that’s not surprising, because for
the past quarter century he has
claimed to receive detailed instruc-
tions from God about his professional
life. Not once has God told Robert-
son to do something other than what
he wanted to do.

In his first book, ‘“‘Shout It From
the Rooftops” (1972), Robertson re-
counts telling the owner of a small
TV station he wanted to buy, “God
has sent me here to buy your televi-
sion station. . . . God’s figure is
$37,000, and the station has to be free
from all debts and encumbrances.” In

hardly move a nation. I know that’s
a strange thing for anybody to say,
and there’s hardly anyone else who
would feel the same way, but it was
very important to the faith of many
people.” Robertson said that if the
hurricane had come ashore he would
have dropped his campaign.
Robertson identified himself with
God’s will in a 1981 letter to People
for the American Way. Robertson
protested the organization’s success-
ful effort to get air time to challenge
his statement on ‘“The 700 Club” that
Federal judges “‘exercise what
amounts to a form of dictatorship.”
Robertson wrote: “Though I am a
former Golden Gloves boxer, I dis-
like fights, I seldom fight, but when
I do, I seldom lose. But regardless of
my personal action, I want to warn
you with all solemnity in the words

Pat Robertson believes “it was no
coincidence that Reagan was elected
President, it was the direct act of God.”

“Secret Kingdom” (1982), Robert-
son writes that God told him in 1969
that the stock market was going to
crash and said, “Only the securities
of your Government will be safe.”
Robertson also says God told him to
buy land for the site of his CBN head-
quarters and to buy an RCA trans-
mitter.

And according to the Jackson, Mis-
sissippi, News on June 3, Robertson
also believes that “it was no coinci-

-dence that Ronald Reagan was

elected President; it was the direct act
of God, and that Strom Thurmond
became head of the United States Ju-
diciary Committee and not Teddy
Kennedy.”

Robertson claims that, through
prayer, he twice successfully turned
hurricanes away from Virginia—the
first, in the 1960s; the second, Hur-
ricane Gloria, in September 1985. A
“700 Club” reporter asked Robert-
son how important Hurricane Gloria
was in the “crystallization process”
involved in reaching a decision to run
for President.

“It was extremely important,”
Robertson replied, “because I felt,
interestingly enough, that if I
couldn’t move a hurricane, I could

of the old Negro spiritual, “Your arms
are too short to box with God.” The
suppression of the voice of God’s ser-
vant is a terrible thing! God himself
will fight for me against you—and He
will win!”

Robertson doesn’t stop at identi-
fying himself with God; he identifies
his opponents with Satan: “The hu-
manism that is being taught in our
schools, media and intellectual circles
will ultimately lead people to the
Antichrist, because he will be the
consummate figure of humanism.” In
one program in which he complained
about those who criticize his Presi-
dential campaign, Robertson said,
“God’s people have to realize that
the enemy is the Father of Lies,” a
reference to Satan.

Most importantly, Robertson be-
lieves he has a divinely mandated po-
litical agenda: He supports the death
penalty, he says, because it is not pro-
hibited in the Bible; his solution for
the budget deficit and the national
debt is to follow the biblical injunc-
tion to hold a Jubilee Year and for-
give debts. He notes, “The prophet
Isaiah says we are supposed to lift the
yoke of oppression,” and concludes
this means supporting anti-Commu-
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nist guerrillas.

Robertson also refers to biblical
prophecies about the Middle East,
stemming from his belief in “Arma-
geddon theology,” a form of funda-
mentalism that holds that the Bible
offers a detailed prophetic descrip-
tion of events—including war in the
Middle East—that will lead to the
Second Coming of Christ and the end
of the world. Armageddon theology
has long been the backbone of Rob-
ertson’s religious belief system. He
downplays one part of the theology
emphasized by some fundamentalist
leaders—the belief that all Jews will
either convert or be killed during a
seven-year ‘“‘Tribulation.” But he
does say that ‘“those who refuse to
accept Christ will grow worse and
worse in their wickedness. It will be-
come increasingly difficult for the

choose.” Robertson’s bizarre inter-
pretation of the law prompted The
Philadelphia Inquirer to declare in an
editorial in July that he had disqual-
ified himself from the Presidency be-
cause ‘‘he could not truthfully abide
by the oath requiring him to ‘pre-
serve, protect and defend the Con-
stitution of the United States.” ”
Robertson also said on ‘“The 700
Club’* on October 2, 1981, that “the
ultimate solution” to the problem of
humanism in the public schools “is
that we have to work to get the state
out of the business of educating kids
at the primary and secondary levels,
and get that education back in the
hands of the parents where it be-
longs.” And he has called the Federal
Reserve Board “a very, very danger-
ous thing.” He says the only solution
to problems facing the Social Security

“The humanism that is being taught in
our schools, media and intellectual circles
will ultimately lead people to the
Antichrist,” says Robertson.

church and the world to coexist.”

Armageddon theology may be re-
sponsible for the fact that Robertson
places a low priority on seeking peace
in the Middle East. In 1982 he said,
“There’s not going to be any peace
until God’s peace, what we call the
Peace of Jerusalem, when the Prince
of Peace brings peace to that troubled
region. . . . And any peace initiatives
are going to be frustrated, we’re
afraid, over those intervening few
months and years.”

Robertson’s extremism contains a
sustained assault on the most basic
American institutions. He claims the
Supreme Court has been wrong for
the past 60 years in applying the Bill
of Rights to the states. He calls Su-
preme Court justices “tyrants,” “des-
pots” and “an unelected oligarchy,”
and he told the editorial board of The
Washington Post on June 27: “A Su-
preme Court ruling is not the law of
the United States. ... I am not
bound by any case of any court to
which I am not a party. . . . I don’t
think the Congress is subservient to
the courts. . . . They can ignore a Su-
preme Court ruling if they so
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system is ‘‘to turn the thing over to
private industry.”

Then, too, in Pat Robertson’s ideal
society women would be “submis-
sive” and “subservient” to their hus-
bands. The divorce rate is high,
he says, because of “selfishness” on
the part of women. On “The 700
Club” on January 18, 1983, for exam-
ple, he said: ‘“Unless the mothers,
especially, in our society, are will-
ing to give up the so-called immediate
quest for self-identity, and are will-
ing to submerge themselves, if you
will, into the good of the family unit,
and, ultimately, the good of all
society, we’re going to have terri-
ble problems.”

Robertson brings two strong logis-
tical skills to his political life—he
knows how to organize and he knows
how to raise money. He is associated
with a bewildering array of political
organizations, some of which are
pushing the letter of the law to the
limit. He runs a political action com-
mittee, the Committee for Freedom,
and has formed an ““exploratory com-
mittee”” for his Presidential cam-
paign. But his most controversial

organization is the Freedom Council,
a tax-exempt, nonprofit organization
that must remain nonpartisan to re-
tain its tax-exempt status.

The council, which claims 200,000
contributors, 40 full-time field-
workers and organizers in at least 41
states, is actually Robertson’s de
facto campaign organization. Rob-
ertson, who founded the council in
1981, no longer has any formal con-
nection with it, but his actual control

is obvious:

e CBN contributs $250,000 a
month to the council, accounting for
half of its budget.

® Robertson introduced a novel
fund-raising technique at a May 16,
1986, dinner in Washington, D.C.:
Contributions ranged from $1,000 to
$25,000 (for host couples); because
the limit on PAC contributions is
$5,000, large donors gave their first
$5,000 to the Committee for Free-
dom and the rest to the Freedom
Council.

® The colncil’s original president
resigned and was replaced on an in-
terim basis by Bob Slosser, president
of CBN University.

® In the first half of 1986, the coun-
cil arranged Robertson visits to at
least 17 states and the District of
Columbia.

® The council recruited thousands
of candidates to run for delegate slots
in Michigan, where on August 5 cau-
cuses began the process of delegate
selection for the 1988 Republican Na-
tional Convention. The council also
engineered the takeover of a number
of Republican caucuses in Iowa and
Nebraska and is gearing up to operate
in New Hampshire and Florida.

Robertson continues to sign fund-
raising letters for the council, includ-
ing one that referred to the Michigan
caucuses, declaring, “The Christians
have won! . . . What a thrust for free-
dom! What a breakthrough for the
Kingdom. . . . As believers become
involved in this process, they will be
able to turn the nation back to its
traditional moral values.”And yet,
the Freedom Council now says it
plans to shut down, claiming its ac-
tivities were misinterpreted.

Two separate committees have
been established to ‘“draft” Robert-
son for the 1988 Republican Presi-
dential nomination. Under Federal
campaign law, there is no limit on the
amount of money that can be raised
and spent by a draft committee as



long as there is no coordination be-
tween the committee and the poten-
tial candidate. But both Robertson
committees are run by former Free-
dom Council employees. (Robertson
seems to run the political side of
his life in the same way he runs
the broadcasting and evangelistic
side: CBN does not belong to the
Evangelical Council for Finan-
cial Accountability, an organiza-
tion established by Billy Graham and
others to provide accountability
standards for evangelical groups;
CBN does not meet the Better Bus-
iness Bureau standards for charita-
ble organizations.)

The first real test of Robertson’s
political abilities came in the Michi-
gan caucuses. Experts disagree over
just how well Robertson did in the
complex and little understood pro-
cess, but one thing is clear—he did
well enough to weaken Jack Kemp’s
claim to be the conservative alter-
native to Vice President Bush and
well enough to have earned the re-
spect of his fellow candidates and
party officials.

The specific outcome is open to dif-
fering interpretations. Robertson
claims that the Freedom Council had
the largest number of delegates in 12
of 18 Congressional districts; other
figures show that Freedom Council
delegates lost two-thirds of the races
in which they had opposition. A De-
troit Free Press poll of delegates se-
lected found 45 percent supported
Bush, 21 percent supported Robert-
son and 16 percent supported
Kemp—the only three candidates to
bother with the process.

A Wall Street Journal poll of Re-
publican votes in Michigan taken on
August 5 found that only 23 percent
of born-again Christians supported
Robertson for President, placing him
second behind Bush, with 37 percent;
about one in four were undecided.
Significantly, the poll found that Rob-
ertson was the choice of only 1 per-
cent of nonevangelical Christians,
who made up about 70 percent of the
sample. The same survey found that
45 percent of those polled had a neg-
ative impression of Robertson, while
only 20 percent gave him a positive
rating. '

Moreover, a July 1986 Gallup poll
found that three Republicans in 10
are born-again Christians and that 20
percent of them supported Robertson
for the Presidency, but that only 3

percent of nonevangelical Republi-
cans supported him. Overall, 9 per-
cent of Republicans preferred
Robertson—tying him with Kemp
and Jeane Kirkpatrick, ranking him
behind Bush, Robert Dole, Howard
Baker and Alexander Haig.

These poll results make two things
clear: First, Robertson has virtually
no support among nonevangelicals;
second, he has the support of less
than one quarter of white evangelical
Christians who call themselves Re-
publicans—and almost half of white
evangelicals are Democrats.

These figures suggest that the Re-
publican Party is taking a large gam-
ble by wooing Robertson and other
religious right leaders. It is making
the mistake of treating evangelical
Christians as a monolithic voting
bloc, which they are not, despite the
fact that 80 percent of them voted for
President Reagan in 1984. In treating
evangelicals as monolithic, the Re-
publicans are wooing their most ex-
treme leaders. Robertson is not the
only one. Kemp, who has tried to get
political mileage out of attacking
Robertson, is listed on the Congres-
sional advisory board of Christian
Voice, a militant religious right group
that has been pushing his candidacy
for two years. In fact, Kemp scored
100 percent in the group’s voting-
record evaluation. For his part, Vice
President Bush has accepted the en-
dorsement of Jerry Falwell, he has
hired a liaison to evangelicals, and
there are press reports that he is plan-
ning to make a tape explaining his
religious beliefs for evangelicals.

The risk in all this is that in paying
so much attention to Robertson and
other fundamentalist leaders, the Re-
publican Party will drive out the new
voters who have been brought into
the party by Ronald Reagan—the
young, ethnic Catholics and some
Jews. There are also signs that the
mainstream Protestants who make up
the traditional Republican base are
being pushed to the outer limits of
the party—and some may be ready to
jump to the Democrats; Walter Mon-

dale ran 15 points better among Ep-

iscopalians in 1984 than Jimmy
Carter did in 1980.

The bigger risk lies with the dam-
age that is done to the American so-
cial fabric when a political party
bestows respectability on an extrem-
ist. One legacy of Jesse Jackson’s
campaign was the media attention

paid to Jackson supporter Louis Far-
rakhan, the Nation of Islam minister
whose racism and anti-Semitism
marred the 1984 Democratic cam-
paign. And Farrakhan continues to
command headlines today.

“The Constitution of the United
States is a marvelous document for
self-government by Christian peo-
ple,” Robertson said on “The 700
Club” on December 30, 1982. “But
the minute you turn the document
into the hands of non-Christian
people and atheist people, they can
use it to destroy the very foundations
of our society. And that’s what’s
happening.”

These words are ominous enough
coming from a man with the large
evangelical following Pat Robertson
has. But coming from a Presidential
candidate given credibility by one of
the major political parties they are far
more dangerous. From a President
they would be terrifying. []

Jim Castelli is the church-state policy
director for People for the American
Way, the lobbying group concerned
with First Amendment and other is-
sues, for which he wrote the report,
“Pat Robertson, Extremist With a
Baby Face.”
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Nicaragua and
Its Jews

The debate over Nicaragua has been
transformed somewhat improbably into

a “Jewish issue.” By Walter Ruby

ince May 1983, when

Rabbi Morton Rosen-

thal, director of the

Latin American affairs

department of the Anti-

Defamation League of
B’nai B’rith, first went public with
charges that the Sandinista Govern-
ment of Nicaragua had committed
flagrant acts of anti-Semitism and
had “succeeded in driving the entire
small Jewish community, numbering
about 50, into exile,” a bitter dispute
has developed—both within the
American Jewish community and in
the larger American polity—over the
issue of alleged Sandinista anti-
Semitism.

A number of Jewish groups have
vigorously disputed the A.D.L.’s
contention that the Jews of Nicaragua
were singled out by the Sandinista re-
gime for ill-tréatment primarily be-
cause of their Jewishness and were
driven out of the country on that ba-
sis. Meanwhile, the Reagan Admin-
istration has repeatedly endorsed the
A.D.L. charges, urging American
Jews to back its controversial pro-
gram to aid the Nicaraguan rebels,
known as contras, and, as President
Reagan said on July 23, 1983, at a
meeting with Rosenthal and Nicara-
guan Jewish émigrés at the White
House, to “share the truth that Com-
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munism in Central America means
not only the loss of political freedom,
but the loss of religious freedom as
well.” Predictably, the Administra-
tion’s charges of anti-Semitism have
been vigorously disputed by a variety
of Jewish and non-Jewish opponents
of its Central American policies.

Amid all the heat and smoke, the
debate over Nicaragua has been
transformed somewhat improbably
into a “Jewish issue.” As columnist
Marvin Schick pointed out in Long
Island Jewish World, the internal
Jewish debate over Nicaragua—
which he calls “bizarre,” ‘“absurd”
and “ridiculous,” part of the “unique
Jewish tendency” to search for a
“Jewish interest” in every contro-
versy—is symptomatic of deeper fis-
sures within the Jewish community.
According to Schick, the dispute
“highlights the liberal-neoconserva-
tive split within our ranks.” More-
over, he says, aid to the contras is “a
symbol, a surrogate” for supporting
or opposing the Reagan Administra-
tion’s foreign policies.

Even so, Nicaragua is also seen as
a Jewish issue because of the prom-
inent role played by Israel in supply-
ing arms to Nicaraguan dictator
Anastasio Somoza Debayle until only
days before he was overthrown by the
revolutionary Sandinista forces in

Managua’s former synagogue, now the office of
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1979. According to a series of news
reports in the years since, Israeli arms
have found their way to the contra
bases in Honduras and Costa Rica.
Israel has also reportedly provided
weapons to the Governments of Gua-
temala, El Salvador, Honduras and
Costa Rica.

Moreover, the A.D.L. and the
Reagan Administration have sought
to document the supposedly close fra-
ternal ties of the Sandinista regime
with the Palestine Liberation Orga-
. nization and with Libya as evidence
of its undeniably anti-Zionist and ar-
guably anti-Semitic attitudes. Many
Jewish liberals and centrists, on the
other hand, have argued that Sandi-
nista hostility toward Israel has to be
placed in the context of the concrete
military aid accorded by the Jewish
state to the enemies of the Sandinista
- revolution.

There are, in fact, three distinctive
ideological perspectives that can be
discerned in the American Jewish
community on the ‘“Nicaragua and
the Jews issue.”

There are groups such as the
A.D.L. and the National Jewish Co-
alition (a group financed by wealthy

Jewish Republicans that supports |,

Administration policy) that charge
both that the Sandinistas carried out
anti-Semitic acts in driving the
Nicaraguan Jews into exile and that
the Sandinistas represent an essen-
tially negative phenomenon—a
hard-line Marxist-Leninist regime
closely allied to the Soviet Union
and the P.L.O.

Taking an almost diametrically op-
posed position are groups such as
New Jewish Agenda and individuals
such as Rabbi Balfour Brickner of
New York’s Stephen Wise Free Syn-
agogue. Both vigorously deny the
charges of anti-Semitism against the
Sandinistas—a position taken edito-
rially by The New York Times—and
express strong sympathy for the San-
dinistas as an essentially progressive
force that overthrew a corrupt and
brutal dictator. They strongly criti-
cize both American and Israeli policy
in Central America as reactionary
and shortsighted.

In between these camps is a third,
somewhat more ambiguous, position
upheld in varying degrees by a wide
spectrum of Jewish organizations,
including the American Jewish
Committee, the American Jewish
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Congress, the World Jewish Congress
and the Union of American Hebrew
Congregations. They express strong
distaste for the Sandinista regime and
alarm over the close ties between the
Sandinistas and the P.L.O. However,
they dispute the A.D.L.’s charge of
anti-Semitism, stressing that while
the Sandinistas might be anti-Zion-
ists, they did not single out the Jewish
community for special persecution.
Rather, according to this theory, the
great majority of the Jews who fled
Nicaragua during and immediately
after the revolution of 1979 did so for
the same reasons that approximately
40,000 other middle- and upper-class
non-Jewish Nicaraguans left—be-
cause of the personal calculation that
revolutionary Nicaragua would be an
uncongenial place for businesspeople
who prospered under the old regime.

Each of these perspectives, how-
ever, presents problems. For while
economics may have been the pri-
mary motivating factor causing Jews
to flee Nicaragua, it is highly likely
that the Sandinistas did indeed single
out a few members of the Jewish com-
munity as special targets in 1978 and
1979, a time when the Nicaraguan po-

litical and judicial system had almost .

completely broken down. During
those chaotic days Nicaraguans of
both the left and the right not only
associated the local Jewish commu-
nity with Israel—resented because of
its military ties to Somoza—but
also, together with other Latin Amer-
icans, were influenced by Roman Ca-
tholicism’s traditional anti-Semitic
dogma. In fact, the anti-Sandinista
newspaper La Prensa (now shut
down by the Government), in its Oc-
tober 7, 1984, edition, quoted
staunchly anti-Sandinista Archbishop
Miguel y Bravo as saying: “The Jews
killed the Prophets and finally the
Son of God.”

The Nicaraguan Jewish community
was never large. It consisted mainly
of Polish and Eastern European Jews
who arrived in the 1920s and 1930s,
and of Holocaust survivors who came
in the late 1940s. As did the small
Jewish populations of other Latin
American countries, Nicaragua’s
Jews gravitated toward business, and
many became wealthy.

At its height in 1972, the Nicara-
guan Jewish community had only
about 150 members. That number
dwindled dramatically in the after-

math of the 1972 earthquake, which
killed more than 10,000 people and
completely leveled downtown Ma-
nagua. The shock of the earthquake,
combined with the growing lawless-
ness and chaos of the last years of the
Somoza regime, caused more and
more Jews to emigrate. By 1978, the
number of Jews left in the country
had dropped to about 50.

Nevertheless, the construction in
the mid-1970s of a new synagogue,
replacing a structure destroyed in the
earthquake, was, as the A.D.L. has
pointed out, impressive evidence of
the determination of the core of the
community to remain rooted in Nic-
aragua. The community’s leaders
clearly failed to foresee how rapidly
revolutionary fervor would rise, and
how it would envelop the country and
destroy the way of life of most well-
to-do Nicaraguans.

Members of Nicaragua’s former
Jewish community, now mainly based
in Miami, have testified that in the
year preceding the revolution many
of them received anonymous threat-
ening telephone calls with such mes-
sages as “Death to the Jews,” “Jews
get out” and “Long live Sandino.”
(General César Augusto Sandino, a
guerrilla leader from whom the San-
dinistas took their name, fought
United States occupation troops from
1927 until their withdrawal in 1933.
A year later, he was killed by United
States—supported dictator General
Anastasio [Tacho] Somoza, father of
Anastasio Somoza Debayle, and his
revolutionary forces subsequently
collapsed.) Then, on a Sabbath eve-
ning in the summer of 1978, the exiles
contend, a Molotov cocktail was
thrown at the synagogue, burning the
front doors of the structure. The
frightened worshipers were for a time
prevented from leaving the building
by armed men outside shouting pro-
Sandinista slogans.

Virtually the entire Jewish com-
munity fled Managua in the summer
of 1979, and the community closed
the synagogue after taking the Torah

scrolls to Miami. Jewish émigrés have’

claimed that Jewish community pres-
ident Abraham Gorn left behind a
caretaker, but that he was soon ex-
pelled by homeless squatters who
moved into the building. Later, the
Government confiscated the build-
ing, turning it over to the Sandinista
Children’s Association, which occu-
pies it today. At first, the Govern-
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ment claimed it had taken this action
because the building had been aban-
doned and was in any case registered
i he name of Gorn, who had in the
meantime been labeled a Somocista,
or Somoza supporter, and had had all
his property seized. But after Rosen-
thal—who publicly took up the cause
of the exiles in 1983—produced a
deed testifying that the synagogue be-
longed to the Congregacién Israelita
de Nicaragua, the new Government
acknowledged that the building be-
longed to the Jewish community and
offered to return it.

In his September 1983 article,
“Nicaragua Without Jews,” in the
ADL Bulletin, Rosenthal reported
on the fate of the synagogue, saying,
“The Sandinistas commandeered
Managua’s synagogue and today San-
dinista propaganda posters cover the
four Stars of David at the front en-
trance. The interior is adorned with

" anti-Zionist posters.” Rosenthal did

not cite the source for his report on
the synagogue. (Indeed, neither Ro-
senthal nor any other A.D.L. official
has visited Nicaragua since before the
revolution despite frequent invita-
tions by the Sandinista Government.)

In 1984 I accompanied a New Jew-
ish Agenda mission to Managua in-
vestigating the allegations of anti-
Semitism. A visit to the synagogue
building revealed no anti-Zionist
posters in evidence. The exterior of
the building was painted with murals
of children on camping expeditions,
while the interior walls were covered
with revolutionary posters bearing
such slogans as “For the sake of the
children—No to U.S. intervention.”

The Sandinista official heading the
Children’s Association strongly de-
nied that the Sandinistas had
launched the 1978 attack on the syn-
agogue, suggesting instead that the
attackers had been members of So-
moza’s National Guard who had
shouted Sandinista slogans in order
to trick the Jews into believing their
attackers had been leftists.

According to the N.J.A. report is-
sued after the delegation returned to
the United States, “Most of the
people with whom we met believed
that such an attack did occur. . ..
Whether this attack was the work of
Sandinista armed fighters (the
F.S.L.N. has never claimed respon-
sibility for this act) or, as is suggested
by supporters of the Sandinistas, was

instead attributable to Somoza pro-
vocateurs is a matter which we could
not satisfactorily resolve. Such an at-
tack can only be deemed an attempt
to instill terror within the Jewish
community and must, of course, be
condemned.”

Looking back, it seems now that,
together with the members of the
N.J.A. delegation, I accepted too
easily the Sandinistas’ assurances that
they had not ordered the attack. The
delegation failed to probe more
deeply into what had happened; any
admission that the F.S.L.N., the San-
dinista National Liberation Front,
had been involved in the attack would
have shattered its supposition that
the Sandistas were not and had never
been anti-Semitic. Some N.J.A.
members who found the explanation
of Somozan duplicity somewhat far-

Jewish community leader, was re-
sponsible for selling Israeli arms to
Somoza, and informed Palacio that
they intended to assassinate him. Pa-
lacio said he argued successfully that
Gorn’s life should be spared. He said
that his Sandinista contacts then in-
formed him that they planned to blow
up a parked car belonging to one of
the Jews worshiping inside the syn-
agogue as a warning against collab-
oration with Somoza. But according
to Palacio’s account as it appeared in
Jack Anderson’s column in August
1985, “Caught up in the mob frenzy,
a few of the rebels tossed Molotov
cocktails at the synagogue, and the
front entrance burst into flames. The
Jews rushed to the exit, but they
found the entrance blocked with au-
tomobiles. ‘Death to the Jews,’
shouted the guerrillas. “‘What Hitler

Evidence of anti-Semitic actions should
not serve to justify American Jewish
support of President Reagan’s efforts to
destroy the Sandinista regime.

fetched theorized that, more likely,
the attack had been carried out by
one of the many left-wing gangs
roaming the capital in those revolu-
tionary days, acting in sympathy
with, but independently of, the
F.S.L.N.

One year later, in the summer of
1985, Rosenthal produced Mauricio
Palacio, a one-time Sandinista sym-
pathizer who claimed to have spied
on the Nicaraguan Jewish community
for the F.S.L.N. Palacio, a young na-
tive Indian, was adopted as a teen-
ager by Jewish businessman Fred
Luft after warding off looters at one
of Luft’s department stores in the
aftermath of the earthquake. He told
Rosenthal (and later Lucette Lag-
nado, an associate of columnist Jack
Anderson’s) that during the 1970s he
came to sympathize with the Sandi-
nistas, who encouraged him to spy on
the Jewish community.

Palacio later became disillusioned
with the Sandinistas, fled to the
United States and became a born-
again Christian. He told Lagnado
that the Sandinistas became con-
vinced that Abraham Gorn, the

started we will finish.” ”

In a telephone interview from his
Chicago home, Palacio pointed out
that he had not been at the synagogue
during the attack, so that the account
of the slogans allegedly shouted had
come from Nicaraguan Jews and not
from himself. Otherwise, he con-
firmed the essence of the Anderson
account. Palacio commented, “When
I asked my contacts why they had at-
tacked the building itself and not just
one of the cars, they told me they
were not trying to kill anyone, only
to scare the people inside. I worked
with middle-level people within the
F.S.L.N., but I was told that the or-
ders were actually coming from the
very top, from two of the nine co-
mandantes who run the F.S.L.N.”
Palacio said he did not know which
of the comandantes had ordered the
synagogue attack, and declined to
name his immediate supervisors in
the F.S.L.N., stressing that he still
fears for his personal safety and that
of his wife.

When Manuel Cordero, Deputy
Chief of the Nicaraguan Embassy in
Washington, was asked to respond to
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Palacio’s charges, he did not repeat
the response heard in Managua the
year before (that Somocistas had car-
ried out the attack in order to blame
the F.S.L.N.). Instead, Cordero re-
plied, “T don’t think this action was
the work of the F.S.L.N. At that
time, a year before the revolution,
there were a lot of groups running
loose in Managua, and it was easy
enough to make a bomb. Anyone
could have said, ‘The Zionists are
shipping weapons to Somoza and
should be stopped.’ Even the
F.S.L.N. did not know what all of its
supporters were doing. There were
many ultraleft groups, such as the
Trotskyites, who carried out these
kinds of crazy acts.”

If one accepts the premise that
cither Sandinista forces or forces
sympathetic to the Sandinistas at-
tacked the Managua synagogue in an
effort to send a message to Gorn and
other Jews the Sandinistas considered
hostile, then the contention by a
number of the wealthiest and most
prominent members of the Jewish
community that they were subjected
to a campaign of telephone threats
and harassment to scare them into
leaving the country also becomes
more believable.

Cordero also said the F.S.L.N. had
a policy against “carrying out attacks
against isolated segments of the pop-
ulation.” But he noted: ‘“My under-
standing was that the synagogue’s
status was not resolved, and there
was the belief that the building was
somehow the property of Mr. Gorn.
Since Israel was sending weapons to
Somoza until the last days, one can
see how it might have been possible
for someone to confuse the syn-
agogue with an Israeli building. . . .
There was a problem of people’s per-
ceptions.”

The connection in the minds of the
Sandinistas between the synagogue
and Abraham Gorn, and between
Abraham Gorn and Israeli military
sales to Somoza, had been made clear
to the N.J.A. delegation by high San-
dinista officials in 1984. Records in
the Nicaraguan Ministry of Justice
made available to the delegation al-
legedly showed substantial economic
contracts between Somoza and Gorn,
including a request in January 1979
that Gorn deliver supplies to the Na-
tional Guard. Sandinista officials con-
tended, without proof, that the sup-
plies alluded to were Israeli weapons.
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Nicaraguan Jewish exiles in Miami
strongly deny, however, that anyone
in the community was involved in any
way in the arms trade between Israel
and Nicaragua. According to Gorn’s
son, Isaac, who recently left his home
in Miami to join his father in exile in
Costa Rica, his father “was definitely
not involved in the arms trade, nor
was anyone else in the community.
The Israelis had direct access to So-
moza and his top people. They did
not need Jewish intermediaries.” He
and other Jewish exiles in Miami later
said that the supplies requested in
January 1979 consisted of underwear
and khaki uniforms—a probable ex-
planation since Gorn owned the larg-
est textile plant in Nicaragua.

Whatever the truth about the exact
role played by Abraham Gorn (who
was allowed to leave for exile in
Costa Rica after serving a brief jail
term and after seeing nearly his entire
fortune—estimated at $19 million—
confiscated by the Sandinistas), it is
noteworthy that as late as 1984, the
Sandinistas were still claiming that
Gorn had been involved in the arms
trade.

During the N.J.A. visit to Mana-
gua, various F.S.L.N. officials re-
peated the contention that many or
most of the exiled Jews had had close
business or personal ties with So-
moza, although the Nicaraguan Min-
istry of Justice had just ruled that only
two members of the community,
Abraham Gorn and Laslo Pataki, an-
other wealthy industrialist, should be
classified as Somocistas. Despite re-
peated requests by N.J.A. delegation
members that the Nicaraguans offer
a more precise definition of what con-
stituted a Somocista collaborator, the
Government never offered such a def-
inition. Amid the turmoil of 1978 and
1979, clearly anyone with powerful
enemies within the Sandinista lead-
ership could be labeled a Somocista.

Testifying to the N.J.A. investi-
gators about the atmosphere of fear
and foreboding in the Jewish com-
munity in the late 1970s, one of the
handful of Nicaraguan Jews leftin the
country said that during the months
preceding the revolution of 1979, of-
fensive slogans linking the Nicara-
guan Jews to Israel had appeared on
the synagogue wall. Another Nica-
raguan Jew, an elderly businessman
named Jaime Levy, told Larry Cohler
of Long Island Jewish World that he
had no doubt that Isaac Gorn’s ac-

count of being threatened and called
a “dirty Jew” by anonymous tele-
phone callers could be tme. Both
Levy and the first sot denied,
however, that the Sandir.....s had fol-
lowed a conscious policy of anti-Sem-
itism, and both claimed that they had
not personally experienced any per-
secution or discrimination.

Given the amount of evidence that
clear acts of victimizing Jews as Jews
took place in 1978 and 1979, it seems
surprising that the N.J.A. delegation
could have come away with the con-
clusion that “the available facts do
not support the charges of anti-Sem-
itism.” But the group was not alone
in arriving at that conclusion. In fact,
several strongly anti-Sandinista
voices within Nicaragua, such as
Marta Baltadano of the opposition
Permanent Human Rights Commis-
sion (now defunct) and Roberto Car-
denal, associate editor of La Prensa,
said they did not believe that the San-
dinistas had gone after the Nicara-
guan Jews specifically as Jews.
(Baltadano has since been forced out
of Nicaragua because of her anti-
Government stands.) Also reaching
a similar conclusion, in 1983, was An-
thony Quainton, then United States
Ampbassador to Nicaragua. He sent a
cable to Washington in July of that
year asserting that an investigation by
the embassy failed “to demonstrate
that the Sandinistas followed a policy
of anti-Semitism or persecuted Jews
because of their religion.” Soon
after, Quainton was removed as am-
bassador. The same week Quainton
issued his findings, incidentally, Rea-
gan met with Rosenthal and the Ni-
caraguan Jewish émigrés at the White
House, strongly endorsing the
A.D.L.’s charges.

Clearly, New Jewish Agenda, Bal-
tadano, Cardenal and Quainton may
have been correct to conclude that
the economic threat was the primary
factor that led the tiny Nicaraguan
Jewish community to flee the coun-

try, together with tens of thousands-

of non-Jews. And there is reason to
believe the N.J.A. was correct in the
central thesis of its 1984 report on its
mission to Nicaragua: “There is no
policy of anti-Semitism or bias on the
part of any official body.” The hand-
ful of Jews remaining in Nicaragua
today suffer no discrimination or ill-
treatment, and the fact that a number
of persons of Jewish ancestry occupy
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high Government positions—such as
Nicaragua’s Ambassador to the
United States, Carlos Tunnerman,
a1 ' Minister of Tourism Herty Lew-
itL. -is evidence that the Sandinistas
do not practice anti-Jewish racialism.
Still, the failure to consider the an-
archic atmosphere threatening Jews
as Jews in Nicaragua in 1979 remains
surprising. It may also be significant
that Baltadano and Quainton made
their. studies within the country and
did not meet with the majority of Ni-
caraguan Jews who had already fled.

The N.J.A. delegation, by con-
trast, did meet with three represen-
tatives of the exiled Nicaraguan Jews
in Miami before flying to Nicaragua:
Fred Luft, the one-time owner of a
string of department stores; Kurt
Preiss, who owned a tannery in the
city of Granada, and Isaac Gorn, for-
mer heir to the Gorn empire, which
included the textile plant, a huge
farm, a baseball team and race
horses.

The three Nicaraguans made no at-
tempt to convince their visitors they
had not done business with Somoza.
According to Gorn, “The way the
Sandinistas have singled out my fa-
ther for dealing with Somoza is ridic-
ulous. Everyone who was in business
in Nicaragua—including Jews, Arabs
and Chinese—had dealings with So-
moza.” Gorn noted that Somoza had
direct control of about 40 percent
of the Nicaraguan economy, and
claimed that no one could run a suc-
cessful business in Nicaragua without
paying off Somoza.

Luft, a vigorous, expansive man of
about 60, was even more blunt, and
said that Sandinista charges of tax
evasion against Abraham Gorn were
“ridiculous.” According to Luft,
“Anyone who knows the first thing
about Nicaragua knows that' every-
one with money in Managua was a
tax evader. 1 was as much a tax
evader as Gorn was. After all, this
was Latin America, not the U.S.
Why should I pay taxes, when I did
not get anything in the way of services
in return?”

Asked why the émigré community
had not yet responded to a then year-
old offer from the Nicaraguan Gov-
ernment to return the synagogue to
the Jewish community (according to
Paul Reichler, a Washington lawyer
representing Nicaragua, the émigré
Jews would not have to return to
Managua as long as they appointed a

resident or nonresident agent in Ma-
nagua to look after the matter), Luft
said that he and others were con-
cerned that the Government might
impose a tax on the building.

The exiles made it clear that the
main reason they had turned to the
A.D.L. was to win restitution of
property taken from them. Accord-
ing to Gorn, “My father and I work
hard, and then someone comes along
and says, ‘All of these things are no
longer yours.” Do 1 have to be
ashamed of what is mine?”’

In an interview in June, Reichler
expressed exasperation with the ne-
gotiating tactics adopted by Rosen-
thal’s office on behalf of the émigrés.
He charged that the A.D.L. was not
negotiating in good faith, but rather
was “‘simply dragging its feet on this
in order to discredit the Nicaraguan
Government.”

Reichler noted that the property of
17 Nicaraguan Jews had been confis-
cated under legislation that allows the
Government to seize the property of
Nicaraguans who have been outside
the country for more than six months
and are judged by the Government
to have abandoned their property. As
a special concession, Reichler said,
the Nicaraguan Government decided
two years ago that Nicaragua’s courts
would reconsider the cases of any
Jewish émigrés who wished to have
the confiscation of their property re-
considered. However, after the Ni-
caraguan Government rejected a $3
million property claim by one Jew,
Kurt Preiss, no other Jews have come
forward with claims.

All the same, the Nicaraguan Jew-
ish exiles in Miami do have something
of a credibility problem due to their
close ties to the contras and to the
Reagan Administration. Edgar Cha-
morro, a one-time top official of the
Miami-based, contra-led organiza-
tion known as the F.D.N. (National
Democratic Front) who later broke
with the group, told me that early in
the summer of 1983, he was at F.D.N.
headquarters when a telephone call
came from the Central Intelligence
Agency urging the F.D.N. to find sev-
eral Jewish exiles who would be will-
ing to go to Washington to testify
publicly about Sandinista anti-Semi-
tism. According to Chamorro, the
F.D.N. selected Isaac Gorn and Isaac
Stavisky, who in fact appeared at the
White House on July 23, 1983, to-
gether with President Reagan and

Morton Rosenthal of the A.D.L., to
denounce the Sandinistas for anti-
Semitism.

Then, too, Marta Sacassa, the
spokesperson for the F.D.N., told me
that many other Nicaraguan Jewish
exiles have expressed support for the
F.D.N., but have preferred not to
take leadership positions in the or-
ganization.

What might be useful now, after
three years of debate over the Jewish
stake in Nicaragua, is a shift in the
focus of the argument.

Though the evidence indicates that
anti-Semitic actions were committed
by some Sandinista supporters in
1978 and 1979, that should by no
means serve as a justification for
American Jews to support President
Reagan’s efforts to destroy the San-
dinista regime. Is the United States—
which supported the most brutal and
corrupt forces in Nicaragua and
throughout Latin America for more
than 100 years—morally in a position
to tell Nicaraguans how to run their
country?

At the same time, Jewish liberals
should give up trying to distinguish
acceptable Sandinista anti-Zionism
from plain old anti-Semitism. More-
over, Jewish liberals need to keep a
line open to Managua to build its sen-
sitivity toward Jewish issues and to
lessen Nicaragua’s dismayingly close
relations with Libyan leader Muam-
mar el-Qaddafi and with the P.L.O.

Jewish conservatives need to con-
cede, in the spirit of realism, that
Nicaraguan paranoia might have a
great deal to do with Israel’s disas-
trous policy of providing weaponry to
Somoza and later, reportedly, to the
contras. The Jewish right could also
perform the signal service of urging
the Reagan Administration to end its
insulting campaign to convince Jews
to back aid to the contras because of
the exile in Miami—whether volun-
tary or self-enforced—of a small
group of Jews from Managua.

None of that seems too likely, how-
ever. The recriminations over the
fate of the minuscule Jewish com-
munity of Nicaragua are likely to go
on for quite a while. [J]

Walter Ruby is the New York corre-
spondent of The Jerusalem Post and
a staff writer for Long Island Jewish
World. He has twice visited Nicaragua.
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am holding the hand of a man
who is my father. Since he can’t
drive, we’re sitting on a green
wooden bench waiting for a bus
transfer. It’s so hot the seat of

my pants is wet. I'm afraid to -

tell Pop; he seems to be thinking
about something. I look up at him;
his mouth’s open funny, like those
children I've seen on the Jerry Lewis
Cerebral Palsy Telethon. I know his
teeth aren’t real; I've seen them soak-
ing in a glass of water by his bed. -

Suddenly Pop starts stroking my
hand. It’s comforting, this petting,
though his hands seem scaly, unlike
Mom’s. My father is an old man. He
walks slowly, legs bowed, as if his
knees hated each other; when he
pushes up from a chair, he gasps for
air, sighs. I like the stroking, begin
to wiggle my fingers; then he stops
his motion, pats my hand as if saying:
“Now, now, everything will be all
right.”

I know something’s wrong, but
Mom and Pop never talk about it; the
trouble stays in the air like the smell
of fried onions.

I’ve been on these trips before, and
I know the bus can take hours to
come. I slip my hand out of Pop’s
grip, lean my chest against the back
of the bus bench to watch some old
men—not much older than Pop—

pushing disks with bird’s-feet prongs..

They all wear hats with visors, thin,
colorful sweaters (despite the heat)
and white canvas shoes. If I close
my eyes, I see my father slipping in
among them and another man,
younger, sitting next to me on the
bench.

“You can wait for hours!” Pop
says, seconds away from exploding.

“The bus isn’t coming?” I wheeze
out,

“No,” he answers, slapping his leg.
“We’re not dogs. Waiting half an
hour for the bus! I have to be at the
DeLido in fifteen minutes.”

My pants aren’t as clammy, now
that I'm on my knees. “What’s the
DeLido?”

“It’s a hotel on the Beach.”

“Are you going to work there?”

“Hoffentlich. They need a day
clerk.”

That scares me. Nine or ten times
I've gone out with my father looking
for work, and I’ve never thought of
what would happen to me if he gets
a job. Mom’s a saleslady at Burdines;
Henry and Louis are in school. I want

e S N

el el e i N A1)

L ™ = bmd Pt s gy g e, Py

e S e ]

o ko ey ppd P

1 o hd —a o eaed  pew P e e |

b ek N e



[ R I Y

. Q9 O

@ o= Dow DD ! O

- —

— (D e

LR B = ST - T S R

- D N s

w

@2 mUS »n

-t

to be big, but I can’t. I'm only five.
“Who’ll watch me?” I want to ask,
but I don’t want to appear little or be
a pest. Oh boy, a way out: “Well,
who’ll take care of Henry and Louis
after school?”” There’s a lump in my
throat Pop can’t see.

“Consuelo, of course.”

“Oh yeah, Consuelo,” I say gid-
dily.

“She’ll take care of you, too—if I
get hired.” His eyes crane over the
curb, look frantically for a bus in be-
tween the passing cars, and move
back down to his watch. “;Eso es!”
he slaps his knee again.

Sometimes I think I’m stupid I for-
get so much. Consuelo came with us
from Guatemala. She’s my nifiera—
nanny! See, Mom, I'm learning En-

glish! Consuelo speaks to me in Span- -

ish, Pop in English or German; when
I repeat something Pop has said,
Mom gets mad at me because she
thinks I’'m going to begin first grade
speaking German.

“What are we going to do, Pop?”

“About what?”

“You know. If the bus doesn’t
come.”

“I don’t know.”

There are times I wish he’d say he
knows. When he says “I don’t
know,” T get scared because I think
that I have to figure something out
for him.

“We could take a taxi!”

“Do you think we have that kind
of money?”

“Sure.” I want him to say yes, but
somehow he can’t. He’s looking sad,
begun picking at the skin of his
palms. He takes his brown coat off,
folds it over his arm. His whole body
is ticking.

“Consuelo can lend us the money.
We’ll pay her back later.”

My father doesn’t even answer.
There are things I don’t understand.
Why the whispers? Why the heat?
Where are the volcanoes? Who took
my tricycle? Why can’t Pop get a job?
I remember Mom and Pop left us
with Uncle Ezra, a long time passed,
then we took a plane here. This is
Hialeah! I was born in Guatemala.
This isn’t Guatemala. We lived in a
restaurant. Where’s Augusto the
cook, the waiter Otto? Where are my
friends the ... I don’t remember
their names.

“Get up, son.” A hand yanks at
me.

“Why?” I ask, pulling down on my

pant legs.

“The bus,” Pop sighs.

Now that it’s coming, I have to pee.
I squeeze my legs together as tight as
I can. Turning around, I see the bus.
I glance up at Pop; he should be smil-
ing. Suddenly he drops my hand,
throws his coat on the bench, steps
off the curb, starts waving his arms
crazily.

“Pop!” I yell, afraid a car is going
to hit him.

The bus switches lanes, away from
us. My eyes squint: there are people
on the bus, but it doesn’t slow down.

“Stop! Stop!”

My heart pounds. “I will not pee,
I will not pee,” I tell myself over
and over.

The bus driver, sitting on a black
throne and wearing sunglasses, waves
at us, shakes his head.

My father comes back to me, arms
down to his sides, shoulders hunched.
Water runs down the many wrinkles
on his face.

A voice calls from behind. I turn
around. A man in a red sweater takes
off his cap, dries his forehead with a
handkerchief. “Hey mister,” he calls
out, “they moved the bus stop down
two blocks last week.”

Pop’s frozen. “Why doesn’t any-
one tell me anything?”’ he shouts bit-
terly.

The man shrugs, goes back to his
friends, taps the side of his head.

My father takes his coat from the
bench, then puts me down on the
sidewalk.

“We’re going to be late, aren’t we,
Pop?”

He’s already begun walking to the
new bus stop. Pee overspreads my
underwear; it’ll dry in the heat. We’ll
be there soon, only a little while
longer. (J

David Unger is a writer and transla-
tor. He was born in Guatemala and
presently lives in New York City.

Driving In Fog

And now you’re nothing and you're going nowhere.
«Trees beckon you, struggling out of the vague
half-dawn and dissolving into the fog

behind you. The road emerges out of nowhere—
all ten yards of it—and runs straight nowhere,

the white lines stuttering, No dream, just nothing.
Wheel still feels firm in your hands, but your leg
has gone dead. What in hell are you doing here?

And now on the dim screen floats your lost

father, striding from a far land. Dim your brights.
Where’s he gone? He sang that song you loved, you heard
it, yes. The same tree beckons. The same fencepost
flashes over and over, on each a blackbird

standing sentry in his red epaulets.

—Jay Rogoff

Jay Rogoff is a widely published poet whose work has appeared in previous

issues of Present Tense.
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By Edwin Black

Campus
Crusade

How effective are the Hillels?

he room above Kandy’s
barbershop in downstate
Champaign, Illinois, was
nothing fancy. But it was
a beginning.

In 1923 Christian bib-
lical scholar Edward Chauncey Bald-
win asked his Jewish friends at the
University of Illinois, ‘“Why [do] you
rabbis take so little interest in the
spiritual instruction of the Jewish un-
dergraduates?” He added, ‘‘Many of
these students take courses from me.
I am ashamed because they know so
little about the Scriptures their own
forebears created.”

Champaign’s part-time rabbi, Ben
Frankel, took up the challenge.
Working on a shoestring budget of a
few hundred dollars, he rented that
room above Kandy’s barbershop and
created a center for Jewish activities.
Frankel toyed with several names for
his center and whimsically decided on
“Hillel,” after the great sage and
teacher of the Second Temple period.

It was the beginning of a move-
ment. Frankel obtained his first real
financial support from Chicago Jew-
ry, including Julius Rosenwald, the
Sears, Roebuck & Company mag-
nate. However, a permanent sponsor
was needed. As a recent graduate of
Hebrew Union College, Frankel first
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asked the Union of American He-
brew Congregations to adopt and
fund the idea. But the Reform move-
ment said no. B’nai B’rith was ap-
proached second, and it said yes.

The first Hillel Houses were estab-
lished in the late 1920s at the Uni-
versities of Illinois, Wisconsin and
Ohio. Others were later added at the
rate of one each year.

With a mandate to serve all Jewish
students regardless of their back-
ground or orientation, the concept of
Judaic pluralism became fundamen-
tal to the movement. Quickly, the lo-
cal Hillel became the umbrella group
for all Jewish campus activities—Zi-
onist, religious, cultural. The centers
began to proliferate in the 1930s,
when Jewish student activists de-
manded Hillels not only in small
towns such as Champaign and Mad-
ison, Wisconsin, but in big cities as
well. Hillels were soon added to cam-
puses in Chicago, Los Angeles and
New York. After World War 11, with
the vast increase in middle-class col-
lege students, Hillels undertook an-
other major expansion. Today Hillels
serve 450,000 students on some 400
campuses nationwide.

Hillel’s Jewish activities include
Sabbath and holiday services, Israel-
related events, kosher food pro-

grams, cultural and social gatherings,
counseling for any Jew needing help,
and often a voice when the campus
requires a statement from the Jewish
community.

For example, of the University of
Towa’s 32,000 students, approxi-
mately 1,000 are Jewish. Far from
home and family, these 1,000 know
that somewhere in Iowa City they can
find Jewish culture and substance.
The address is Market and Dubuque.

Streets, a busy intersection at the
doorstep to the campus. There,
across from the Lutheran church and
the Methodist Wesley Student Center
stands a sleek, modern brick struc-
ture featuring a vaulted chapel and a
Magen David on the door. Rabbi Jef-
frey Portman, the part-time Hillel di-
rector, has worked hard to schedule
religious services, big-name guest
speakers, cultural events and other
activities, making Hillel a center all
Jews can relate to.

“We know that our students want
more than a social center,” explains
program director Orna Raz. “They
don’t come here to find a mate, but
to do something worthwhile or work
for a cause.” On a regular Friday
night, only 15 students attend Hillel-
sponsored services. But on the High
Holidays, such as Rosh Hashanah, so
many students participate—several
hundred—that the Hillel must rent
the ballroom in the Student Union.
Their Israeli Independence Day
party is open to the community and
attracts over a hundred people, a
good crowd by Jowa standards.

The University of Cincinnati’s Hil-
lel is so renowned for its art galleries
and exhibitions that it is listed in
American Automobile Association
touring books as a travel attraction.
In spring, its folk festival brings to-
gether about 5,000 of the area’s
21,000 Jews. The Cincinnati Hillel
even publishes its own gourmet ko-
sher cookbook, “Cook Unto Oth-
ers,” now in its third printing and
recently picked up by a national book
club.

But Hillel service goes deeper than
activities and programming. ‘For
many of us [Hillel directors], we are
virtually the Jewish family service to
the campus,” asserts Rabbi Abie Ing-
ber, director of the University of Cin-
cinnati Hillel. “We are the Israel
action group, the Jewish cultural cen-
ter, the B.J.E. [Bureau of Jewish Ed-
ucation], the C.R.C. [Community







Relations Council], the synagogue,
the temple; we are even Mom and
Dad.”

For being all that, someone in the
Jewish community might volunteer a
“thank you.” But instead, the Hillel
movement hasbecome AmericanJew-
ry’s communal orphan, unrecog-
nized, underfinanced and today look-
ing ahead to an uncertain future.
Tronically, this comes at a time when
the American Jewish community is
depending upon the Hillel movement
to sustain and often recapture the
Jewishness of the generation it des-
perately does not want to lose.

How does Hillel reach out to that
generation? “As long as parents send
their kids to the best universities,”
asserts University of Michigan Hillel
director Michael Brooks, ‘“they must
accept the fact that their children will

tions”? ‘“They get a mixed report
card,” says 22-year-old Yosef Abram-
owitz, a senior in Jewish public policy
at Boston University who is active in
the Hillel movement. “It depends on
the individual directors and how cre-
ative they are. Most importantly, Hil-
le] has become relevant to the student
of the 80s by opening up the political
side.”

Indeed, Hillel has felt the need to
change in every decade since its in-
ception in the 1920s. In this decade,
the emphasis has been on the activism
students want. For example:

¢ Hillel has sponsored the National
Jewish Law Students Network at 90
law schools to bring together the
coming generation of Jewish jurists,

¢ The Student Coalition for Soviet
Jewry, also sponsored by Hillel, an-
nually organizes the largest single

The Hillel movement has become
American Jewry’s communal orphan,
unrecognized, underfinanced and looking
ahead to an uncertain future.

be in an environment that offers an
array of attractive ideas. We knew
that when we left the ghetto—and
that’s part of living in the modern
world. At Hillel, we believe that Ju-
daism can hold its own in that mar-
ketplace.”

To compete, the University of
Michigan Hillel, one of the nation’s
largest Hillels, offers a 10,000-circu-
lation student newspaper, guest
speakers such as Kurt Vonnegut and
Elie Wiesel, emergency loans, apart-
ment and job listings, separate
weekly minyanim for Reform, Con-
servative and Orthodox students and
a full schedule of events including Na-
tional Student Solidarity Day for So-
viet Jewry, of which the Michigan
Hillel is the sponsor.

Says Brooks: “We know that you
can’t coerce allegiance to the Jewish
community unless you keep the stu-
dents indoors and turn off the TV.
Instead, we maintain a Jewish pres-
ence that declares that Jewish life is
alive and well, and is ready to connect
with the student, when the student is
ready.”

How successful are those “connec-
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demonstration in Washington, D.C.,
on behalf of Soviet Jewry.

® Recognizing that 50,000 Jews are
employed as teachers and adminis-
trators by colleges throughout the
United States, Hillel created Hillel
Academic Associates to organize and
engage them in advocacy projects,
such as petitions, lobbying, protests
and the like.

® Similar organization has been ex-
tended to students themselves via the
Hillel Student Secretariat, which
holds the only annual national stu-
dent elections. The secretariat pro-
vides a leadership opportunity for
Jewish students as they engage in po-
litical activism, from opposing
apartheid to supporting Israel. An
example of such activity is the book-
let “Jews, Zionism and South Af-
rica.” Widely distributed by Jewish
organizations, it debunks the myth of
Israeli-South African collusion. The
author of the booklet is secretariat
member Yosef Abramowitz of Bos-
ton University.

® Hillel also runs annual regional
political training seminars, cospomn-
sored with the American Israel Public

Affairs Committee, for some 1,300
students at such campuses as Yale,
Brandeis, Ohio State, the University
of Texas and Stanford. The seminars
do not offer political preferences, but
do urge the students to become active
in the campaigns of whatever candi-
dates they feel strongly about.

Moreover, if one were to measure
the effectiveness of Hillel’s programs
in terms of solidarity with Israel, it
should be noted that at the height of
last spring’s tourism-terrorism scare,
Hillel actually increased the number
of its Israeli-based programs, as well
as the number of participants, even
as members of the Zionist Organi-
zation of America, Hadassah and
B’nai B’rith itself canceled travel
plans to Israel.

True, there are some Hillels at con-
flict with their constituents. For ex-
ample, in Chicago, University of
Illinois Hillel members were so dis-
satisfied with management, they
printed up phony agendas for an of-
ficial Hillel meeting, calling for the
replacement of a Hillel supervisor.
But such situations are rare.

In truth, Hillel as an institution is
effective, albeit that effectiveness is
impossible to measure. Each individ-
ual has a different need, a different
standard for success. For someone
seeking religious enrichment, a Sab-
bath dinner each Friday may make
for success. For someone in crisis
over family problems, one telephone
call that helped at a suicidal moment
may make the difference between life
and death. For someone eager to sup-
port Israel, joining a Hillel-spon-
sored pro-Israeli group with daily
planning of activities will develop
leadership.

Marc Klein, editor of the Northern
California Jewish Bulletin, went to
the Hillel his first Friday night at
Penn State ‘‘because my parents told
me to.” Klein quickly lost interest be-
cause “I got the impression people
there were more religious than my-
self.” At first glance, it seems like
Hillel failed Klein. But that first night
changed his life. “That’s the night I
met Sandy,” he recalls. They fell in
love and have been happily married
ever since.

“I rarely went to my Hillel—not
because it wasn’t any good, but be-
cause I didn’t make the effort,” con-
fesses a Jewish organizational
regional director, who prefers to re-
main anonymous. Recalling his grad-
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uate days at Cornell in the mid-60s,
he adds, “But I was familiar with that
Hillel’s work and that it left a positive
influence on thousands and thou-
sands of other Jewish students. I
watched the director work with kids,
meeting with them, listening to them,
being flexible, exhibiting so many
characteristics that undergrads ap-
preciate.” Even though he didn’t at-
tend the Hillel often, he recalls that
the Cornell Hillel director was in fact
‘““a major inspiration in my life.”

Despite Hillel’s importance to the
Jewish community, the movement
has found itself floundering. Confu-
sion about Hillel’s role is chiefly re-
sponsible for its orphan status.
Prefaced by the name ““B’nai B’rith,”
Hillels are somewhat misrepresented
as a purely B’nai B’rith movement.
Yet the Hillel Foundation is no
monolithic suborganization such as
B’nai B’rith’s  Anti-Defamation
League or the Zionist Organization
of America. Hillel is rather a part-
nership of the Jewish community.

Originally, Hillel was indeed a
purely B’nai B’rith entity. As one of
America’s “Big Three” Jewish or-
ganizations (along with the American
Jewish Committee and the American
Jewish Congress), B’nai B’rith could
mobilize the dollars to guarantee the
movement’s independence. But Hil-
lel’s postwar expansion strained
B’nai Brith’s declining economic re-
sources. By the early 60s, it became
clear that B’nai B’rith could no longer
fund the operation by itself. Local
federations operating under a rec-
ommendation by the Council of Jew-
ish Federations began contributing
more and more of Hillel’s budget.
Today, of Hillel’s projected $15.3
million budget for 1987, only $3.5
million will be funded by B’nai B’rith
International itself. The remaining 80
percent will be allocated by local fed-
erations, which donate more than
$7 million, and other community
sources.

But which federation supports

which Hillel is itself a problem. In the

case of the University of Iowa Hillel
Foundation’s $50,000 annual budget,
B’nai B’rith defrays only the salary
of part-time director Rabbi Jeffrey
Portman and $2,000 in operational
expenses. An additional $7,000 is
contributed by four not-so-nearby
and not-so-affluent federations: those
of Des Moines, Sioux City, Cedar

Rapids and the Quad Cities. Port-
man’s Hillel would simply be unable
to function without special endow-
ments that were created by several
Iowan Jewish families.

However, most of the students
served by Iowa City’s Hillel are not
from Iowa; they are from Chicago.
Yet the Chicago federation makes no
contribution to Portman’s budget.
“They [the Chicago federation] tell
us they can’t help because of ‘reci-
procity,” ” explains Portman. Reci-
procity works this way: when Iowa
students go to Chicago, the Chicago
federation takes care of them. So
when Chicago students go to Iowa,
Iowa is expected to take care of them.
“But that is so unfair,” asserts Port-
man, ‘“‘because Iowa has so few fed-
erations and not very wealthy ones.
Very few Jewish students from Iowa

the delivery and funding of services.
But we aren’t there.”

However, when local federations
do become involved, structural
changes are inevitable as Hillel activ-
ity is melded to the specific needs of
the federation. In Chicago, for in-
stance, the federation has consigned
the Hillel movement to the Jewish
Community Centers. This integrates
Hillel into a general youth services
effort. The result, after some initial
chaos, has thus far been positive. But
federations around the country have
certainly developed an awesome rep-
utation for stubbornness and, not
infrequently, communal tyranny.
Therefore, critics charge, placing Hil-
lels under direct federation control—
even under joint control—could sub-
vert the special intellectual, pluralis-
tic and independent character of the

Staffers seek to dispel the myth that Hillel

directors are “losers”

who can’t make it

anywhere else in Jewish life.

go to college in Chicago. On the other
hand, 500 to 600 Chicago students are
out here.”

Steven Nasatir, executive vice-
president of the Jewish Federation of
Metropolitan Chicago argues that a
system whereby every local Jewish
agency would bill distant federations
a “head tax” or service fee “would
create an impossible system of Jewish
bookkeeping.”

Nonetheless, the idea of extra-
jurisdictional federation responsibil-
ity is not so easily dismissed. Such
funding is exactly what was instituted
in Illinois, where Hillel and the Chi-
cago federation created a “combined
program.” In effect, the Chicago fed-
eration funds 80 percent of Hillel
costs throughout Illinois, operating
the foundations in a 50-50 partner-
ship with B’nai B’rith. Similarly, all
Florida federations have agreed to
joint funding of all Hillels in that
state. The Florida and Chicago
models are being studied by Jewish
agencies in several other states.

“Ideally,” predicts Richard Marker,
regional director of the Illinois Hil-
lels, “a time will come when a coor-
dinated effort between national and
local communities will standardize

Hillel movement. .

No better example of Hillel’s vul-
nerability exists than the Breira epi-
sode of the late 1970s. The episode’s
roots lie in the aftermath of the Yom
Kippur War, when the peace move-
ment in Israel and America organized
a major push for a modus vivendi
with Palestinian nationalists. This
was to include face-to-face negotia-
tions with the Palestine Liberation
Organization, withdrawal from oc-
cupied lands and the creation of a Pal-
estinian state—all in exchange for a
lasting peace for Israel. Prominent in
the Breira movement were dozens of
Hillel directors and staff workers.
Clearly, their traditional liberalism
and campus orientation made them
the natural wellspring of the Jewish
peace movement. However, their
highly publicized break with the of-
ficial policies of both the Jewish or-
ganizational establishment and the
Israeli Government provoked acri-
mony within the Jewish community.

Charges against Breira of ‘“trea-
son” were rampant. Critics seeking a
wedge of attack focused on the fact
that approximately half of Breira’s
leaders were Hillel staffers. In fact,
Breira’s chairman, outspoken peace
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activist Rabbi Arnold Jacob Wolf,
was then director of the Yale Uni-
versity Hillel. A consortium of Jewish
interests, led by the Anti-Defamation
League, held therefore that Hillel it-
self—and by extension B’nai B’rith
International—had become identi-
fied with Breira and its disquieting
program.

“Many people felt that Breira was
anti-Israel or worse,” recalls Philip
Klutznick, a honorary past president
of B’nai B’rith. “Critics said anyone
belonging to Breira should be fired
because they could not support an
idea contrary to the policy of B’nai
B’rith. It was just a witch-hunt.”

To settle the matter, a commission,
including Klutznick, was established
by B’nai B’rith to “investigate.” At
issue was ‘“‘the free exchange of
ideas,” as Klutznick recalls it. “What
you express and don’t express on the
campus is not the same as passing a
binding resolution of a political
party.” Ultimately, Hillel directors
were exonerated as not having
abused their positions. But they were
firmly warned: Henceforth avoid any
Hillel identification in Breira activi-
ties.

The Breira incident challenged the
Hillel movement’s commitment to
pluralism—intellectual as well as de-
nominational—like nothing before.
‘“Hillel’s independence was in part as-
sured because of nonlocal control,”
comments Dr. Byron Sherwin, pro-
fessor of Jewish ethics and philoso-
phy at Spertus College of Judaica in
Chicago. He claims ‘“‘that indepen-
dence would be less assured if a
Breira-style incident occurred today
with local federations making [local]
Hillels’ decisions.”

The Breira episode is also consid-
ered by many to have been a turning
point for Hillel staffers. Indeed, since
then, the Association of Hillel and
Jewish Campus Professionals has be-
come far more active. At the top of
a list of myths they seek to dispel is
that Hillel directors are “losers” who
can’t make it anywhere else in Jewish
life.

“A loser is a loser, and if you're
good you're good,” asserts associa-
tion president Rabbi Abie Ingber of
the University of Cincinnati Hillel.
“There are some Hillel colleagues
who couldn’t make it at Hillel and
ventured out into the congregational
world, and vice versa. But Hillel is
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not the end of the line. It is the first
stop for many.” Indeed, worker sat-
isfaction may be gauged by the 27 di-
rectors who have taken sabbaticals in
the past; all 27 are still in Hillel.

Integral to the new activism by Hil-
lel staffers is their drive for recogni-
tion as a major force in communal
life today. “Our colleagues don’t give
us sufficient credit,” says Ingber.
“Rabbinic colleagues in the field
often fail to understand our major
role in both safekeeping and
strengthening the Jewish community.
For example, a young student with
strong Jewish values comes into the
university environment; we must
safekeep those values until he returns
to the mainstream Jewish commu-
nity.

“Or consider the individual who
didn’t have the benefit of a good Jew-
ish home, or who had conflicts,” says
Ingber. “This person we must in-
spire, and give a childlike wonder of
Jewish life, but with an adult view.”

What type of recognition does Ing-
ber expect? “There could be a more
welcoming approach within the
professional rabbinical associations
such as the [Orthodox] Rabbinical
Council of America,” he asserts.
“Or, for example, I am the only Hil-
lel rabbi on Hebrew Union College’s
Rabbinic Board of Alumni Over-
seers, even though there are over 60
H.U.C. alumni in Hillel.

“The times they are a-changin,
insists Ingber. ‘““We want more polit-
ical support from groups such as the
[Reform] Central Conference of
American Rabbis.” Ingber is refer-
ring to staff association demands for
collective  bargaining. “If the
C.C.A.R. is going to address such is-
sues as patrilineal descent, our input
may be there,” says Ingber. “And we
have things to talk to the [Conser-
vative] Rabbinical Assembly about.
Very few of our rabbis officiate at
mixed marriages, but if we were more
welcomed and the professional as-
sociation reached out to us, there
might be some exchange.”

Yet Ingber denies that his group is
offering to retreat from its ideals in
exchange for bargaining support. He
says, “If you have an honest dia-
logue, you are opening yourself up to
hear what they have to say.”

If Hillel staffers are changing, Hil-
le] management may change as well.
For more than 50 years, Hillel has
been a B’nai B’rith creature. An in-
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crease in federation partnerships may
soon make B’nai B’rith auspices sym-
bolic, as is the case today with the
Anti-Defamation League. Some mil-
itant Hillel directors are even talking
about secession, if additional funds
for their union demands are not
forthcoming. Secession is a far-
fetched concept, but the.fact that
some Hillel directors themselves are
arguing for it leads some to conclude
that the Hillel movement is in trou-
ble.

But those who worry about Hillel’s
future should relax. America’s com-
ing Jewish leaders are students in the
Hillel system today. One day, when
it comes time to make a vital decision,
these men and women will simply
look back and remember. Undoubt-
edly, ‘they will make the correct de-
cisions. That indeed will be the final
measure of Hillel’s effectiveness. (]

Edwin Black is the author of “The
Transfer Agreement: The Untold
Story of the Secret Pact Between the
Third Reich and Jewish Palestine”’
and writes a syndicated column for
Jewish newspapers.
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Nearly everyone I asked was able to put me in touch with
someone who had been addicted to cocaine or amphetamines.

Susan Jacoby

hey’re at it again. The

privacy invaders, that is.

This time they want to

fight drugs by making

urine testing for heroin,

cocaine and marijuana a
condition of employment. President
Reagan, proving that the divine right
of kings is truly a dead doctrine, took
the lead by turning his own specimen
over to the urine police.

Unlike the rest of us, the President
can be fairly certain that Bethes-
da Naval Hospital won’t mix up his
specimen with that of some less
celebrated government employee re-
quired to prove “innocence” of drug
use to his nosy employer. He’ll never
hear, “Oh, Mr. Reagan, we’re so
sorry you were impeached because
you tested positive. That was a Mr.
Robert Rogan’s specimen. We didn’t
mean to ruin your life. But mistakes
do happen. It’s for the good of the
cause, after all.”

The possibility of laboratory and
bureaucratic error is a perfectly
sound reason for opposing proposals
that would invade the privacy of our
bodies in unprecedented fashion. But
it is by no means the most important
reason. Even if there were no chance
of error, compulsory random drug
testing would grievously violate the
fundamental right of American citi-
zens to be let alone unless they have
given law enforcement authorities—
not their bosses—probable cause to
believe they have committed a crime.

Like most American adventures in
unconstitutionality—the 1980s’ re-
vival of antipornography censorship
measures comes immediately to
mind—the push for drug testing has
arisen in response to a serious, long-
standing social problem that is now
perceived as a crisis.

Three months ago, I would have
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quarreled with anyone who defined
drug use as a *‘crisis.” That was be-
fore a mainstream women’s magazine
asked me to do a special report on
middle-class women who have gotten
off illegal drugs and stayed clean. I
thought it would be difficult to find
interview subjects—that it would be
as hard as finding people willing to
identify themselves as former child
abusers, thieves or sex criminals.

I was naive. Nearly everyone I
asked, on both a social and a profes-
sional basis, was able to put me in
touch with someone who had been
addicted to cocaine or amphetamines
(both legal and illegal). I spoke with
social workers, nurses, stockbrokers,
college professors, college students
and housewives. I particularly re-
member one beautiful young woman,
a medical student, who told me
calmly about having kept her groom,
the rabbi and 200 wedding guests
waiting while she searched for a la-
dies’ room to provide her with the

privacy to snort cocaine before the
ceremony. She finally entered a treat-
ment program when, as an intern, she
realized that she had endangered a
patient’s life while she was high.

Shortly afterward, I read a news-
paper account of the reactions of
young suburbanites when New Jersey
police impounded their cars after
finding the powerful cocaine deriva-
tive “crack.” The police had set up
checkpoints to catch users who had
just returned from meeting their
crack connections in Manhattan. One
striking feature of the story was that
the young men and women were
more concerned about losing the use
of their cars than about facing felony
charges. “I guess if they’re going to
lock up the cars, it’'ll make me think
twice,” said one man.

“Crisis” is not too strong a word
to apply to the spread of psychically
ruinous, potentially lethal drug use to
a middle-class population that ought
to have the greatest stake in playing
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by society’s rules. It is shaming to re-
alize that I—like most Americans—
was blind to this crisis as long as it
seemed to be contained largely within
poor black neighborhoods. As long
as drugs did not touch those who re-
sembled me in their economic,
professional and social status. As
long as the pushers and the users
weren’t my colleagues or next-door
neighbors. . . .

The recognition of drug abuse as a
growing middle-class phenomenon is
what makes the idea of on-the-job
drug testing so seductive. This is es-
sentially a proposal for social rather
than legal sanctions—and social sanc-
tions impress only those who have
something to lose. Such testing will
obviously have no impact on the
poor, the unemployed, the un-
schooled and the unhoused.

Some civil libertarians, in their un-
derstandable eagerness to squelch the
new privacy invaders, argue that drug
testing would have an equally negli-
gible effect on the middle class. I
think they are wrong. It is true that
the threat of testing is not likely to
stop someone who is already ad-
dicted, because the inability to act ra-
tionally in one’s own best interests is
the very essence of addiction. How-
ever, the threat of random testing
would certainly discourage a good
many nonusers from experimenting
with drugs for the first time, in much
the same fashion that the threat of
income tax auditing discourages a
good many would-be tax evaders.

There is little doubt that some—
not all, but some—potential users
would be deterred by the fear of
being caught by their employers, of
being forced to enter a rehabilitation
program, of being labeled untrust-
worthy and of losing their jobs. But—
and it is a crucial “but” for anyone
who believes in the Bill of Rights—
no gain in the battle against drugs can
possibly be worth the immense cost
to our traditional concepts of per-
sonal liberty.

This leaves the immensely trou-
bling question of what can be done
about the drug crisis without doing
violence to civil liberties. An effec-
tive attack (to speak of “‘victory” over
drugs, as conservatives generally do,
is to indulge in useless hyperbole)
must inevitably involve at least three
elements: strengthened law enforce-
ment; more effective treatment pro-
grams for people of every social class,

and a public education campaign fo-
cusing on the real dangers of drugs
rather than pious moralizing.

The need for more effective pros-
ecution and stiffer sentences for those
who profit by the manufacture, sale
and distribution of drugs is so obvious
that it scarcely bears repeating. But
law enforcement resources should be
concentrated on pushers to the
masses rather than on “pushers to the
stars.”

In the autumn of 19895, the Reagan
Administration spent an incredible
amount of time and money parading
a group of baseball stars at a show
trial in Pittsburgh to convict one
pusher. This seems to me a disgrace-
ful misdirection of both public money
and public relations. If a grown-up
ball player (or stockbroker or doctor)
wishes to risk his talent and his future
by pouring junk into his body and
mind, he is not a victim but a fool
and/or a knave.

The Government would do better
to concentrate its efforts on the push-
ers who supply my local junior and
senior high schools. They are supply-
ing the real victims—young people
who aren’t even able to imagine a
desirable future. But, of course, you
get more publicity for parading ath-
letes through a courtroom than for
drying up the supply of drugs in un-
fashionable neighborhood schools.
The shame of it is that there are un-
doubtedly more drug users in the cor-
ridors of one large urban high school
than in all of pro baseball or pro foot-
ball.

Because drug abuse has spread to
every level of society, public educa-
tion—in schools, the workplace and
every conceivable public and private
forum—may be more important than
any form of law enforcement (which,
however punitive, can only reach a
small proportion of the population).
Both management and labor must be
educated to recognize the signs of
drug abuse in employees: frequent
unexplained absences from work, a
pattern of errors in an employee who
had performed satisfactorily in the
past, inexplicable outbursts of anger
and sudden visible weight loss.

Such behavior bears a strong re-
semblance to the patterns of those
who abuse the legal drug alcohol. In-
deed, a great many drug users are
also alcoholics.

Many of the women I interviewed
made the interesting observation that

their employers had been far too tol-
erant of their erratic behavior. “I
missed three important budget con-
ferences three days running,” said a
merchandising -executive, ‘“and my
supervisor covered for me. If he’'d
asked me what was wrong and
chewed me out, I'd have spilled my
guts. But he didn’t. All he said was,
‘We all go off the track sometimes
and have to make allowances for each
other.” I don’t see why any boss with
common sense would have needed a
test to tell him that something was
very, very wrong.”

In every area of American life, the
tendency to cover up rather than con-
front drug abuse exists in ironic jux-
taposition with hysterical proposals
to abrogate the right to privacy. No-
where was this more evident than at
the funeral of University of Maryland
basketball star Len Bias, who died of
a cocaine overdose while celebrating
the prospect of a multimillion-dollar
pro basketball contract.

The Reverend Jesse Jackson, who
is of course black, and Bias’s basket-
ball coach, who is white, joined each
other in mourning Bias as the victim
of a cruel, pressure-filled society.
Jackson, who has spoken out against
drugs in the schools for years, made
the mystifying statement that Bias’s
death would have been reported as a
simple heart attack if he had been
white. The coach said he loved Bias
“like a son.”” Some victim. Some son.
Bias, like most of the women I inter-
viewed, was a person with everything
to live for and everything ahead of
him. He threw it away. Because he
thought he was exempt from the rules
that apply to others. Because he
thought he could “handle it.”” Just
like the white middle-class profes-
sionals I interviewed for my article.
Dope is an equal opportunity de-
stroyer of bodies and souls.

It is up to all of us—government
and private institutions, business and
labor, teachers and parents—to drive
this message home to users and po-
tential users. The effort must be
made not by abandoning civil liber-
ties but by using our brains to identify
addicts, offering every user a second
chance through treatment and reha-
bilitation and making it clear that so-
ciety will not continue to foot the bill
for third and fourth chances. The
message should be: Blow your second
chance and you lose your job. Maybe
you lose your life. []
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Since the Pollard affair, allegations of Israeli wrongdoing, no
matter how outrageous, are news. Earlier, such charges would

have been ignored.

Wolf Blitzer

ecently, there has been
a virtual explosion of
very serious and em-
barrassing accusations
against Israel involving
espionage, illegal tech-
nology transfers and arms smuggling.
Combined, they have created a pic-
ture of an ungrateful and devious Is-
rael involved in some sordid practices
against its major ally.

The American-Israeli relationship
has understandably been shaken by
all this, although it seems to have an
impressive resiliency that allows it to
absorb these kinds of shocks.

Still, Israeli officials and their
American supporters, extremely sen-
sitive to the potential long-term con-
sequences, are concerned. With each
new incident, no matter how trivial,
there is automatically some damage.
Thus, Israel and its supporters are
doing their best to explain and to
cope with the incidents. No matter
how strong the overall relationship,
they suspect that support for Israel
can eventually be chipped away, and
they want to avoid that.

While acknowledging that there
have, indeed, been some blunders,
Israeli officials deny that Israel rou-
tinely spies on the United States or
steals its weapons or technology. But
these denials are meeting with mixed
responses—as far as large elements
of the United States Government and
the public are concerned. With each
allegation, more and more people be-
come prepared to believe the worst
about Israel. This is a natural reaction
to the many incidents.

The Arabs and their friends, nat-
urally, are having a field day in point-
ing to these alleged Israeli misdeeds.
They are insisting that these incidents

46

are merely ‘“the tip of the iceberg.”
Israel, they warn, cannot be trusted.
The United States, they add, must
enact a new, get-tough policy toward
Israel. In short, they are calling for
an end to the “special relationship.”

Israel’s adversaries are also dredg-
ing up all sorts of other dirty laundry
involving Israel and its reported arms
sales to South Africa, Iran and right-
wing dictatorships in Latin America.
Also being raised are such incidents
as the Israeli sinking of the U.S.S.
Liberty during the 1967 Six Day War
and the Israeli-linked disappearance
of uranium from a Pennsylvania pro-
cessing firm in the 1960s. As a result,
a defensive Israel is deeply embar-
rassed and put on the spot.

The most serious allegation, of

course, involves the Jonathan Jay
Pollard spy scandal. Pollard, a former
civilian intelligence analyst working
for the United States Navy, has
pleaded guilty to charges of spying for
Israel. The Israeli Government main-
tains that Pollard was part of an un-
authorized “rogue” operation. Israel
has apologized to Washington, co-
operated with United States officials
in the investigation, disbanded the in-
telligence unit involved in the oper-
ation and promised that such an
incident will never happen again.
But not all of the bad feelings
against Israel have disappeared. This
was partially because the head of the
disbanded intelligence unit, former
Mossad master spy Rafael Eitan, was
given a cushy job as chairman of Is-
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rael Chemicals, the largest Govern-
ment-owned concern in the country.
In addition, Israel did not come for-
ward on its own with the information
that an Israeli Air Force colonel
studying in the United States had
served as Pollard’s first contact. That
officer, Aviem Sella, has since been
named commander of the American-
built and -financed Ramon airbase in
the Negev Desert. He was one of the
bright stars of the Air Force, having
served as the lead pilot in the bomb-
ing of Iraq’s nuclear reactor in June
1981. Until the Pollard case erupted,
Sella was said to have had very good
chances of winding up the Air Force
Commander.

Israeli officials admit that they did
not handle the Pollard affair well. Yet
they continue to insist that it was hard
actually to punish Eitan given his rec-
ord of service to Israel’s security. It
was Eitan, after all, who had cap-
tured Adolf Eichmann on a Buenos
Aires street. He is said to have ac-
complished other difficult security
missions over the years as well. Fur-
ther complicating the situation now is
the fact that Eitan is very sick—
nearly blind and deaf.

There has been a spate of other
allegations against Israel in the
months since Pollard unsuccessfully
sought political asylum at the Israeli
Embassy in Washington, and they
have seriously complicated Israel’s
damage-control operation. Because
of the Pollard affair, these other in-
cidents have captured banner head-
lines and prime-time news coverage.
Allegations of Israeli wrongdoing, no
matter how outrageous, are now
news. Earlier, similar charges would
have been largely ignored. Israeli of-
ficials concede that this is a result of
the Pollard affair.

In late August, an Israeli employ-
ee of the Israeli Defense Ministry’s
Purchasing Mission in New York was
arrested—together with an
American—on charges of trying to
break into a building in Valley
Stream, New York, housing technol-
ogy-related businesses. Israeli offi-
cials said the arrested Israeli, Ronen
Tidhar, 25 years old, was acting
strictly on his own. They denied any
involvement in the incident—point-
ing out that he was a low-level local
employee, without diplomatic im-
munity—and promptly fired him.

Just prior to that incident, a sub-
urban Chicago defense firm accused

Israeli Air Force personnel of trying
to steal its plans for a supersophisti-
cated aerial reconnaissance system.
Israeli officials denied the charges,
claiming that the Chicago company,
Recon/Optical Inc., had failed to pro-
duce the reconnaissance cameras as
part of the agreed contract price of
$40 million. Cost overruns resulted in
a $100 million price tag, which Israel
refused to pay. This commercial dis-
pute resulted in the allegations of
theft, including charges produced by
Recon that Israeli Air Force officers
had attempted to steal some 50,000
pages of technical drawings and notes
handwritten in Hebrew. In Septem-
ber, a Federal court dismissed the
case.

This case was reported shortly after
word leaked that Federal grand juries
in Jowa and Pennsylvania were look-
ing into allegations that Israeli offi-
cials assigned to the Defense Min-
istry’s Purchasing Mission in New
York had attempted to steal cluster-
bomb technology and equipment, in
violation of United States policy.
Eight Israelis were served with sub-
poenas, requiring that they testify be-
fore the grand juries. Only hours
before their scheduled appearances,
the Justice Department reached an
agreement with the Israeli Govern-
ment and withdrew the subpoenas. In
exchange, Israel, while continuing to
deny any wrongdoing, promised to
cooperate with the United States in
the investigation.

Even so, Defense Minister Yitzhak
Rabin called the allegations against
Israel “fairy tales.” He said these sto-
ries were ‘“fabricated out of no-
where,” adding: “I can’t explain how
there can be people in the U.S. who
want to undermine relations between
our two countries.”

Last December, less than a month
after Pollard was arrested, Customs
Service agents raided three locations
in New Jersey, Connecticut and
Pennsylvania as a result of suspicions
that Napco, Inc., a maker of sophis-
ticated tank-cannon barrels, and sev-
eral other companies were illegally
transferring restricted military tech-
nology to Israel. Israel denied any
wrongdoing, noting that it had re-
ceived the required export licenses
from Washington. Napco, Israeli of-
ficials said, apparently had been neg-
ligent in not obtaining all the
necessary paperwork.

Even before Pollard was arrested,

a United States grand jury last year
indicted a California businessman,
Richard Kelly Smyth, for smuggling
some 800 sophisticated switching tim-
ers—known as krytrons—to Israel
over a three-year period. Although
they have other uses, krytrons are
necessary in the manufacture of
atomic bombs, and for this reason the
United States has always restricted
their export. Prime Minister Shimon
Peres strongly denied that Israel was
involved in any plot to obtain the kry-
trons illegally and he and other Israeli
officials noted that the devices could
have been obtained in Europe. The
Israelis insist that this incident, too,
was a misunderstanding between
Washington and Jerusalem. But in
the meantime, Smyth has fled the
United States, and his whereabouts
are unknown.

There have been many other ac-
cusations against Israel as well, in-
cluding the charge that a retired
Israeli general was authorized by the
Israeli Government to try to sell
hundreds of millions of dollars worth
of weapons, including jet fighters, to
Iran. That general, Avraham Baram,
together with two other Israelis and
more than a dozen other suspects of
various nationalities, was arrested
and charged as the result of an elab-
orate United States ‘‘sting” opera-
tion. Israeli officials have argued that
they had nothing to do with Baram
and his associates, who were appar-
ently trying to make “‘a quick buck.”
Defense Minister Rabin has sug-
gested that the indicted Israelis
merely wanted to collect the large
“deposit” and run. United States of-
ficials doubt this. .

"In the meantime, the United States
Government’s star witness in the
case, convicted Iranian arms sales-
man Cyrus Hishemi, died under mys-
terious circumstances in London. He
had been cooperating with United
States law-enforcement authorities in
order to reduce his sentence, and had
been the Government’s point man in
“stinging’’ the Israelis and the others.
Some American officials say Hishemi
may have died of leukemia. But oth-
ers are skeptical, because he seemed
to be healthy at the time of the in-
vestigation. :

These incidents, especially the Pol-
lard affair, have tended to shake the
basically strong United States—Israeli
relationship. Both sides are angry.
The United States, to a large degree,
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feels betrayed by Israel. And Israel
feels that it has been wrongly ac-
cused, except in the Pollard case.

Morris Abram, chairman of the
Conference of Presidents of Major
American Jewish Organizations, re-
flected Israel’s irritation when he is-
sued a statement in early August
following the Justice Department’s
decision to withdraw the subpoenas
against the Israelis accused in the
cluster-bomb case. After praising
that decision, he said: “But we re-
main concerned by the series of leaks
from the bowels of the bureaucracy
in Washington that appear designed
to weaken the close ties of affinity and
alliance between Israel and America.
One effect has been to intimidate
U.S. companies doing business with
Israel and to harass Israeli diplomatic
and other personnel in the course of
their normal duties.”

Israeli officials have confirmed that
several important defense-related
deals, about to -be signed, were
abruptly canceled by nervous United
States concerns in the wake of these
highly publicized incidents. The Is-
raelis are also aware, in the aftermath
of the Pollard affair, of greater sen-
sitivity among American Jews work-
ing in national security areas. Thus,
there already has been serious dam-
age. In late August, the Defense Min-
istry in Tel Aviv issued a statement
noting that the publicity in the United
States news media was giving Israel
a bad name. American defense con-
tractors, normally anxious to work
with Israel, were becoming wary of
embarking on new deals. They feared
they might become the target of some
Federal investigation.

Abram, in his statement, seemed
to pin the blame on lower-level offi-
cials in Washington ‘‘who apparently
do not accept the policy of this
Administration toward Israel and
who appear determined to challenge
it. They do so by leaks, by loose
charges, by manipulating the media,
as in the Napco case when TV camera
crews accompanied Customs agents
who showed up at a warehouse in up-
state New York to investigate the
possible ‘illegal’ acquisition by Israel
of United States military technology.”

Abram expressed full confidence
that the accusations against Israel
would “prove to be without founda-
tion. But I am deeply concerned that
the campaign of rumor, innuendo,
leaks and similar tactics carried out
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by unnamed sources in the bureau-
cracy is intended to jeopardize the
positive attitude toward Israel that
exists at the highest levels of our Gov-
ernment and among the American
people generally. It is this challenge
to policy and authority that concerns
me, as it must all citizens.”

It is, of course, natural that Cus-
toms and F.B.I. agents, Justice De-
partment officials, local police
officers and other law-enforcement
personnel will attempt to investigate
all allegations of criminal conduct
against Israel thoroughly. In this
post-Watergate era, these authorities
want to avoid even the most remote
taint of a cover-up. Their job is to
investigate alleged crimes, and they
are doing so against Israel.

At the political level, however, the
United States Government, espe-
cially Secretary of State George
Shultz, is clearly more sensitive to the
“bigger picture”’—namely, the over-
all United States~Israeli relationship.

. The State Department wants to make

certain that the investigations do not
overly upset these ties, which. are
seen as very important to both coun-
tries. Shultz and others have done
their best to limit the damage. But
some damage is inevitable, and Is-
raelis are aware of this.

To a certain degree, the Israelis
certainly have themselves to blame.
The Pollard matter was an incredibly
stupid blunder. It opened up a Pan-
dora’s box of trouble. Over the years,
moreover, Israeli officials, concerned
about the real security problems fac-
ing their country, have on occasion
gone beyond the accepted limits in
seeking more weaponry and technol-
ogy from the United States. In the
process, they have offended some
American officials who now are going
after them with a certain vengeance.

But Israel appears to have learned
its lesson. By all accounts, Israeli of-
ficials have received instructions from
Jersualem from the highest level to
clean up their act. In the coming
weeks and months, there might be
more allegations of Israeli wrong-
doing. But they will almost certainly
involve past incidents. Politically, Is-
raeli officials nowadays simply can’t
afford to take any more chances. The
risks do not justify the potential
gains. (]

Arthur Hertzberg

he greatest intellectual
and spiritual disaster to
have afflicted the Jewish
people in the modern era
is the rekindling of the
belief that the messiah is
about to come. This notion swept the
Jewish world in the 17th century, but
unfortunately, the self-proclaimed
messiah, Shabbetai Zevi, did not de-
liver the redemption that he had
promised. In a radically different
form, messianism arose again a cen-
tury later, as a secular dream. The
Enlightenment taught the European
intelligentsia the idea that society as
a whole was perfectable. Jewish in-
tellectuals began to hope, then, that
they, and perhaps their people as a
whole, could leave the ghetto and ac-
quire some share in this new world.

Several forms of secular Zionism
belong to this messianic tendency.
Adherents believed that the Jewish
religion belonged with the culture of
the ghetto; the new Zionist nation-
alism was to achieve a freeing of the
Jews from this narrow, outworn past.
Orthodox religious believers have
generally failed to understand that
Zionist Jewish secularism is not sim-
ply the desire to live without the con-
straints of Jewish rituals. On the
contrary, Zionist secularism was con-
ceived, in theory, as a messianic faith.
This secular messianism remains
alive in Israel, though not in the dias-
pora. That is why nonbelieving Jews
of the diaspora are so much more
willing to be accommodating to reli-
gious believers than are the secular-
ists in Israel.

On the religious side, the fire that
was once kindled by Shabbetai Zevi
is burning again in our own day. It
began in an unlikely place, in the
teachings of Rabbi Abraham Isaac
Kook, the first Ashkenazic chief
rabbi of Palestine under the British
Mandate. He was, of course, person-
ally as far away from false messianism
as East is from West. Nevertheless,
the main thrust of his teachings was
that we are at the beginning of the
era of the messianic redemption of
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If the messiah failed to appear at Auschwitz, it is beyond belief
he has been saving himself to appear in Ma’ale Adummim.

the world and, of course, of the Jews.
Once Rabbi Kook declared that he
knew what time it was on the divine
clock, the next step was clear: One
was obliged to prepare, actively, for
the events that were to come. Rabbi
Kook opened a yeshivah to educate
priests for the service of the Temple.
It was equally possible, in all logic,
as his son, Rabbi Zvi Judah Kook,
understood very well, to prepare set-
tlers for the undivided land of Israel,
and never mind any Government re-
strictions against such settlement or
any problems with the Arabs that
such endeavors might create. That is
exactly what Zvi Judah Kook did; he
trained and inspired the leaders of
Gush Emunim, the ideologues who
have forced settlement in the West
Bank for annexationist purposes.
And it is possible for ultra-Ortho-
dox Jews to burn down bus shelters
in Israel today, not simply to protest
against seminude women on adver-
tising posters. For the whole stance
of ultra-Orthodoxy has changed in
this generation. The haredim, as the
ultra-Orthodox are known in Israel,
are no longer ‘““passive’’; they believe
that they can change the world by
force., True, these haredim are the
descendants of those who opposed
Rabbi Kook in his own lifetime. They
are themselves not active messianists,
as are the followers of the Rebbe of
Lubavitch, but they belong to the ac-
tivist atmosphere that increasingly
pervades all factions of Orthodoxy,
including the anti-Zionist elements.
Theirs is the notion that this is a dif-
ferent time from the preceding 20
centuries of waiting for the messiah,
Contrary to Dostoyevski’s Karama-
zov, who proclaimed that if God is
dead, “everything is permitted,” the
haredim insist that God is very much
alive; therefore all is permitted.
Both the secularists and the reli-
gious continue, through some of their
most significant spokespersons, to
foster their differing messianic
dreams. The religious have less and
less doubt that they will inherit the
land - of Israel from the secularists,
who, they sometimes admit, were the
founders of the modern Zionist set-
tlement. Had this not been foretold,

in a very deep way, by Rabbi Kook
himself?

The secularists’ kind of messianism
has been described recently in sev-
eral articles in Ha’aretz by the Is-
raeli newspaper’s editor, Gershom
Schocken. Schocken has called for an
end of the ban of Ezra on intermar-
riage and for active absorption of the
Arab minority in Israel. Schocken
has said subsequently that he simply
wants Jews in Israel to behave “nor-
mally,” to open their family door to
the Arab minority and thus end the
majority-minority tensions. In my
reading, Schocken’s argument im-
plies that this is the way for the Jews
of Israel to achieve “normalcy” for
themselves in the Middle East: by
creating in Israel an indigenous na-
tive population and returning to the
situation that existed before Ezra
banned intermarriage some 25 cen-
turies ago.

There seems even to be a hint of

permissiveness—again, in my read-
ing—about the diaspora in Schock-
en’s argument. If the Jews who live
elsewhere than in Israel will actively
intermarry, they will soon disappear
into the larger society. By making an
end to Ezra’s ban in both Israel and
the diaspora, the messianic dream of
secular Zionism, the normalization of
the Jewish people, will be achieved.
Herzl and Nordau both once pro-
claimed this dream in these very
terms: Let the Jews who want to be
Jews go to Palestine; let the rest as-
similate. The Jews will then no longer
clutter up the world, harboring ter-
rible guilt about Jewish continuity in
the diaspora and about the Jewish-
ness of the state of Israel.

I think the time has come to say to
the messianists in the Jewish world,
both secular and religious, that the
messiah is not coming. If the secular
messiah had been about to come, he
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has had at least two centuries in which
to give either democracy or socialism
to the world—but the world seems no
better than it used to be under the
royal tyrannies of the Middle Ages.
It is only different, perhaps even bet-
ter, in some places, but only in de-
gree. If the messiah of the Jewish
religion had intended to make his ap-
pearance in the 20th century, he
should have turned up in front of the
main gate of Auschwitz. If he failed
to appear there, it is beyond belief
that he has been saving himself in or-
der to appear in the parking lots of
Efrat or Ma’ale Adummim.

Both the secular and the religious
messianists, therefore, need to
change their minds quite radically
about what this century means in
Jewish history. Even Zionism has to
be understood not as “the beginning
of the root of our redemption” but as
another of the great holding acts that
our people have devised with which
to survive another century or so un-
der new conditions. This is, of course,
the basic insight of Ahad Ha’Am, the
sober founder a century ago of cul-
tural Zionism.

Once messianism is unlearned cer-
tain consequences must follow. The
most important will be a change in
the pervasive atmosphere, from pug-
nacity to sobriety. A people that is
not about to be “redeemed,” or “nor-
malized” has no choice but to behave
with circumspection. That means that
all the untidy accommodations
among the various factions of the
Jewish people must be maintained;
such vexed questions as the relation-
ship between the Jewish religion and
Jewish secularism cannot be settled
to the satisfaction of either side. A
“victory” by one side, whether by the
secularists or by the ultra-Orthodox,
would lead to schism. In a non-Mes-
sianic era, we cannot afford a schism
like the one with the Karaites more
than a thousand years ago.

The Jewish people will remain an
abnormal people. It will insist on re-
maining Jewish in Israel, even though
it might seem more intelligent to sec-
ularists to settle into the region, as
Gershom Schocken has asserted, as
an old-new biologic blend. Even ac-
cording to the most pessimistic pro-
jections, the. majority of diaspora
Jewry will maintain its Jewishness for
the next several generations. The
diaspora will not abandon, en masse,
its Jewish emotions for the sake of
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“normalization.” The fever of reli-
gious messianism will not last. It will
receive a death blow when the mes-
siah fails to appear, and the political
preparations for his appearance re-
ceive their inevitable setbacks. Nei-
ther the Americans nor the Soviets
are likely to oblige some of the melo-
dramatic ‘‘believers” by starting a nu-
clear war of Gog and Magog.
Messianic dreamers of all kinds are
doing violence to the survivalist ca-
pacity of the Jews of the world, in
Israel and the diaspora. The time has
come to accept two age-old insights:
The House of Israel is not like all
other peoples; the messiah will come
not when we try to force his hand, or
even when we think we are preparing
for him, but only when we least ex-
pect him. The Jewish world needs less
dreaming and more sobriety. []

Desperation and
Humor
by Elizabeth Kolbert

eggy Parnass writes,
she says, in the hope of
fostering a  society
where “one won’t need
the thick skin that I
don’t have.” How is it
that a Jew orphaned by the Holocaust
and tough enough to return to Ger-
many after the war has never devel-
oped a protective hide? That a
journalist devoted to the Sisyphean
struggle for a just society still opti-
mistically hopes for a better world?
These questions belong to the pro-
found paradox from which the work
of Peggy Parnass, a prize-winning
journalist based in Hamburg, derives
so much of its power.

The author of two books (the most
recent, published last year, is called
“Kleine Radikale Minderheit,” or
“Small Radical Minority’”) and doz-
ens of articles, many rather autobio-
graphical, and a frequent speaker at
political gatherings, Peggy Parnass is
arguably the most famous woman in

Hamburg. But hers is no fame born
of benign entertainment, for her
work—much of it reported from the
city’s courthouses—tou * :s on some
of the most sensitive isoues in West
Germany today, on militarism and in-
tolerance, on injustice and anti-Sem-
itism.

A slight woman with girlishly di-
sheveled brown hair, strong features
and a full mouth quick to smile,
Peggy Parnass is to friends and ac-
quaintances alike simply “Peggy.” I
spoke to Peggy at her Hamburg
apartment, which, with its deep green
and wood-paneled walls, resembles a
secluded forest clearing.

It is easy to understand why she
does not speak willingly about her
early years with her parents in Ger-
many. Personal as well as public con-
cerns, Peggy claims, compel her to
avoid dwelling on the past. “Many
people, when they talk about the
past, want us to forget about the pres-
ent, to make us look backward in-
stead of forward,” she says.

Not so easy to comprehend is Peg-
gy’s unwillingness to connect dates
with events. Perhaps her exaggerated
reluctance to reveal her age is rooted
in the difficulties of growing old with-
out ever having been a child. As she
writes in her story “Kindheit”
(““Childhood”), “It occurs to me that
I never was a child. Perhaps I have
become one in the meantime. Occa-
sionally.”

Peggy was born in Hamburg in the
early 1930s to a German mother and
a Polish father. “Already before he
was unwanted here as a Jew, he was
stamped as an undesirable foreigner
because he was a gambler,” Peggy
writes of her father, who was 30 years
her mother’s senior.

As a slim, blond child with an in-
congruously booming voice, Peggy
already suspected she would make
her way in the world with her stories.
In “story ball,” a game of local in-
vention, she was champion: For
Peggy, the rules, which called for
players to keep the ball in the air
while recounting a story, were often
set aside to allow for the completion
of her tales.

The Germany of the late 1930s,
however, was hardly conducive to
games. ‘“The Nazis were all around
us,” she recalls. “Everywhere there
were signs telling us what we weren’t
allowed to do and we did it anyway.
Once we sat on a park bench although






bustling St. Georg. Many of the res-
idents in this enclave of artists and
immigrants are Turkish guest work-
ers, who, as outsiders, appear to play
in contemporary Germany the role
formerly allocated to the Jews. As
unemployment in the country rises
and the Turks encounter increasing
hostility, even violence, the parallel
becomes ever more striking. Peggy
cautions, however, against allowing
this similarity to lead to an uncritical
view of the Turks. “Sometimes when
I am automatically friendlier to a
Turk than I'd be to a German, I sud-
denly ask myself if I am dealing with
a Gray Wolf, a contemporary Turk-
ish fascist,” she explains.

Her early years in postwar Ham-
burg she describes as a period of tre-
mendous vitality generated by a
physically crippled people in search
of a spiritual goal. These years, dur-
ing which she studied ‘“‘black,” or il-
legally as an unregistered student, at
the Universitdt-Hamburg, were a
time of optimism for Peggy, for the
war had left Germany vulnerable and
uncharacteristically open to new
ideas. Yet it was not the illusion that
the Germans had ‘“‘changed” that led
her to remain in Hamburg; it was the
brutal recognition that people with
their hatreds, their prejudices and
their willful blindness to evil are es-
sentially the same all over the world.
“I don’t see a reason to leave Ger-
many really, since I've realized
there’s just as much prejudice every-
where,” she explains. “One of the
most shocking experiences of my life
was to go to Israel and realize that
the German Jews look down on the
Polish Jews, and that the German
Jews and the Polish Jews look down
on the Oriental Jews. I don’t know
where to escape to.”

Yet while escape from prejudice
and hatred, as Peggy points out, is
impossible anywhere, life for the Jew
in Germany holds its own particular
horrors, of which no one is more
keenly aware than she. One of her
first major journalistic pieces was a
story entitled ‘“‘Jidin in Deutschland”
(“Jewess in Germany’’), which she
wrote for the well-known leftist mag-
azine Konkret in 1965. “I am afraid
in this country, of this country,” she
writes, “most afraid in crowds . .
with anyone over 35 simply the pos-
sibility that he could have partici-
pated makes me sick.”
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The topic of “Jewess in Germany”
is one, Peggy is pained to discover,
that disturbs German Jews as much
as it disturbs other Germans. “Let it
lie,” the Jews implore her. “That can
only hurt us.” But the little girl who
watched with amazement as her eld-
ers silently submitted to the abuse of
the Nazis refuses now in her own
adulthood to remain silent. This,
though she knows that to be truly
honest means she “must tread on the
feet of [her] friends.” She refuses,
though she must inform her language
students that she cannot be convinced
of their belief that the sum of “six
million is highly exaggerated; it was
certainly hardly even four.” She re-
fuses, though she must tell her “en-
lightened” acquaintances that it is no
compliment to be labeled the “‘ex-
ception” to their various anti-Semitic
prejudices. ‘“‘Me, often the only Jew
whom they know, they call an ‘ex-
ception.’ What should one say? I am
too weary to give each one a lecture.”

In her contribution to the 1979 an-
thology entitled “Fremd im Eigenen
Land” (“Strangers in Their Own
Land”), Peggy once again focuses on
the situation of the Jew in West Ger-
many today. But this time she ap-
proaches the task as the latest
recipient of the Joseph Drexel Prize
for outstanding journalistic achieve-
ment, and while the basic themes re-
main the same, the prose has become
bolder, more pointed. Now honesty
brings with it the fear not only of step-
ping on toes, but also of finding that
“the love of friends will prove too
weak to bridge the gap in experi-
ence.” For now it is the entire Ger-
man left, in which Peggy has risen to
prominence, that she must accuse of
a thinly veiled anti-Semitism. “My
leftist friends often make a theme of
the Nazi period, often highlighting
themselves as violent antifascists,”
Peggy writes. “At the same time, as
they put it, they fight Zionists—in
speech, in writing and, best of all, in
deed. This gives me the feeling that
only a dead Jew, like a dead Indian,
is a good Jew.”

At the same time that Peggy’s Jew-
ishness makes her an outsider on the
German left, where pro-Palestinian
sympathies run high, her liberal ac-
tivism renders her unacceptable to
Hamburg’s 1,500-member Jewish
community, which keeps a low pro-
file. “You are always sitting between
two stools,” says a friend, describing

her predicament.

It was out of frustration with the
German left, or more precisely with
the German leftist press, that Peggy,
whose original dream was to become
an actress, stepped down from the
stage and sat at the typewriter. In
1970, distressed by the coverage of
the Nazi war criminal trials, Peggy
found herself thrust into the role of
journalist, a role she seems to play
today with undiminished conviction.
Calling upon them to do some “real
work,” Peggy exhorted her friends in
the press corps to resist in their re-
porting the biases of the court itself.
“Finally, someone suggested I do it
myself,” Peggy recounts. “She gave
me the names of some people to con-
tact where she worked, and I did.
Right away.”

“Since 1970, I have been writing
trial stories,” Peggy writes in a recent
essay, ‘‘basically only because I could
no longer stand to see how mass-mur-
dering Nazis were being protected by
the press.” Her reports on the Nazi
trials of the 1970s and early ’80s are
written in the voice of one who seems
to see only two choices: either to be
struck dumb with disbelief or to fight
ceaselessly and constantly against the
silence that signals complacency and
surrender. It is a voice the Germans
would prefer to ignore, even to si-
lence.

More than once, Peggy has re-
ceived telephone calls threatening to
disrupt the many public appearances
that she makes. And for every ad-
mirer she has won, she also has a de-
tractor. Said one of her editors, “I
often receive letters for Peggy saying
things like, “You Jewish sow, if you
don’t like it here in Germany, why
don’t you leave?’ ”

In 1972 Ludwig Hahn, under
whose command 900,000 Warsaw
Jews were killed and the ghetto was
razed, came up for trial in Hamburg.
Peggy describes the atmosphere in
the courtoom: “Polite chat as if at an
art opening—‘So you know...?
‘Did you know . .. ?" Unbearable.
Monstrosity in well-groomed club
style.” The “club” atmosphere in the
court reflects a deep-seated complic-
ity between accused and accuser,
Peggy points out. The Nazi’s crimes
were crimes against humanity, but
they were not, after all, crimes
against the law. Hahn, a trained ju-
rist, “‘speaks of security and order
through the Gestapo. And of the






reader to question the social values
that the court reflects. “Prozesse” is
a call to consider the law as it bears
upon actual lives and to examine it
critically as a human creation em-
bodying human flaws. Above all,
“Prozesse” is a humanitarian book,
and a highly absorbing one at that.
So far, it has sold over 50,000 copies.

But while the literary success of
“Prozesse” is unquestionable, Peggy
often feels convinced that her work
has been without effect, that people,
uneducable and unchangeable, re-
main no less capable today than they
were 40 years ago of obeying thought-
lessly, even eagerly, the edicts of
hatred. To test her suspicion that the
lessons of the past have been wasted,
Peggy asked several local merchants
how they would respond if a law were
passed barring all leftists from the
grocery store, the movie theater, the
bank. “Well, if that’s the rule? After
all, they must have made it for a rea-
son,” said the fruit man. “I wouldn’t
think it was good, but before they

closed my store . . . ,” answered an-
other merchant. External forces may
have changed, Peggy concludes, but
not people.

Almost as powerful, though, as the
current of desperation in her work,
are the forces of humor and laughter.
“T laugh more than others because I
have a sense of situation comedy,”
Peggy once remarked in a television
interview. Indeed, her sense of situ-
ation comedy lightens even her most
alarming and tragic stories. The story
of Ludwig Hahn’s trial, for example,
ends with an ironic description of
Peggy’s encounter with the Nazi gen-
eral who commanded the Warsaw
ghetto where her parents spent their
last years. “I could have spared my-
self the awkward effort, made in the
hope of further productive conver-
sations, not to show Herr Hahn how
sick he made me. For the next day,
unfortunately, he could read with
whom he had spoken in the morning
paper. . . . And so I will never meet
his dear family after all.” As Peg-

gy points out to me, the Jewish
sense of humor has always existed
in spite of events, not as a result
of them.

It is in the center of this paradox,
with humor on the one side and hor-
ror on the other, that Peggy sits and
writes, though the work, as she puts
it, positively eats her up. “I don’t

know any longer if it is worth fight-

ing,” she sighs. “I only think it would
be unacceptable not to fight, just to
sit back and be pessimistic.” Does she
ever consider writing on subjects less
socially significant, perhaps even triv-
1al? “Even if I wrote about fashion,
it would still be political,” Peggy an-
swers. “‘I am quite sure that wherever
I live, I'd do exactly the same work.
Even in Israel.”

Elizabeth Kolbert is a reporter on the
metropolitan staff of The New York
Times.

“Jewish-Arab relations in Haifa were good in the past, but
today it is surprising that the Arabs have not revolted.”

Arabs and Jews
in Haifa
by Muriel Moulton

he Israeli port city of

Haifa has a long history

of amicable relations be-

tween its Arab and

Jewish citizens. Partici-

pation by Arab commu-
nity leaders in municipal decision-
making, the appointment of Arabs to
every level of city government and
the success of Arab entrepreneurs in
Haifa’s commercial sector have fos-
tered a feeling of complacent good-
will if not warm friendship between
the two communities since the found-
ing of the state.
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Now, however, observers note a
deterioration in that relationship.
Overcrowded and decaying neigh-
borhoods, a worsening economic
situation and—most frequently men-
tioned—the racial provocations of
Knesset Member Rabbi Meir Kahane
are all cited as reasons for the erosion
of the live-and-let-live attitude that
had prevailed between Arabs and
Jews in Haifa in the past. The new
tension is still beneath the surface but
becomes evident in conversations
with ordinary citizens and leaders of
both communities.

“I don’t feel any tension,” remarks
Hannah, the Jewish proprietor of a
coffeehouse on a busy street border-
ing Wadi Nisnas, Haifa’s largest Arab
neighborhood. “Haifa is not like Je-
rusalem where it’s not safe to walk in
the streets. Here there are mixed
neighborhoods and Arabs and Jews
live in the same buildings.”

In her late 50s, Hannah is a
pleasant person with a ready, warm
smile. She came to Israel in 1948.

“From Cyprus,” she explains. “And
before that—Dachau.” Of Haifa, she
says, “It’s the best place to live. A
quiet city.”

Hannah’s coffeehouse is cozy.
There are flowers on the tables. Out-
side, people stroll, run for buses or
stop to consider the marzipan, the
cheese rolls and the fluffy meringue
kisses in the window. Some come in
to buy, others to drink a cup of
coffee. The faces of Hannah’s cus-
tomers are a potpourri of the city’s
population. She greets most of them
by name.

“Here we don’t have much terror-
ism,” she says. “There is some,
though. A bomb in the open-air mar-
ket a few weeks ago and then one
near the courthouse.” She pauses,
then adds: “That’s new. We never
had things like that before. In two
months there were 10 explosions.
People were injured. But still, it’s not
like in Jerusalem. In Jerusalem it’s
every day.

“In Haifa, for the Arabs, it’s a Gar-
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den of Eden and the older ones know
it. Why should they make trouble?
Only the younger ones don’t appre-
ciate it.” By now a cloud has shad-
ow __ her eyes. Her smile is a little
less sunny. “I don’t agree with
Kahane, to throw the Arabs out. Ka-
hane is a disgrace. Israel is a tolerant
country and Haifa is the most tolerant
city, but how long should we be vic-
tims?”’ Imperceptibly, her voice has
hardened, the gentleness ebbs away.
“How much tolerance do we have to
have? This is a Jewish state. Let the
Arabs live here in peace, but they kill
our children and murder our soldiers
in our own land.”

She’s referring to a spate of recent
murders in the Haifa area. They in-
clude the kidnapping and murder of
hitchhiking soldiers and the blud-
geoning to death of a 15-year-old boy
and a 20-year-old woman in their
Haifa neighborhoods. The crimes
have been traced to Israeli Arabs
from villages near the city. Until re-
cently, virtually no Haifa-area Arabs
had been accused of terrorist acts.

A few blocks away from Hannah’s
coffeehouse, on a narrow cobbled
street in Wadi Nisnas, two young
Arab men squat on the sidewalk sur-
rounded by yards of fishnet. Extract-
ing the fish one by one from the net
and tossing them into buckets, they
both declare that relations between
Jews and Arabs in Haifa are good.

Yusif, 19 years old, says that he
studies “with them in the vocational
school” where he is learning to be a
metalworker. “There is no problem
between us. I have Jewish friends.”

Passersby stop to examine the fish.
Some haggle over the price. Ibrahim,
20, jokes with the prospective cus-
tomers, goading them to buy. Quick
and lively, he cadges a cigarette from
a passerby and gets one for Yusif too.
In between the selling, they are busy
with their net, carefully picking the
fish from the barbed folds.

“I only do this sometimes,” Yusif

says. “To help Ibrahim and to earna

little money. The rest of the time I
study to learn a trade.” He looks up
from the net and, for the first time,
his fingers are still. “But when I finish
at the school, I'll have trouble getting
a job. They’ll tell me to come back
when 1 finish the army. They know
Arabs don’t go to the army but many
places only want to hire Jews.”
Sitting cross-legged on the side-

.walk, Ibrahim doesn’t stop working.

Slender and intense, he squints
against the sun. There is a sharp edge
to his voice. “The Jews think they’re
better than the Arabs. They think
they’re the Chosen People. Why
should I go to the university to study?
I can’t study the modern technolog-
ical subjects because afterward I
won’t get a job. All the jobs in those
subjects are in defense industries.
They don’t hire Arabs for jobs in de-
fense industries.

“And my friend Yusif, he thinks
he’s smart to study metalworking.
But they won’t hire him. They only
want us to do the dirty jobs that Jews
don’t want to do.”

Yusif frowns and shakes his head.
His voice is quieter than his friend’s
but there is a new urgency in his eyes.
“All of that—we can manage with
it,” he says. “The jobs, the bad
houses. It’s just Kahane. If he con-
tinues, no one but God knows what
will happen. He heats up the
people—the Arabs. If he will be quiet
there will be no problem. But they
don’t shut him up. We have no other
place. We have to live here together
with the Jews. So why don’t they shut
him up?”’

The Jewish shopkeeper and the

. Arab fish peddlers share a common

condemnation of Kahane’s racist in-
citement. They both affirm, however
reluctantly, that Jews and Arabs are
destined to live together in the land.
Except for a minuscule minority of
extremists on both sides, these are
commonly held views among Haifa’s
citizens. Paradoxically, however, in-
stead of uniting in efforts to overcome
the Kahanist provocations, each group
seems to be succumbing to the incite-
ment. Latent grievances and underly-
ing tensions are exacerbated.

Hannah grieves for the Jews killed
in their own land by Arabs. The acts
arouse in her a fear and suspicion of
her neighbors and customers. The de-
spised Kahane expresses and vali-
dates those fears and suspicions.

Yusif and Ibrahim find it increas-
ingly onerous to accept their ambig-
uous position as Arabs in a Jewish
state—a state surrounded by overtly
hostile Arab nations and under con-
stant attack by Arab terrorists. Ka-
hane’s well-publicized depictions of
Arabs as subhumans gives a new di-
mension to their sense of injury, pro-
viding a confirmation of their worst
suspicions of the Jewish attitude to-

ward Arabs.

Arabs are, in fact, employed in
every kind of work at every level in
Haifa—except in defense industries,
a major employer in this part of
the country.

Tuvia Zuckerman, the city of Hai-
fa’s official spokesman, insists that
“it’s not true that Arabs in Haifa are
limited to jobs that Jews don’t want.
In Haifa you will find Arab doctors
and nurses in any hospital and in the
local community clinics, and not only
in the Arab neighborhoods. Go to
Romema, up on the Carmel where
not many Arabs live, and ask who is
one of the favorite doctors in the
clinic there. He’s an Arab.” In blue-
collar trades, Zuckerman declares
that ‘“‘there is no basis to these
charges of discrimination in employ-
ment. Jobs are harder to find now.
That’s true. There is more unem-
ployment for everyone now, yes. The
loss of jobs in Haifa is bad for Jews
and bad for Arabs. But the amount
of unemployment among Arabs is not
out of proportion to their percentage
of the population.”

Commenting on the change in
Arab attitudes toward Jews in Haifa,
Salim Joubran, a widely respected
and lifelong leader of Haifa’s Arab
community, warns that ‘“Kahane is a
danger to Israel more than he is a
danger to the Arabs of Israel because
he is driving our young people—not
all of them, but some—to extremism.
What he says to the Jews about Arabs
incites the Arabs. The movement of
our young people in Haifa toward the
P.L.O. and toward the Communists
is something new in this city. It never
happened before.”

Recipient in 1982 of the Haifa Prize
for his work in improving Arab-
Jewish relations, Joubran warns that
“my generation can understand why"
we Arabs don’t have full equality
here in Israel. But young people
don’t understand. My generation
knows that only peace will solve our
problems. But for the youth it’s hard
to wait until peace will come. Now
Kahane has given them a specific rea-
son to react.”

Asserting that “not enough is being
done against Kahanism,” Joubran
stresses that “this question, next to
defense, is the most important one
the state now faces. There is in Israel
a big Arab minority—17 percent. In
Haifa we are nearly 10 percent of the
population. This cannot be ignored.”
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clear-cut answer.” Rabbi Meir Ka-
hane would expel all Arabs from the
West Bank and Israel.

Benvenisti thinks both Arabs and
Jews have missed opportunities to
solve their conflict but that missing
them was inevitable: ‘““You know per-
fectly well what you should have done
a year ago,” he says. “You can never
do it; it is always too late. That is part
of the condition of the conflict.”

He says the Arabs are equally re-
sponsible for what has happened.
“They had their [opportunities], but
they missed all of them and now they
are going to miss the last one. . . .
They still think in terms of destroying
Israel.”

He views the July summit meeting
between Israeli Prime Minister Shi-
mon Peres and Morocco’s King Has-
san II as without meaning. “Its
purpose was the creation of atmos-
phere,” he says. “Its significance is
routine banality.”

Looking at the options for the fu-
ture, Benvenisti says, “I know that
the Arabs won’t accept a binational
state. They should realize that that is
the only chance they have. But they
wouldn’t agree and that is why they
are doomed.”

Because the Arabs would not ac-
cept a binational state, he predicts
that the struggle will continue and
“pretty soon it will be meaningless for
the rest of the world—a marginal
question. It won’t affect the super-
power relationships or even U.S.
Government policies. It will be a lo-
cal, indigenous and inter—Jewish and
Arab conflict, slightly more impor-
tant than Northern Ireland because
Jews are scattered all over the world.

“This is one of the reasons why I
want to keep it visible. I am afraid
that if we are left alone, there will be
no impact from the parties who rec-
ognize its devastating effect on Jew-
ish life and Arab life—on the peoples
of the Holy Land.”

He warns American Jews: “The
Jewish community in the United
States doesn’t understand how dan-
gerous [the conflict] is for their iden-
tity. If Israel will really become a dual
society, what will happen to Jewish-
American attachment to the land of
Israel? But how can they identify with

a regime based on inequality? I don’t .

have an answer. The American Jews
must find an answer for themselves.
It depends on how they perceive their
own values.
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“Very soon they will be faced with

-an Israel that they don’t know. It is

going to be a new Israel. Political cul-
ture based on Jewish humanistic val-
ues is on the wane in Isracl. We are
losing ground all the time.”

Benvenisti does not expect war. *“I
think the era of major wars in the
Middle East is over,” he says. ‘““There
will be increased terrorism, increased
retaliation, communal rioting, fight-
ing, rock-throwing, stabbings. It is a
violent environment.”

Years ago, when he was the Dep-
uty Mayor of Jerusalem, Benvenisti
took me on a walk through the Old
City of Jerusalem. He stopped and
talked in Arabic with residents and
shopkeepers. They hugged him, chat-
tered with him warmly, invited us for
coffee. Looking back now, he thinks
that he bridged relations with the Ar-
abs only on a personal level. He adds,
“At the same time, we could shoot
one another. It has happened.”

Relating the Arab-Jewish conflict
to his own history, he says, “We are
responsible for this—the sons of the
founding fathers. We are the only
group who could have translated the
dreams of the founding fathers into
reality. We failed. We were dwarfed
by our parents.”

Ideally, Benvenisti believes parti-
tion to be Israel’s only long-term so-
lution. “The fact that the long-term
solution will never be achieved is an-
other matter,” he says. “I don’t be-
lieve that a plural society based on
two so different peoples can live to-
gether in one polity. They will have
to find a way to live under different
governments.

“There are no good solutions, only
bad solutions. The only viable ap-
proach today is to advocate equality.
But that is a recipe for eternal strife—
like Lebanon. The alternative to eter-
nal strife is partition. Theoretically,
the only long-term solution is that
both sides will have their own expres-
sion of sovereignty. At the same
time, I am telling you it will never
happen.” [J

Last Visit to St. Privat
by Sal A. Westrich

J. Robert Moskin was the foreign ed-
itor of Look magazine and is now a
senior editor at World Press Review.
He wrote “Among Lions,” the story
of the 1967 battle for Jerusalem, which
received the National Book Award.

For Michel

t is Sunday afternoon and the

streets of the village are empty.

Everyone is home celebrating

the day of rest with traditional

Sabbath feasting. From the

opened windows come sounds

of domestic commotion: voices an-

swering one another, dishes clanking,

a dog being scolded, the sudden peal
of laughter.

I am standing before a two-story
house that I readily recognize, al-
though I was 7 when I last lived in it,
more than four decades ago. Perhaps
my memory has been aided by its lo-
cation, diagonally across from the
town hall. Or perhaps there are
places, as there are moments, that
one never forgets.

The house is deserted and in dis-
repair. The knocker is still hanging
although now covered with rust; a
pane of glass above the doorway is
missing; the second-floor shutter and
window are ajar, revealing falling
plaster, more missing glass panes and
a large crack in the ceiling. Entering
the -village, I had noticed other
houses in varying states of neglect.
Apparently St. Privat des Pres, a
grain- and dairy-producing village of
some 800 inhabitants, nestled in the
Dordogne Valley, is experiencing the
same decline that has affected much
of rural France.

Not able to prod open the front
door, I place my eye against the key-
hole and can see through the dark
corridor to the overgrown garden
with its uneven steps leading up to
the adjacent grazing field. I am not
quite sure what to do next and so sim-
ply place myself before the house
scrutinizing its every detail. Before
long, T am no longer conscious of
stones and shapes but of moments:
my mother sitting on the garden steps
watching my 2-year-old brother
Michel, while chatting with Mme.
Hersher, the other tenant, during an
interlude in their longstanding feud;
my father crushing a ripe tomato
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to whom I am introduced are Mme.
Joyeux, widow of St. Privat’s wartime
mayor; Mlle. Roussie, the present
ov - r of my old house (Mme. Go-
tread, knowing of my desire to see it,
has thoughtfully broiight her along);
and, to my surprise, a boyhood
friend, Jean-Frangois Signac. We
make our way to the nearby café and
talk about the past. I bring up the
arrests, but except for Mme. Joyeux,
no one remembers much. “The fam-
ilies were separated,” she recalls.
“The men were put on the bus; then
later, the women and children.
Everyone was crying; it was heart-
rending.” She adds a few words and
then must depart, leaving Jean-Fran-
¢ois and me to exchange childhood
memories. It is a remarkable mo-
ment: Two lives that began together
in St. Privat—one that remained at-
tached to the ancestral soil, the other
transplanted across the ocean—have
again converged. I look into his eyes,
clear and steadfast with a shade of
sadness, perhaps some disappoint-
ments, some private defeats. Our
conversation is not intimate: There
are thoughts that need not be spoken.

We separate. Mlle. Roussie has
kindly agreed to take me to the
house, and I follow her. We climb to
the second floor. The interior is ex-
actly as I remembered it: the bed-
room opening into the kitchen, the
window overlooking the street, the
two chimneys. And yet everything
has changed. In returning to St. Pri-
vat, I have entered my own inner
chambers, depriving these outer ones
of their memorial hold. The dead in-
habitants have found other, less ac-
cessible quarters, and what is left is
an embarrassing emptiness. Before
departing, Mlle. Roussie takes me to
the attic. “Take whatever you want,”
she says, pointing to the debris of dis-
carded objects. I randomly pick up
an earthenware plate and a baby’s
bottle—perhaps my little brother’s.

A few days later, from nearby Ri-
berac, where I have been staying, |
return to St. Privat for a last visit. I
make a long turn around the village,
trying to note everything: The gar-
dens merging into the fields, the four
crossroads guarded by iron crucifixes,
the cemetery, the two-room school-
house, old dwellings and new ones. I
have resolved to sce Mme. Joyeux
one more time. And I shall want to
say good-bye to a few friends.

I find Mme. Joyeux in church help-

ing with the weekly cleaning. We
walk to her house, but she warns me
that she is expecting visitors and can-
not talk for long. From the beginning,
her answers are evasive. Was it the
French police who had conducted the
arrests? She is not sure but thinks it
was the Germans. How did they
know where the Jews lived? There
were lists. But where did they get the
lists, and how did the officials know
the whereabouts of the houses? She
does not know. What happened when
the Jews were arrested, where were
they taken, and had she heard the
cries of the children? She cannot re-
member. I ask her about the role of
her husband, who as mayor must
have known of the impending action.
She denies that her husband had
played any role in the arrests.

Realizing that she will not talk di-
rectly about the events, I raise more
general issues. How had the Germans
acted in St. Privat? “They were quite
correct and, until they began to take
the Jews, we thought that they were
behaving in a very proper way.” Why
did she think the Jews had remained
in St. Privat and allowed themselves
to be apprehended? ‘“Apparently,”
she says, “the Jews did not realize
that the Germans disliked them, and
yet they knew of the arrests that were
taking place in Poland. I cannot un-
derstand why they didn’t draw any
conclusions from this.”

Ileave Mme. Joyeux, perplexed by
her reticence. Had the initial reve-
lations been made because of the
presence of other villagers and be-
cause she was ignorant of my inten-
tions? Had the lapses of memory
occurred because I had told her, at
the beginning of the interview, that I
intended to write an account of the
Jews’ last moments in St. Privat?

I am on my way to Fernande Go-
treau when I encounter her sister-in-
law, Jeanne Gotreau. Everyone by
now knows what has brought me to
St. Privat, and so our conversation
quickly turns to the events of 1942.
She tells me what she knows about
the arrests, and adds that one of her
sons had joined the Maquis, the guer-
rilla fighters in the French under-
ground. Then she mentions the death
of M. Valentin. “You know,” she
says, ‘“‘that he committed suicide.” 1
express surprise. “He had not been
well for some time,” she continues.
“He was no longer eating. The doctor
wanted to put him in a convalescent

home, but he did not want to go. He
was deteriorating very quickly, had
begun to stare into space.”

We are still talking when Fernande
Gotreau appears. She tells me that in
the course of inquiries, she has found
a number of people who knew my
family, including someone who used
to deliver milk to the house. Our con-
versation continues while we walk to-
ward her house. “I have seen Mme.
Joyeux,” I tell her. “Yes, I know,”
she replies. “I met her in church and
she said that she had spoken to you.”
She waits until we are inside the
house, then continues: ““She said that
she told you that she couldn’t remem-
ber anything, but of course, she could
remember quite well. After all, she
was the mayor’s wife!”

“Do you think then,” I ask, “that
it was her husband who provided the
Germans with the list of Jews and
their whereabouts?”” She makes a
gesture as if to say, What do you
think?

“After the war, he was removed
from office by the Resistance, and
shortly thereafter he hanged him-
self,” she says. I am again taken by
surprise. Two collaborating mayors
who had died by their own hands!
Can one really speak of God’s in-
scrutability? I look at Mme. Gotreau
and am reminded of my old friend,
Jean-Frangois. The two faces have
the same intelligence and warmth,
the eyes serene and an expression
that is at the same time determined.
Here is the other France, the France
that did not submit and that still sur-
vives. We embrace, and I depart.

The fields of St. Privat are golden
with the approaching harvest. The air
is warm and heavy with the scent of
ripe apples, pears and grapes. Nature
is reaching another climax in the cycle
of recurrence. It was on a day like
this 43 years ago that the vehicle of
death left the village and traveled on
the road that I am now taking. The
innocents could see for a last time
nature’s fulfilling promise. Before
them was the abyss. []

Sal A. Westrich is a professor of his-
tory at Pratt Institute, in Brooklyn,
New York. He has written a screen-
play, “Flowers of Autumn,” based on
this memoir.
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Books

Good Guys/Bad Guys

Nicaragua: Revolution in the
Family. Shirley Christian. New
York: Vintage/Random House.
415 pp. Paper, $8.95.

It is sobering to think that a large
portion of the North American public
gets all its information about Nica-
ragua from President Reagan’s tele-
vision speeches on behalf of aid to
the “‘contras,” Nicaraguan counter-
revolutionaries—speeches full of ex-
aggerations and misinformation. In
light of this, a balanced, readable and
informative book about the Nicara-
guan revolution would never be more
welcome than now. Shirley Christian,
a noted journalist who won the 1981
Pulitzer Prize in International Re-
porting for her coverage of Central
America for The New York Times,
might well have written such a book.
Instead she wrote “‘Nicaragua: Rev-
olution in the Family,” a book that
is part hatchet job on Nicaragua’s
Sandinista ruling party and part val-
entine for that country’s middle class.
The subtitle apparently refers to the
inbred and intimate nature of Nica-
ragua’s political elite, left- and right-
wing, with anti-Somoza liberals and
conservatives depicted as solid, up-
right members of that family, and the
Sandinistas as its black sheep. As
with most works that adopt a good
guy/bad guy perspective, Christian’s
book does little to clarify a compli-
cated situation.

Christian is more interested in tell-
ing a story than in systematically de-
veloping a thesis, but her book does
have an underlying argument that
serves as the point of departure for
all its subsequent conclusions. To put
it succinctly, Christian believes that
the key group in the overthrow of An-
astasio Somoza Debayle in 1979 was
not the Sandinista National Libera-
tion Front (F.S.L.N.), but the Nica-
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raguan middle class, assisted by
President Carter’s mildly anti-So-
moza policies and material support
from neighboring Latin American na-
tions. While both Nicaragua’s neigh-
bors and the United States favored a
government headed by progressive
members of the middle class, the San-
dinistas managed to worm their way
into power, according to Christian,
by masking their Marxist-Leninist
politics and faking commitment to
political pluralism. Once in power,
the Sandinistas gradually muscled out
their middle-class allies and began to
show their true political colors.

To strengthen her point about the
leading role played by the middle
class and its foreign backers, Chris-
tian narrates Somoza’s overthrow as
if it were little more than a palace
coup in which the major decisions
were being made, not on the streets
of Managua or in the Nicaraguan
countryside, but at the Latin Amer-
ican desk of the United States State
Department or in the headquarters of
General Omar Torrijos of Panama.
When the Sandinistas appear, they
are usually portrayed in the most un-
flattering light possible—and to ac-
complish this, Christian frequently
resorts to the kind of snide ad hom-
inem remarks that should make a se-
rious journalist blush. For example,
Christian is eager to inform us that
the Sandinistas were nothing like the
heraic guerrillas who appear in offi-
cial portraits. She flippantly com-
ments that the members of a
Sandinista faction that included Pres-
ident Daniel Ortega Saavedra and his
brother Humberto Ortega, now head
of the army, were saved from extinc-
tion under the Somoza regime “by
their preference for living abroad.”
At other points in the book Christian
jeeringly refers to the Ortegas’ lim-
ited combat experience.-Yet accord-
ing to her own account, Daniel
Ortega spent seven years in Somoza’s

prisons, Humberto Ortega suffered
permanent damage to his arm in an
attempt to free a fellow Sandinista
from a Costa Rican jail and their
younger brother Camilo died in a
shoot-out with Somoza’s National
Guard. We are also told in no un-
certain terms how uncharismatic the
Ortegas and the other leading San-
dinistas are, especially in contrast
with various handsome and charming
members of the Nicaraguan middle
class.

The Ortega family can take con-
solation in the fact that they are
hardly alone in having their contri-
bution to the revolution so slighted.
All who are not of the middle class
(that is, the vast majority of Nicara-
gua’s population) suffer a similar fate
at her hands. One would have little
idea from reading this book that the
Nicaraguan revolution was a genuine
mass insurrection with a remarkably
high degree of participation in the
fighting on the part of the general
population, even though this often
meant throwing stones at heavily
armed National Guardsmen or being
exposed to punitive bombings. There
is little discussion of the damage So-
moza inflicted in his final, futile at-
tempt to stay in power, or of the
social impact of a war in which tens
of thousands were killed or wounded
(90 percent of them civilians, accord-
ing to the Red Cross figures that
Christian cites).

Why does Christian give this dra-
matic and crucial aspect of the rev-
olution such short shrift? In part it is
a result of her research method,
which involves many interviews with
State Department officials, middle-
class Nicaraguans and government
officials from other Latin American
countries. These provide us with in-
teresting insights into the “interna-
tional” aspects of Somoza’s over-
throw but tell us nothing about the
revolution in the streets. To be sure,
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Christian could not be expected to
interview every person who was a
temporary combatant in the revolu-
tion, but a few personal accounts
from such participants would have
enlivened and balanced an otherwise
leaden and misleading chronicle of
Somoza’s downfall.

Balance, however, does not seem
to be what Christian is after, and her
most serious failures arise from her
absolute determination to see the re-
cent history of Nicaragua as a struggle
between the perfidious Sandinistas
and the heroic leaders of the pro-
gressive middle class. Such a histor-
ical construct automatically leaves
out most Nicaraguans—workers and
peasants—to whom Christian de-
votes only seven pages in a 415-page
book. In the event of a civil war she
believes that “the majority would go
with the wind . . . just as they had in
1979 when they saw the underpin-
nings come out from under Somoza.
When the shooting was over, they
wanted to be able to proclaim loudly
that they had supported the winner.”

Few comments could be more
baseless or insulting. There was al-
ready mass participation in the fight-
ing in 1978, when Somoza still
appeared well-armed and deeply en-
trenched; television news reports
gave vivid evidence of common
people fighting in the face of aerial
bombings, pitting raw courage and
commitment against modern tech-
nology, especially in the city of Le6n,
Nicaragua’s second largest urban
center.

It is also important to note that
while historical studies are still
scarce, workers and peasants en-
gaged in various forms of protest and
resistance during the Somoza era, de-
spite the fact that opposition to the
regime brought them greater risk of
violent repression than similar move-
ments mounted by the middle class.
Maybe Christian is correct in her ob-
servation that the Nicaraguan’s “first
priority was survival,” but that surely
does not mean that the average Ni-
caraguan lacks ideals and goals.
Moreover, the thousands of people
who died or suffered severe wounds
during the mass insurrection could
hardly be described as interested only
in survival or ‘“‘going with the wind.”

Christian’s contention that the San-
dinistas downplayed their Marxist-
Leninist politics prior to the revolu-
tion is undoubtedly accurate. Yet this

is hardly a case of grand deception.
Like most other Latin American
guerrilla groups, the F.S.L.N. had a
Marxist orientation and had been
strongly influenced by the Cuban ex-
perience. Only a fool could have been
unaware of the fact that the leading
Sandinistas were Marxist-Leninists;
certainly President Carter knew it,
and he repeatedly attempted to form
a government to replace Somoza that
would have excluded them and re-
tained the National Guard.

Approaching the issue from the
other side, the Sandinistas can rea-
sonably claim that they have not fol-
lowed a strictly Marxist-Leninist line.
The F.S.L.N. has not adhered, as
some had expected, to European-
style democratic socialism, but it has
coexisted with opposition parties,
held an open presidential election
and encouraged multinational cor-
porations to remain in the country.
The closing of the pposition news-
paper La Prensa—which repeatedly
called for increased United States aid
for the contras—was certainly dis-
turbing, but far from surprising. Nic-
aragua is a nation under siege,
economically and militarily, and
faces implacable opposition from the
most powerful nation on earth; under
such circumstances, argue the San-
dinistas, support for the contras
quickly becomes tantamount to
treachery.

Nicaragua is not eager to become
Cuba’s clone, as Christian implies,
but it has followed its neighbor’s lead
in several ways: by politicizing the
army, by concentrating power in a
political vanguard and by attacking
(at least verbally) any criticism of the
Government as disloyal. One might
expect, therefore, that Christian
would take time to consider the ap-
peal of Marxism-Leninism and the
Cuban experience for the Sandinistas
in particular and for Latin American
leftists in general. No such luck—
Christian seems to attribute the San-
dinistas’ behavior to an ideological
lockstep that afflicts all leftists. But if
we survey the history of Latin Amer-
ica, it is difficult to find reasonable
alternatives to the Sandinistas’ polit-
ical strategy. The Cuban revolution,
whatever its failings, provides an ex-
ample of a regime that has improved
the basic material conditions of its
people and survived middle-class op-
position as well as foreign-backed in-
vasion.

One wonders if Christian is joking
when she criticizes the Sandinistas for
politicizing the army. What would
she suggest—that they form the first
politically neutral armed forces in the
history of Latin America? That they
suffer the fate of revolutionaries (lib-
eral-democratic, by the way) in Gua-
temala and Bolivia who saw their
shaky efforts at reform demolished
by military-backed, United States—
funded counterrevolutions? Or per-
haps she would suggest the Govern-
ment of the late Salvador Allende as
a model—Allende, it may be re-
called, was the legally elected and
thorouglily democratic Marxist Pres-
ident of Chile whose “nonpoliti-
cized” armed forces (with much
United States aid and encourage-
ment) overturned his regime, mur-
dered him along-with thousands of
other Chileans and condemned that
country to a fascist regime. Perhaps
history would not have repeated itself
in Nicaragua, but the Sandinistas had
ample reason to fear an “indepen-
dent’ military and to suspect that the
middle class might turn violent once
Sandinista policies began to threaten
its economic interests.

Since Christian sees the Sandinista
Government as lacking legitimacy,
she devotes much time and space to
demonstrating how unpopular the
Sandinistas are. To this end, she se-
lects her chapter topics carefully:
market women, the Roman Catholic
Church, the Miskito Indians—all
well-known opponents of the Gov-
ernment. Nevertheless, the chapters
devoted to the church and to the Mis-
kitos are probably the best sections
of the book, largely because Chris-
tian manages to avoid purely subjec-
tive commentary, to present con-
flicting points of view and.to make
criticisms without resorting to sen-
sationalism. The conflict with the
Miskitos, who live along Nicaragua’s
sparsely settled Atlantic Coast, dem-
onstrates how badly served the San-
dinistas have been by their Leninist
background. Their insensitivity to the
Miskitos’ understandable demands
for regional autonomy was the initial
cause of an avoidable conflict that has
helped swell the contras’ ranks. As
for the section on the church, it has
the unique feature of opening with an
anecdote that shows a Sandinista sup-
porter (in this case, a radical priest)
in a positive light.

In most chapters, however, Chris-
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tian does not make even a token ef-
fort at balance. The reader will look
in vain for a single anecdote that
shows how someone’s life has been
improved by the revolution and its
subsequent transformations. There is
not a word from anyone who has been
taught to read, or from a mother who
can finally expect to get health care
for her baby, or from a peasant who
for the first time has some say in his
daily work routine. To be sure, the
prolonged economic crisis (caused by
a combination of the United States
cutoff in trade and credit, the contra
war and the disorganization caused
by Sandinista policies) has led to
hardship for many Nicaraguans who
had hoped for a rapid improvement
in their economic status once Somoza
was gone. But instead of supplying us
with solid data on how the economic
situation and quality of life of the av-
erage Nicaraguan today compare
with conditions under Somoza, Chris-
tian provides us with a few anecdotes,
all implying a worsening of the situ-
ation.

It might also be enlightening if the
reader had some way to compare the
current conditions of the Nicaraguan
poor with those of the poor in other
Latin American countries. Brazil, for
example, which recently returned to
being a “liberal democracy” after 20
years of military rule, is a bastion of
capitalist enterprise that boasted the
world’s fastest economic growth rate
in 1985. Yet, according to the Bra-
zilian Government’s own study, it has
43 million people (about one-third of
the population) living in “absolute
misery” and another 24 million living
in “strict poverty.” In light of such
statistics, it is important to note that
the Sandinista Government, while
having a poor record in terms of eco-
nomic development, has done better
than most Latin American regimes in
meeting the basic needs of the
people, and under harsh and inaus-
picious circumstances.

Since Christian is determined to
portray the Sandinistas as lacking sig-
nificant popular support, the Novem-
ber 1984 elections might pose a
problem for her analysis. These elec-
tions were criticized by some factions
of the opposition, which felt they did
not have sufficient time or freedom
to campaign, but the actual voting
showed no signs of fraud and the final
tally gave the Sandinista presidential
candidate, Daniel Ortega, 67 percent
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of the vote. Christian could rightly
point out that a 33 percent vote for
the opposition was substantial, es-
pecially considering that the most
popular opposition candidate with-
drew from the race (in part at the
behest of the United States Govern-
ment, though you won’t find that out
from this book). But Christian is a
journalist of considerable enterprise,
and in a rare foray into the realm of
statistics she proves herself a vir-
tuoso. According to her calculations,
nearly 50 percent of the eligible vot-
ers “denied their support” to the San-
dinistas. How’s that? Well, only 75
percent of the electorate went to the
polls, a certain number of ballots
were “defaced” (we are not told how
many) and 33 percent of those who
did vote cast their ballot for the op-
position. Pretty clever, except that by
the same reasoning Ronald Reagan,
rather than having been reelected by
a landslide in 1984, took power as a
virtual dictator since some 70 percent
of the United States voting popula-
tion “denied” him their support.
The epilogue of “Nicaragua: Rev-
olution in the Family” is nothing
short of bizarre. Here Christian re-
turns to an earlier theme: the vacil-
lation of the Carter Administration
and its role in “permitting” the San-
dinistas to come to power. In Chris-
tian’s opinion, Carter should have
used force, if necessary, to eject So-
moza from power and to install an
acceptable regime, but instead he
purportedly allowed other consider-
ations to overwhelm his concern for
the Nicaraguan people’s “needs” and
“dreams.”” Nor does Christian stop at
the Carter Administration; she
criticizes all recent presidents (and
some not so recent, such as Herbert
Hoover) for being too influenced by
negative public opinion and for fail-
ing to implement a more interven-
tionist policy. Given the various
forms of direct and indirect interven-
tion practiced by United States
administrations (Marine occupa-
tions, Central Intelligence Agency—
organized invasions, economic de-
stabilization, etc.) over the last 50
years, one can only wonder what
more Christian wants—outright col-
onization? In the many years I have
spent in Latin America I have never
met a single person, other than
members of the extreme right, who

. expressed a desire for a more inter-

ventionist United States policy in the

region. But my acquaintances will
have little to say in the matter—our
current Government = much more
eager to have someo  ike Shirley
Christian interpret for .. «he “needs”
and “dreams” of the Latin American
people than to hear from those
people themselves.

Barbara Weinstein

Barbara Weinstein is associate profes-
sor of Latin American history at the
State University of New York at Stony
Brook. She wrote ““The Amazon Rub-
ber Boom, 1850-1920" (Stanford
University Press) and is currently
working on a study of relations be-
tween industrialists and workers in
20th-century Brazil.

Russian and Jewish

The Jews of Odessa: A Cultural
History, 1794-1881. Steven J.
Zipperstein. Stanford: Stanford
University Press. 212 pp. $27.50.

One of the abiding misconceptions
about Jewish life in Eastern Europe
before the Holocaust is what one
might call the myth of the three Ps—
piety, poverty and persecution—as
universal features of the Jews’ exis-
tence. In popular culture, the para-
digmatic Eastern European Jew is
Tevye, a man deeply devoted to the
tradition, who struggles to eke out a
living and eventually survives a po-
grom and is expelled from his village.
Although we all realize that this par-
adigm is unfair and simplistic, it
endures.

There is no better way to disabuse
oneself of the myth of the three Ps
than to read Steven Zipperstein’s
“The Jews of Odessa.” Odessan Jews
were famous for their religious laxity
(hence the Yiddish proverb: “Seven
miles around Odessa burn the fires of
hell”) and for their life of affluence
and pleasure (hence the Yiddish
expression for a comfortable, care-
free life-style: “living like God in
Odessa’). And as Zipperstein points
out, both these characteristics were
related to the rather open and ac-
cepting attitude that Odessa’s au-
thorities and Gentile inhabitants
exhibited toward the local Jews for
most of the century.

Odessa was, then, a most un-
stereotypical Jewish community. It
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housed, for instance, the first modern
Jewish school of note in Russia
(founded in 1826), where German,
Russian, the sciences and other sec-
ular disciplines were taught alongside
Hebrew, the Bible and other Jewish
religious texts. It was the home of the
first modern synagogue in Russia
(founded in 1841), where strict de-
corum was maintained, the bimah
was moved to the forward part of the
sanctuary, and the cantor sang new
German-style compositions with a
four-voice choir. And Odessa was the
birthplace of the modern Jewish press
in Hebrew, Yiddish and Russian,
which emerged in the 1860s as the
primary vehicle of expression for en-
lightened and Russified Jews.
Zipperstein, who teaches modern
Jewish history at Oxford University,
analyzes these cultural institutions,
and the intellectuals who guided
them, with clarity, sensitivity and in-
sight. And going beyond cultural his-
tory in its narrower sense, he devotes
much attention to the local conditions
in Odessa that enabled the modern
Jewish school, synagogue and press
to arise and flourish. Why was the
Odessan school an enduring success,
while a similar school in the town of
Uman closed after six months, and
no others like it appeared in Russia
until a decade and a half later? Why
was Orthodox opposition to the new-
style congregation so weak and in-
effectual that the community’s cen-
tral synagogue actually adopted many
of the same reforms shortly after-
ward? And how did it come to pass
that thoroughly Russified Jewish
intellectuals appeared in Odessa and
issued the first Russian-language
Jewish newspapers, whereas such in-
tellectuals and newspapers appeared
elsewhere in Russia only a generation
later? In short, why was the cultural
history of Odessan Jewry unique?
Zipperstein doesn’t ask these ques-
tions explicitly, but they inform and
underlie much of this book, and lead
him to consider various aspects of the
city’s social and economic history.
Odessa was first settled by Jews at
the end of the 18th century, relatively
late in Jewish history. Its Jewish set-
tlers were commercial adventurers
and pioneers, and the community
lacked a strong tradition of rabbinic
leadership and internal social control.
In the 1810s and 1820s, the commu-
nity was invigorated by an influx of
merchants and intellectuals from the

Austrian-ruled city of Brody, at that
time the capital of the Jewish Enlight-
enment, or Haskalah. These migrants
transplanted German-Jewish ideas of

Enlightenment and synagogue reform ~

to Odessa, and became the dominant
force in Jewish communal life.

Against this background, Zipper-
stein draws attention to Odessa’s ma-
terialist ethos as a major factor
contributing to its modern cultural
development. Life in this lively port
city revolved around commerce, and
the modern school was attractive to
Jewish merchants because it taught
skills and languages that were of prac-
tical utility in the Odessan market-
place. Odessan Jews studied Russian
and mathematics, not because of an
abstract commitment to Enlighten-
ment but for practical gain. “Odessa
had a wondrous effect on its Jews,”
wrote one Russian observer. “Here
they quickly pursued an education,
recognizing in it material profit and
esteem.”

Odessa’s materialist spirit led to
extensive Jewish-Gentile interaction
in the economic sphere. This, cou-
pled with the widespread recognition
that the Jews played a valuable role
in the local economy, contributed to
the lessening of anti-Semitic senti-
ments among the Gentile population.
And the subsequently freer social at-
mosphere led to the emergence of
Russified Jews by the 1850s. One
finds instances of Jews attending the
local opera, Jewish youths enrolled
in Russian gymnasiums and, even-
tually, Jewish physicians leading lives
divorced from the Jewish community
and its institutions. By the 1860s,
Jewish intellectuals (writing in Rus-
sian!) were expressing concern about
Odessa’s disaffected and alienated
Jewish youth.

This brief summary certainly does
not do justice to Zipperstein’s pre-
sentation, which is nuanced, complex
and full of interesting portraits and
characterizations. But if some of
these summary statements sound a
bit too “sociological,” then that is
due to the one flaw with which I
would fault this book—the tendency
to make broad and sweeping asser-
tions without much evidence to back
them up. When it comes to the nitty-
gritty of Jewish-Gentile relations and
Russification in Odessa, little mate-
rial is available (or at least presented)
to support some of Zipperstein’s gen-
eral conclusions.

Even so, “The Jews of Odessa” is
an excellent study. It will serve future
scholars as a model for the investi-
gation of other urban Jewish com-
munities, and succeeds in restoring
Odessa to its unique place among the
great cities of European Jewry.

David E. Fishman

David E. Fishman teaches Eastern
European Jewish history and Yiddish
literature at Brandeis University.

Through Jewish Eyes

Judaism and Global Survival.
Richard Schwartz. New York:
Vantage Press. 179 pp. Paper,
$7.95. .

Richard Schwartz is an associate pro-
fessor of mathematics at the College
of Staten Island in New York City.
He is also, as he describes himself, a
ba’al teshuvah, one who has ‘“re-
turned” to Judaism, and he has
brought with him from this journey
an energetic voice, balanced between
criticism of modern Jewish practice
and love of Jewish tradition. With his
first book, “Judaism and Vegetari-
anism,” published two years ago, he
entered the Jewish world with the
very much needed voice of the cru-
sading critic.

The Jewish concepts of “Judaism
and Global Survival” are similar to
those of his first book. Among these
are the belief that “the earth is the
Lord’s and all that dwell therein,”
meaning that we are stewards of the
earth, not masters of it; the principle
of compassion, or the injunction not
to cause pain to any living creature;
ba’al tashchit, which is the prohibi-
tion against destruction or waste of
anything, “even a mustard seed,”
and the understanding that we are co-
partners with God in redeeming and
rebuilding the world.

Without question, four concepts
such as these, were they enforced,
would transform the world, but rare
is the Jewish community that lives by
them. How, then, do we enforce
them on a global scale?—which is
what Schwartz urges. He judges our
performance on such questions as
hunger, economic justice, Israel,
population growth, equality, inter-
national relations, energy and human
rights by the yardsticks of these four
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as well as other, similar Jewish pre-
cepts. Needless to say, his method
serves some arguments better than
others.

Schwartz correctly perceives that
economic capitalism is at times in-
compatible with Jewish concepts of
justice and compassion, and it is in-
teresting to read that the Rabbinical
Assembly of America said so in 1934.
For example, the idea of the Jubilee,
the year in which ownership of prop-
erty is dissolved every 50 years to re-
turn to God what is His and to allow
for a redistribution of property, must
be regarded as a splendid ideal of
economic and political equality. But
it is difficult to see how Jews, partic-
ularly in the diaspora, could enforce
this ideal unless they opted out of the
modern world. Nevertheless, as read-
ers perceive the gap between precept
and reality, it is to be feared that they
may be comforted by the sentiments
and precepts, rather than be dis-
mayed by the gap. We like to hear
that we think well and mean well, and
are content with ignoring the prob-
lem of doing well.

And yet, many of Schwartz’s ar-
guments need to be heard. He is right
in arguing that hunger is the world’s
worst health problem because it af-
fects masses of people. It leaves a leg-
acy of repercussions for generations
to come in political and social insta-
bility, and for those who will be per-
manently mentally retarded because
of vitamin and protein deficiencies in
the first six months of life. We need
to question health programs in the
United States that are dedicated to
expensive and extraordinary mea-
sures, such as organ transplants,
when proper diet may help to prevent
diseases, primarily heart and kidney
malfunctions. We need to question a
pharmacological industry that brutal-
izes animals in research to make su-
perfluous medications for condi-
tions—such as stroke, high blood
pressure and colon cancer—that
are frequently caused by superfluous
eating.

Schwartz offers impressive figures
about the wastefulness of life in the
United States. Consumption, glut-
tony and built-in obsolescence are
now so rampant that with only 5 per-
cent of the world’s population, we use
about 35 percent of the world’s re-
sources and energy. Schwartz writes:
“This gives the U.S. a population im-
pact equal to over 11 billion Third
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World people, well over twice the
world’s population”—which bears
out Gandhi’'s observation that
“There’s enough food in the world to
feed people; there’s not enough to
feed greed.”

Redemption, Schwartz suggests,
must begin with changing our life-
styles in such a manner as to reduce
this wasteful consumption of re-
sources. He cites the sumptuary laws
enacted by rabbis in the Middle Ages
as a model of instruction,-and it
would be salutary if modern rabbis
expressed themselves on such sub-
jects as diet and its relationship to
disease as well as to global hunger,
for it is distinctively Jewish to be con-
cerned with the everyday, and to un-
derstand the interconnectedness
between the everyday and matters of
a global scale.

In quite another area, the author’s
observations on the possibility of a
Palestinian state in Judea and Sa-
maria, though he cannot exhaust the
subject in this format, are worth con-
sideration. It is important that he
notes that Orthodox groups, such as
Ox V’Shalom (Strength and Peace)
and Netivot Shalom (Paths of Peace),
are in favor of considering that pos-
sibility, and he quotes such religious
authorities as Rabbi Joseph Solovei-
tchik, the leader of modern Ortho-
doxy in this country, who counsels
that “‘the concept of ‘pikuach ne-
fesh’—the duty to save lives—can
override territorial considerations.”

Everywhere Schwartz joins to-
gether two mighty streams of read-
ing: the Jewish sources and con-
temporary material culled from news
reports, analyses, governmental stud-
ies and books. It is germane to his
style to be direct, pragmatic and prac-
tical, and he has included appendices
with listings of social action groups
and periodicals that discuss global is-
sues. Thus he has joined tradition and
information, and put action within
the reach of every reader.

Roberta Kalechofsky

Roberta Kalechofsky, whose work
has appeared in “The Enduring Leg-
acy: Stories in the Biblical Tradi-
tion,” has edited and published a
haggadah for vegetarians, “Hagga-
dah for the Liberated Lamb” (Micah
Publications).

Under Siege

Peacekeepers at War: A
Marine’s Account of the Beirut
Catastrophe. Michael Petit.
Winchester, Massachusetts: Faber
and Faber. 229 pp. $17.95.

The Root: The Marines in Beirut,
August 1982-February 1984. Eric
Hammel. New York: Harcourt
Brace Jovanovich. 448 pp. $19.95.

This is the century of surprise attacks.
What Frederick the Great and Na-
poleon occasionally managed to im-
provise on the battlefield has become
commonplace, thanks to high-perfor-
mance weapons and the predictable
complacency of defenders dulled by
years of quasi peace, quasi war. Wit-
ness Pearl Harbor; the Nazi blitz-
kriegs; the Israeli raids on Egypt’s
airfields in 1967, on Entebbe in 1976
and on the Iraqi nuclear reactor in
1981.

Witness also the truck-bomb attack
at Beirut airport by Iranian terrorists,
in which 241 marines and Navy med-
ics were massacred on October 23,
1983. Frederick contended that ‘“‘a
great general may sometimes be de-
feated but never surprised.” If so,
then greatness—not to mention sim-
ple competence—was singularly ab-
sent on that critical morning during
the American military intervention in
Lebanon, which, following on the Is-
raeli invasion, lasted from August
1982 to February 1984.

That intervention was deeply
flawed in every way, though the lack
of documentation and full explana-
tions by policymakers has prevented
any comprehensive study thus far.
Every assumption proved false: that
Washington could settle a seven-year
civil war while openly supporting a
hated Maronite/Phalangist regime;
that the Marines could help turn the
Lebanese Army into an effective
force, responsive to Government or-
ders; that this American-sponsored
revolution in the balance of forces
would provoke no backlash; that the
glamour of American power—and
naval gunfire—would suffice to shield
the 1,800 marines from trouble.

Such issues are largely ignored in
these two books, which focus instead
on the ordinary grunt at ease =~~~ on
duty, in bunkers and on patrol, .. he
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copes with boredom, loneliness, the
demands of noncoms and the frustra-
tions of a siege for marines trained to
maneuver, attack and win.

Michael Petit’s “Peacekeepers at
War” is autobiographical, the recol-
lections of a college-trained corporal
with literary inclinations who sought
adventure and experience with the
Marines after deciding against the
French Foreign Legion, and who saw
events from the inside, with a head-
quarters detail in Beirut from May to
November in 1983. His account is art-
less, apolitical and poignant, an at-
tempt at catharsis in describing the
horrors of working among the pow-
der-covered lumps—bodies and parts
of bodies—that the collapsed airport
building crushed beneath its concrete
slabs. Of some 370 men within when
the bomb exploded, 241 died in-
stantly or soon thereafter; frantic res-
cuers found almost no survivors after
the first hours; a week was needed to
extricate the last bodies and the
cleanup parties suffered enormous
anguish in the process.

Petit is uncritical, sidestepping the
question of how the terrorist kami-
kaze could ram his explosive-filled
truck against the keystone of the Ma-
rine position, though such assaults
were widely known in Lebanon: The
United States Embassy had been at-
tacked just six months before. Were
the Marine commanders, blinded by
their traditional can-do spirit and

their obvious edge over the Lebanese

irregulars, following Custer at the
Little Bighorn by overestimating
their power against ‘““the savages’?
Petit, unfortunately, offers no an-
swer, though his headquarters posi-
tion may well have given him the
opportunity for insights.

Eric Hammel’s “The Root” (Ma-
rine slang for Beirut) is more inform-
ative, but the author’s unquestioning
enthusiasm for the Marines and his
foxhole view of events, with testi-
mony by one marine after another,
becomes repetitive and unreflec-
tive—until the bomb explodes. Then
Hammel (a professional writer incor-
rectly described on the dust jacket as
a “Marine historian™) turns into a
skilled disaster reporter, using his 200
interviews to paint a graphic picture
of who suffered what, who rescued
whom and who—often senior ser-
geants—emerged as leaders.

There are telling vignettes: “The

b

ground itself was crying,” said one
rescuer of the moans emanating from
the shattered building; “Bodies by
the gross,” repeated one sergeant to
himself as 144 bodies were loaded on
a plane; “Captain, listen to me. The
whole damn building is gone. It’s lev-
eled right down to the ground,” a ser-
geant announced by radio to a
skeptical superior.

These books do indeed offer some
hints as to why the Marines were
caught off-guard. Everything cannot
be blamed on terrorist cleverness,
or—as Hammel does—on restrictions
imposed by Washington. The Marine
presence had been accepted, even ap-
plauded, by many Lebanese Moslems
for some nine months, until the po-
litical situation changed in April and
May of 1983. Then the Marines’
vision of themselves as ‘“‘peace-
keepers,” evenhanded neutrals, was
undercut by the pro-Gemayel Amer-
ican policy. It was, in fact, the Israelis
who imposed a heavy-handed peace
until their withdrawal from Beirut in
late August. Then the Marines came
under siege, ceasing their vulnerable
patrols, hunkering down behind
sandbags, cursing the “ragheads”
and “camel jockeys,” on whom they
doubtless inflicted five or more cas-
ualties for each they suffered; heavy
naval guns were employed from early
September onward. The bomb attack
simply climaxed nearly two months
of intermittent war.

That action must be seen, not
merely as terrorism, or even as anti-
Americanism run wild, but in its
broadest context: as part of the Third
World counterattack that opened in
1945 against Western political and
cultural domination. That counter-
attack has spawned its own ide-
ologies—Maoism and Islamic fun-
damentalism—and its own military
instruments: urban terrorism, sus-
tained guerrilla warfare and light in-
fantry thrusts, The results have
appeared in the American with-
drawal from Saigon in 1975, from
Tehran in 1979 and from Beirut in
1984.

That the Reagan Administration
should, overlooking all experience,
have lost so many American lives in
Lebanon while accomplishing so little
suggests how right Santayana was in
proclaiming that those who cannot
remember the past are condemned to
repeat it.

Leonard Bushkoff

Leonard Bushkoff has worked in the
Historical Division of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. He is writing a book on the
American involvement in Iran in the
1950s.

Browsing

The New Jewish Wedding. Anita
Diamant. New York: Summit
Books. 268 pp. Paper, $7.95.

Some of the basic information in this
lively and detailed guide to Jewish
weddings may come as a surprise to
the nonscholarly reader. The rabbi at
a Jewish wedding does not “marry”
the couple; the bride and bridegroom
marry each other. The presence of a
rabbi is not even required by Jewish
law. Nor are such other familiar ele-
ments of traditional Eastern Euro-
pean Jewish weddings as the Auppah,
the seven blessings and the breaking
of the glass. Even a ketubbah (which
is not strictly speaking a marriage
contract but rather a testament by
two witnesses that the groom “‘ac-
quired” his bride in exchange for
something of value and that he re-
cited the ritual formula of consecra-
tion) may be dispensed with, so long
as Jewish witnesses testify in some
manner that the couple is living to-
gether as man and wife.

“The New Jewish Wedding,”” how-
ever, does not recommend dispensing
with any of these time-hallowed cus-
toms. Quite the contrary. Author
Anita Diamant’s purpose in distin-
guishing custom from halakhic re-
quirement, fact from myth, is to
reinvigorate the Jewish wedding by
making clear how much of the cere-
mony is a matter of choice. She offers
tips and encouragement for do-it-
yourselfers on all levels: “For people
with the time and inclination, making
a huppah can be a very satisfying
project.” For non-Orthodox brides-
to-be considering the traditional pre-
wedding immersion in the mikveh
(ritual bath), she has some practical
advice: “Ask about the fee (usually
due in cash) when you call to make
an appointment. . . . The order of
your ablutions is entirely up to you.
Clean and trim finger- and toenails;
clean ears, and floss and brush your
teeth.” For the experimentally
minded, she mentions other options,
including ritual immersion in swim-
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ming pools and hot tubs. Alongside
the text of the traditional Orthodox
ketubbah she reprints samples of doc-
uments that rabbis have written to re-
flect the needs and attitudes of
contemporary couples.

The author’s generous spirit and
open-mindedness toward both the
past and the present are exemplified
in this paragraph about the fate of the
ketubbah after the wedding: “‘In Per-
sia, women kept ketubot under their
pillows, carefully folded inside silk
envelopes. Many couples frame and
hang their ketubot in special places in
their homes. If you shared the same
bed before marriage, hanging the
ketubbah over it affirms the change
in your relationship.”

Boston Boy. Nat Hentoff. New
York: Alfred E. Knopf. 176 pp.
$15.95.

Nat Hentoff’s Boston is not the
scrubbed-up, forward-looking, yup-
pie-dominated city of today, but the
minority-hating, self-hating Boston
of the 1930s and 40s. In this city (*so
admired by so many who have never
lived there”) the author learned to
hate injustice and to love jazz. Read-
ers familiar with Hentoff’s extensive
journalistic pieces on both these sub-
jects may not be prepared for the
beautifully cadenced sentences and
vividly realized scenes of ‘“Boston
Boy,” his luminous memoir about
growing up Jewish in a mean town.
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But Hentoff, who has also written fic-
tion for adults and “young readers,”
brings to everything he touches a love
of details accurately depicted and a
respect for opinions fearlessly ex-
pressed (whether his own or someone
else’s) that are the memoirist’s stock-
in-trade. He is as frank about his ad-
miration for Boston’s corner-cutting
Mayor James Michael Curley as he is
about his alienation from his own par-
ents, especially his mother. Not sur-
prisingly, he is most eloquent about
his discovery of jazz and of the black
musicians who became his mentors in
both art and life.

He recalls the exact moment when,
walking on Boston’s Washington
Street at the age of 10, the “cry of
yearning” in a jazz-influenced re-
cording moved him to cry out loud in
public, an unusual act for any “Bos-
ton boy, especially a Boston Jewish
boy wandering outside the ghetto.”
And what did such music call to his
mind? “The soul-shaking power of
the chazzan and the spiraling risks of
his improvising” that Hentoff knew
from his neighborhood shul: “The
krechts (a catch in the voice, a sob, a
cry summoning centuries of ghosts of
Jews) ... a thunderstorm of fierce
yearning that reverberates through-
out the shul. And then, as if the uni-
verse had lost a beat, there is sudden
silence—but no, there is a sound, a
far distant sound, coming, my God,
from deep inside the chazzan, an in-
timation of falsetto, a sadness so un-
bearably compressed that I wonder
the chazzan does not explode . . .”

Reading a passage like this, one
cannot help asking why a Boston Jew-
ish boy who could feel the power in
such music, whether performed by a
hazzan or by Lester Young, rejected
the former and embraced the latter.
The answer lies in the complex his-
tory of Jewish assimilation in 20th-
century America, and this in a sense
is Hentoff’s theme, although he re-
sists the impulse to generalize, keep-
ing the focus firmly on his personal
history as he works his way up from
the ghetto and out of his parents’
world. The book ends with the au-
thor’s move, at the age of 28, to New
York City, which all his mentors as-
sure him is “the big time.” Hentoff
manages to celebrate his roots with-
out sentimentalizing them. What he
remembers about the time and place
that shaped him is often funny, al-
ways pointed and never mean-spir-
ited.

The Rabbi of Casino Boulevard.

Allan Appel. New York: St.
Martin’s Press. 287 pp. $16.95.

How serious is Allan Appel? You will
have to decide for yourself after read-
ing “The Rabbi of Casino Boule-
vard,” his funny novel about a rabbi
whose congregants spend their days
gambling in the casino adjacent to the -
synagogue, which occupies the site of
a former motel complete with a swim-
ming pool where the rabbi is taught
to swim by the beautiful Japanese-
American who lives across the street
and who, despite her love for the
rabbi, insists on writing for a local
scandal sheet a story about the belief
shared by certain members of the
congregation that the rabbi’s mental
and spiritual well-being on any given
day determines how much they win
or lose at the craps, poker and black-
jack tables. As they say, only in
California!

Appel’s Woody-Allen-ish one-lin-
ers are bright and believable, and his
plot keeps veering in unexpected di-
rections, but what really surprises is
his ability to create, in the midst of
an apparently plastic world, sympa-
thetic characters with more than shtik
on their minds. The rabbi’s forbidden
love affair is rendered with delicacy
and great conviction, and on one
level or another, everyone in the
book (including the Cadillac dealer
who dabbles in Kabbalah) is search-
ing for a link between the reality of
modern America and the traditional
Jewish imperatives. As the rabbi puts
it in an imaginary reply to a peer-
review committee that has threatened
him with the loss of his pulpit: “Don’t
you see them—synagogues and
school buildings without congrega-
tions and without students? Com-
munity centers without communities,
a whole system growing emptier each
year and dying on the vine with little
harvest?”

If you equate seriousness with lack
of humor, this is not a serious book.
If you believe, with Appel and his
rabbi, that laughter is a survival
mechanism, you will probably agree
with a line from one of the rabbi’s
sermons: “The Jewish approach, as
Jack Kennedy said, is that God’s
work on earth must truly be our
own.”

Gerald Jonas

Gerald Jonas regularly reviews books
for Present Tense.
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American Jews are a politic: y effective group, within certain limits,
and are probably at the peak of their political influence. The question is
whether that effectiveness is threatened by developing changes in

nerican political life, in world affairs or in  nerican Jewish cir-
cumstances. The auxiliarv question is whether such - anges call for
2 ustments in American :wish strategy.

of

The factors to which Jewish political effectiveness isusu:  yasct ed fall
into several categories. There is the voting pattern of American Jews which
has traditionally emphasized two factors: the Jewish population concentra-
tion in certain urban voting districts, compounded by the high voting rate of
American Jews.

Those factors have been seen to give Jews a somewhat disproportionate
mechanical leverage in political influence, but are usually associated with
another set of factors, having to do with Jewish political activism. Such
activism includes a high level of financial contribution to political campaigns;
and a high level of energy — involvement in political life, in electoral cam-

aigns, in the policy and strategy councils of aspirant politicians and of elected
public officials. :

A more complex and less invoked set of factors relates to the nature of that
activism in the non-Jewish community. There is a high level of integration in
business and community life in general, creating circles of access and
influence which extend into the political arena; and coalition formation
with other groups, which often critically multiplies the political effect of
the Jews.

However, none of these factors would have sharp political point without
some internal corporate factors: a certain issue-intensiveness, a heavy com-
munal consensus on a couple of high agenda items; and a Jewish organizational
strength through which these consensus positions are formally presented to
policy m: :rs. »>wever, in addition to the overwhelming consensus on
several prime issues of Jewish concern, there have been some other strong
attitudinal tendencies among American Jews as a group — on subjects of
social welfare, for example — which have shaped the strength of Jewish
involvement in certain political coalitions. artly as a result of these
attitudinal patterns, American Jews have found their greatest political lever-
age within a coalition of the Democratic Party.



All these factors — patterns of voting, activism, integration and issue
intensity — are interrelated and cumulative in effect. There is, however,
one other large factor outside that system: objective conditions which
affect the perceived concordance of American values and Jewish values. At
best, Jewish political influence is marginal. There are — and have been
— points beyor which a maximally effective wish effort could not
prevail specially to the extent that it embraces a persuasive intellectual
focus. Jewish political activity can help shape the concordance, and, to
some extent, the objective conditions which affect it.

‘those are the factors which have comprised American Jewish politi-
cal influence, there are certain perceived changes taking place which
would seem likely to affect them: Jewish demographic changes; finan-
cial and other electoral reform and changes in the American political
process; changes in Jewish attitudes and institutions; and changes in
objective circumstances.

While Jewish population statistics are inexact, there is convincing
evidence that American Jews are both diminishing in proportion and
dispersing ov  irds from inner cities and large cities.

he¢ :wish population percentagein America probably dropped from
about2.7 percentin 1970 to about 2.5 percentin 1980; and if median pop-
ulation projections hold up, that will drop further by 2000. But Jewish
voting strength has never depended on sheer numbers, but rather on
concentration and voting zeal. And the traditional rule of thumb has
been to multiply Jewish voting age figlires by a factor of two jn general
electiofistoarrive at the percentage of Jews in the votin 1 ition.

aat 2-1 ratio varies, of course, and may usually range a bit lower. If,
for example, 85 percent of the Jewish voting-age population votes at a
time when 50 percent of the general voting-age population votes, the rate
is 1.7.

There are 9 states (counting the District of Columbia as a state for pre-
sidential voting purposes) in which the Jews comprise 3 percent or more
of the population, from 10.6 percent in New York to 3.2 percent in
California. These states have 182 of the 270 electoral votes needed to elect
a president. Applying the hypothetical ratio of 1.7 percent to those
estimated populations, the Jewish voting percentages range from about
18 percent in New York to about 5 percent in California ( 1ble 1).

In the 1980 and 1984 elections, at the most hypothetical, that range of
Jewish voting strength did not provide the margin of Democratic victory
anywhere, and could only have reversed the Republican victories in a
couple of states if Jews had voted 90-10 ’emocratic.
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merging from such hypothetical exercises is the reality that the
mechanical margin of Jewish votes is rarely going to make a critical dif-
ference. Sharpening that reality is the fact that the direction of Jewish
voting has always corresponded to the direction of general voting 1  able
1), so that, for example, a massive 90-10 differential in Jewish voting is
not liable to occur unless there is also an unusually large differential in
gener  emocratic Party voting. That reduces the practical significance
ofthe +vi voting differential.

There are qualifications. For example, the rule of thumb is to apply a
factor of atleast three to the Jewish voting population to find the propor-
tion of Jewish voters in the Democratic Party primaries. These can more
often become significant margins. However, the fact remains that, apart
from Democratic Party primaries in certain key states, and the election
of a few key Congressmen from a few districts dominated by heavy
Jewish population. the Jewish voting population, per se, is rarely a

cisive factor in  nerican national politics.

Of course, political candidates in close races and in Jewish-populous
states cannot afford to overlook the possibility of such a rare occurence.
In 1976 the Jewish voters did provide the margin by which Carter took
New York; and New York did provide the electoral margin by which he
took the presidency. But that has happened only once. And in the last 7
Congressional elections, only about 5 percent of the candidates were
electedin :wish-populous states with less than 55 percent of the vote —
so the Jewish vote was not critical.

In short, while the marginal Jewish voting power has occasionally
some significance, it does notin itselfexplain the influence of nerican
Jewsin politics — and, by thesame t« :n, the diffusion ofJewish popula-
tion is not by itself a seriously negative factor in that influence,

In matter of fact, while pi ulation estimates between 1955 and 1982
show a significant drop in a couple of the key states  able 1), the overall
pattern does not threaten a radical collapse in state concentrations.
More to the point is the estimate that the percentage of Jews in cities of a
half million or more decreased from 84 percent to 72 percent during the
1980s. »wever,ifthein 1ence of the Jewish population depends more
on political activism than on their numerical presence at the polls, then
this kind of centrifugal dispersion can be a positive factor. In a sense, the
spread of Jewish political activism away from the population centers
follows the general spread of political power. For example, Baltimore’s
share of Maryland’s presidential vote declined from 48 to 17 percent be-
tween 1940 and 1980. In that same period, New York City's share dropped
from 51 to 31 percent. The Jewish movement from some of the major
cities may actually be a productive dispersion.
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1 national elections iste be mul-

t1p11ed by a factor of about two, then the dis roportion of Jewish finan-
ctatcontributions fo national political campaigns mustbe mulpghed by
a factor of 15 to 20.

While there have been few reliable statistics on the subject  and

some reluctance to gather any — the Jourwm_anncdmalevidence
is overwhelming that more than a m: rity Qf_'Qsm%_r_all.C—ﬁlnds ona

national level, and as much as a quarter of publican ve come
from Jewish sources. 1 1968, for example, 21 individuals advanced
Hubert ‘umphrey $100,0 or more for his campaign; 15 of them
were Jews.

That kind of financial partic ation had been typical. The dispropor-
tionate level of Jewish voting reflected a strong sense of Jewish self-
interest in public affairs and a relatively high middle-class educated
level of activism. The disproportionate level of political contributions
re cted those factors and more. Since the end of World War II, Jews
comprised ar itively affluent group and markedly included a number
of individuals and families who were af 1ent for the first time, a
famously good class of “givers.”

There had long been a tradition of philanthropic giving, at least
among Western Jews, dating back to the mi lle ages, to community
needs shaped by adversity and legit  ated by Jewish religious tradition.
And Jewish political needs in this country have been perceived as a com-
munal need, like philanthropy. But beyond that, political involvement
has been a means by which many new-rich in America have been able to
gain quick community recognition and general influence.

Politicalc:  aigning has, of course, bect e increasingly expensive,
with the growth of the population and the advent of television. In 1976,
for example, winning Congressmen spent about 63 million dollars, and
in 1982 about 195 million dollars, an increase roughly twice the inflation
factor. There is no automatic relationship between campaign
spending and political victory; in the 1980 Congressional races, half of
the top ten spenders won and half lost. Of the 9 Democrats who lost in
thatcampaign,7 had a spending advantage. However, spending on occa-
sion does make the difference, anditis a firm article of beliefamong can-
didates that “money is the mother’s milk of politics.” Thus political
contributors have had, if not control and if not patronage, at least
heightened “access” to their candidates.

Financial contributions are a much more certain and bankable politi-
cal item than Jewish voting margins in most cases; and Jewish political
effectiveness has been less closely tied to voting margins than to the
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Even the pro-Israel PACs have their main impact by introducing or
backing up otherwise involved individuals.

These Jewish organizations do help to organize explicit issue-coalitions
which then, through symbolicindivi 1als, become an apparentpartofa
support system — and agenda — of a candidate or public official.

This whole plexus of relationships, from the bottom up rather than the
top down, describes political parties in America better than the image of
tight national or state structures — and describes the far-flung way in
which the Jewish community makes its c stions. The “deteriora-
tion” of the parties refers to some further v mning of national, state
and regional party entities and functions, as against the autonomy of
local offices.

Ifthis deterioration proceeds to the point where the two party networks
fail to function — or if factional politics begin to operate seriously out-
side these networks rather than within them — the Jewi  political for-
tunes will surely suffer in America. And if Jewish access to these netwc  ; is
seriously cut off by radical electoral reform which eliminates the impor-
tance of private campaign contributions, orinsists on strict proportional
representation at nominating points, then Jewish political fortunes will
surely suffer.

But the fact is that the two major party networks continue to function
asnetworks, despite all the shifting perm:  itions, because they still serve
a basic purpose in the mutual protection of power, and even in the
mutual expression of certain prevailing political values.

All other things being equal, as long as those netwo . continue to
function the hyper-activism of the Jews will leave Jewish political effec-
tiveness relatively unimpaired by current political reform and changes.

The al » Jews

ywever, there is much discussion about one specific change in the
nature of these party netwo 3 which might affect the nature of Jewish
political effectiveness. The fact is that the main “Jewish connection”
throughout the pasthalfcentury has been with the Democratic Party net-
work. And the issue-coalitions with which the Jews have been explicitly
engaged (i.e., Bla s laborunions, liberal Christian clergy) have largely
been associated with the Democratic Party. The Democratic Party network
has been relatively sympathetic with the Jewish political agenda over
the years.

Furthermore, the Democratic Party Congressional network, with which
the Jews have been primarily associated, has dominated the political
scene, having been the major political party in the House over 90 percent
of the time since World War II, and in the Senate over 75 percent of
the time.
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third world foreign policy sentiments which could prove deleterious or
even openly hostile to Israel’s interests if it became dominant. The
dominance could change the image of the Democratic Party as the home
of cultural liberalism for the Jews, hard-core opposition to Israel being
translated as a form of intolerance for American Jews.

Such a reversal of foreign policy by the Democratic Party is not likely.

ywever, contention on this issue could disrupt Jewish relationships
with other elements of the Democratic Party, especially at local levels.

The main “political association” which seemed to suffer as a result of
the 1984 election was that of the Black community, which voted almost 9
to 1 in favor of Mondale. It is true that the :wish population voted
almost2to 1 in favor of Mondale, butthere are a couple of significant dif-
ferences. Although the Blacks represent about 8 xcent of the voters,
about twice that of the Jews. they are as disporportionately low in their
politic:  activism as the raredispo ortionately high. They have not
been in a position to be as activist in terms of campaign contributions —
norin terms of other electoral involvement. And, despite the Jewish vote
at the polls, there was a renaissance of organized Jewish activism among
the third of the Jews who did opt for Ronald Reagan. The Republican
Party generally recognized the importance of that activism, as distinct
from voting, and is not likely to turn its back on the Jewish community
because of the voting numbers,

Also, the primary “Black agenda” consists of stands on economic
issues which are largely incompatible with those of the :publican
Party. The primary “Jewish agenda” is not so incompatible with the
Republican Party agenda (e.g, supportforIsrael, support for SovietJews) —
except apparently in certain church-state matters about which there is
division within the Republican Party.

As a result, an increasingly dominant Republican Party onthe American
scene would seem to leave the Black community in a greater state of
political disrepair than it would the Jews. Labor leadership would also
be in trouble, of course, although union members in the country came
close to splitting on presidential choice (54 percent for Mondale in the
ABC exit poll). Some¢ [ispanicleadership was found on the Republican
side, and 44 percent of the ispanic voters followed suit.

Butthereisno evidence to support the belief that the Republican Party
is about to become nationally dominant, although there may be some
“realignment” in certain Southern and Southwestern regions. The pre-
sidential voters, in the L.os Angeles Times national exit poll, indicated
that they had split their Congressional votes between Democrat and
Republican candidates (46-47),and the results were in accord. Also, there
has already emerged sharp contention within national Republican leadership
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which suggests that their life after eagan will not be as easy as the 184
figures suggested.

However, for the Black community, there is also the question of how
the contentions within the ‘emocratic Party will be resolved. And there
is the question of how the Black leadership itself will approa  that
political future. If, for example, the more dissident elements of the Jesse
Jackson camp were to become dominant, complete with a “third world”
foreign affairs approach, Democratic Party politics would become more
contentious — and the Jewish community would be caught uncomfor-
tably in that contention.

But Jesse Jackson was a spi  :sman for the Black community on the
domestic agenda, not on the foreign policy agenda which he espoused. It
would seem to be indicated for Jewish activists in the 'emocratic Party,
in supporting the basic Black domestic agenda, to keep it separated from
Jesse Jackson’s foreign policy agenda. Under those conditions the Jewish/
Black alliance in the ‘emocratic Party circles could remain undisrupted.

The and a “M '

The “Jewish community” refers generally to all those Jews who are
connected to or influenced by the netwo of organized elements in
Jewish life.

There has developed a kind of “politics-intoxication” among American
Jews which tends to oversimplify the political process. In doing so, they
tend to overlook the fact that the Jewsh community is itself a political
force, and that politics is more than electoral or lobbying activity.

olitics™ is all that activity which has to do with the making and
administration of public policy. Jewish political activity is all that activity
on public affairs in which Jews engage in some organized and purpose-
ful concert. When they are so engaged, American Jews comprise a politi-
cal association. De >queville described a political association in this
manner: “the public assent which a number of individuals give to certain
doctrines, and the engagement which they contract to promote in a cer-
tain manner the spread of those doctrines.”

The Jewish community is a political association at those points where
there is an organized consensus on certain issues of specified interest to
the Jewish community and where there is an organized :wish com-
munity network to promote that consensus.

Most cogently, the Jewish community has established itself as a politi-
cal association in matters of self-defense — i.e., American support of
Israel, support for beleagured Jews abroad, international human rights
generally, civil rights in its full scope, civil liberties, freedom of religion,
church-state separation, protection for Jewish institutions.
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diminishing American powerinthel ddle East;economic problemsin
America; a more non-interventionist American foreign policy. Under
such conditions, it becomes clear that American Jewish political effec-
tiveness will depend not on marginal political clout, nor on Israel-
related activism, but on general Jewish influence in the political process. And
such influence will not finally be just a matter of political mechanics; it will
also be a matter of the perceptions and the values with- which American
Jews will impress on that process and on American policy makers.
None of this is meant to disparage one-issue organizations such as
AIPAC and their efforts, which are important and effective in the pre-
sent situation. But if a serious assessment is to be made of the possible
needs of the future, then it must include the apparent decline within the
heart of the organized Jewish community of non-ghettoized activism with
which the Jews have most deeply affected the political process in America.

Most of the dev :wish scene do not
threaten Jewish political effectivenes in the foreseeable future — or at
least they need not. But some of these developments may not be benign if
certain charcteristics of Jewish community and political life are not
maintained and, in some cases, restored.

The chief remedial characteristic of Jewish public affairs activity is its
non-ghettoized activism in American life.

Such an integrated activism can turn Jewish population dispersion
into a positive factor by extending political effectiveness into new areas.
As adeliberate policy, the organized Jewish community would do well to
buttress this possibility by giving more support to new Jewish enclaves
outside the traditional areas of Jewish concentration and fundraising.

Extreme measures of electoral reform, such as preponderant reliance
on government funds for political campaigns, could certainly impede
the political effectiveness of American Jews because of a direct effect on
animportant aspect of their activism. Such extreme measures will not be
easily legislated by elected public officials. On the other hand, the Jewish
community should be more actively and constructively interested in this
area of public policy. Reforms that preventabuse and scandal could also
prevent the enactment of extreme measures down the road. However, the
current reforms will not impede the political effectiveness of American
Jews in the face of their continued activism.

(The effect of mandated proportional representation in political life
has already received attention, but should be included in a larger con-
text, i.e., as not just an abstract matter of “quotas,” but a matter affecting
the quality of the political process. And the issue of the electoral college is
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1955* 1982* 1982
Jewish % of Jewish % of % of Voting

opulation General o1 on General Pop' tion

(1C ’s) opulation (1 ) Population - General El

New York 2410 15.6 1872 10.6 18.0
New rsey 280 53 435 59 10.0
District of ‘olumbia 40 4.6 30 48 8.2
Flori 1 84 24 478 4.7 8.0
Maryland 91 3.5 196 4.6 7.8
Massachusetts 205 4.1 249 4.6 7.8
ennsylvania 355 33 415 3.5 6.0
onnecticut 93 42 102 33 5.6
California 430 34 776 32 54

*Sources: American Yearbor
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Insulting the Memory
Of the Holocaust o

BY MAX GREEN

abbis who belong to the

sanctuary movement are
touring the country. They

hope to persuade the -

nation’s synagogues to declare

themselves ‘“‘sanctuaries” for

1llegal aliens from Central Amer-
ica. T *;, o S
Their speeches are replete
with references to the Holocaust.
They compare Nazis and right-
wing death squads, Jews and Sal-
vadoran refugees. Indeed, both
Jewish and Gentile speakers from
the movement often tell church
and synagogue audiences that

their purpose is to save Central -
. American refugees from the fate of

the six million Jews.

Away from the houses of wor-
. ship, these leaders reveal a more
far-reaching goal: the defeat ‘of "j

what they refer to as “fascist” or
“imperialist” U.S. intervention in
Central -America. By this, they
mean American support for the
region’s democratically-elected
governments, particularly that of
El Salvador. ..
To those attracted by the move-
ment’s humanitarian goal, the
Chicago Religious Task Force,
coordinating body for the move-

ment, has this to say: “Some -

churches have declared themselves
sanctuaries and done almost
nothing to oppose U.S. military aid
to Central America. We wonder
whether this is adequate. What is
the value of a sanctuary church
that continues support (by silence,

by vote or whatever) for U.S. pol--

icies in Central America?”’

The movement’s radical objec-

tive explains the blindness of its
leaders to both the decline in
human rights abuses in the Cen-
tral American democracies, and

the increased brutality of Nic-.

aragua’s Sandinista government
and the antigovernment rebel
group in El Salvador.

The sanctuary movement

Max Green is associate director of the

White House Office of Public Liaison,
This article ts adapted from the
National Jewish Coaliation Bulletin.

%3 A
arose at '@ time when right-wing :

death squads roamed almost at will |

~ in El Salvador. In 1981, there were -

9,000 violent civilian deaths many
attnbutable to far-right paramlh--
tary units. But the political land-
scape of the country has changed ¢
 gince Joge Napoleon Duarte’s elec-
“tion to the presidency. In 1984, the
year of Duarte’s election, the
number declined to 774, and to half
that in 1985.

Guatemala has also been
democratized; like El Salvador, the
country now has freedom of the
press, freedom of religion and free
mternatmnally—supervxsed elec-
~tioms. © T v s R

‘#Acknowledging :the progress

made by the Salvadoran and
“*Guatemalan governments in
.human rights would put the sanc-
tuary movement out of business.
Instead, it behaves as if 1986 were
1980 and Napoleon Duarte were
"Robert D’ Aubisson, the right-wing
‘politician closely linked to the
death squads.
* The movement also focuses on
‘the fate of Central American immi-
grants deported from the United
States. Such deportations, one
leader alleges, are like putting
“Jews on boxcars bound for Da-
chau.” Numerous studies, however,
indicate that the hyperbole is all
but baseless. The Intergovernmen-
tal Commission on Migration has
nof reported a single case of a
deportee coming to harm. Even in
the much-worse days of 1983, the
American Civil Liberties Union
failed to conclusively identify a
.single deportee who had suffered a
human rights violation.

The movement also charges

"the U.S. government with mer-

cilessly violating the rights of Sal-
vadoran illegals. The facts belie
this allegation as well. There are a .
total of 500,000 Salvadoran

_illegals in the United States, of

whom fewer than 3,000 will be
returned to their homeland this
year. Of the relatively few that
immigration authorities catch up
with, many request political
asylum, which is granted if they

*écan demonstrate & #well-founded
foar :of persecution if forced to
‘return home.” But, as Assistant
“Secretary of State Elliot Abrams
‘has explained, “under our laws,

generalized conditions of poverty-

and civil unrest do not entitle peo-
. ple to leave their homeland and
settle here. If this were our test,
one half of the 100 million people
living between the Rio Grande and
the Panama Canal would meet it.”
As is, the United States takes in
more legal immigrants -and
refugees (of whom the fourth-
largest group is Salvadoran) than
the rest of the world combined.
:  Asgthe threat of persecution in
%’El Salvador recedes, fewer Sal-
vadorans meet the political asylum
test. Fully 70 percent of Sal-
vadorans caught by the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service
return voluntarily, rather than
under “deportation orders.” The
~majority of the remaining 30 per-
cent do not list fear of political per-
‘secution "as a reason for being
allowed to stay. Moreover, those
who are deported have had every
opportunity to appeal to admin-
istrative panels and the federal
courts, guaranteeing due process
of law. st
The facts relatmg to the situa-
tion in El Salvador and to illegal
Salvadoran immigrants to the
United States appear to have
passed the sanctuary movement

by. Nevertheless, movement lead- -

ers continue to raise the specter of
the Holocaust as they speak of
“horrors” being committed thh
U.S. acquiescence.

These references to-the Holo-
caust do more than insult the mem-
ory of the Jews who perished under
Hitlers tyranny. They reveal a lack
of concern for the truth, both past
and present, that deserves our
strongest rebuke.

For Jewish leaders in the sanc-
tuary movement nothing is
sacred, not even Yewish history.
They “use” the Holocaust dema-
gogically because the facts are
against them. Surely, this is not in
the Jewish tradition,
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I,
An American Jew can see his or her relationship to America in
one of four ways, and which of these four ways is assigned prime im-
portance ultimately reveals how that Jew is related to Judaism it-

self,

(1) Some American Jews see their relationship to Ameyica in‘
essentially juridical terms, i.e., they see themselves as the anony=-
mous legal personalities who are the subjects of the law of this
democracy. Many of these same Jews have been in the leadership of
other Americans who resist any emphasis of the interests of sub-
groups ("hyphenated Americans") in American public life, For them,
America is still the "meltingpot'', which is supposed to create but
One enduring public realm, devoid of "special interest."lFor all
such Americans, this public realm is the primary source of human
valueé.‘

For these Jews, Judaism has been at most reduced to a denomina-
tion of like-minded individuals, and at least it has been eliminated
from their lives altogether, Even when just restricted but not eli-
minated, Judaism has been relegated to a very private and esoteric
place, Needless to say, this creates a rather tenuous relationship
with Judaism itself, which in the words of the Talmud, does not ap-
rove of "being placed in a corner, only fo be studied by whomever
wants to do so."z Furthermore, as the studies of Richard John Neuhaus
and others have made abundantly clear, this is not the vision of
America shared by a large majority of Americans, now or everfsln

some significant ways these Jews have become what might be called

"constitutional fundamentalists"., Like more recognizable fundamentalists

Te:



(whom many of these Jews would be horrified to find themseives in
‘the same logical company), they read "sacred texts" (for them, the

Consgtitution of the United States) outside the context of history:

either the history of the American people or the history of their
own Jewish people, All of this makes their position --- outside
of American court rooms of course --~ rather difficult to advocate.
In a significant wax,these Jews are among the last doctrinaire-
secularists in America. |

(2) Some American Jews see their relationship to America in
essentially political terms, i.e., they.see themselves as members
of a special interest group in the overall fabric of American power
politics, As a special interest group, Jews have a distinct politi-
cal agenda of concerns: the military and economic security of the
State of-Israel, the emﬂigration of Soviet Jews, the elimination

neductive
of fquotas.

LTS

Like any suce
cessful special interest group in America --- and it has been ~7-
sald by friend and foe alike that the Jews might very well be the
most ‘successful special interest group in America today --- Jews

have had to argue that their cial interests in fact coincide

with the general American interest, or even bétter, they have ar-
gued that+he1actua11y promote. the general interest., Thus, €.Zes

the yalid portrayal of Israel as "the only democracy in the Middle-
East" not only establishes an affinity between Americans and Israelis,

but it is actually presented as part of the even more forceful ar-

gument that Israel is America's only stable and reliable ally
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in the region.

Usually, these Jews are less reluctant to remove their Judaism
from their public life, They are more visibly Jewish than most of
the previous group. Nevertheless, to a large extent, their Jewlsh
self-definition is determined by reaction to external threats:
Arab threats to the security of the State of Israel, Soviet threats
to Jewish survival in Russia, and the threats of other "minorities"
to Jewish opportunity in America. To a certain extent, they con-
firm the famous thesis of Jean-Paul Sartre (d. 1980) that it is
anti-semitism which in fact determines who and what is a Jewf,ﬂﬂof?-
Qver, by being so externally oriented, many of these same Jews have
not had sufficient concern for the internal aspects of Jewish survival,
what might be called the “cultural! aspects of Jewish life: such
matters as Jewish education (especially as intensely pursued in
yeshivas and day schools), the‘threat of intermarriage and cultural
assimilation, and the deé&iorating Jewish quality of Jewish family
life, Not only has this '"political" Judaism elevated a part of
Judaism (and cerfainly not the most important part) to a level
of almost total concern and, thus, caused more thoughtful and learned
Jews to question its ultimate Jewish authenticity, it also creates
problems in dealing with a larege segment of Americans ~-- mostly
Christian Americans =-- who do not see political affiliation and
activism as the most fundamentally characterizing factor of a com-
munity. These Jews are often embarassingly unprepared for what pro-

Jewigh gentiles now expect from themn.
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(3) Some American Jews see their relationship to America in
esgentially cultural terms, i.e., they see America as a '"pluralistic"
society in which Jewish cultural identity is to be maintained withe
out a loss of political power or legal rights. For these Jews, and
they are certainly not alone in this age of emphasis on ethnicity
(most forcefully spearheaded by the whole '"black is beautiful" phe-
nomenon), America is a loose network of ethnic and religious com-
munities having a sort of tacit contract with the polity as a whole,
viz,, the polity's political and legal primacy will be affirmed in
return for not only the passive toierance but the active encourage-
ment of ethnic particularity? Thus, not so long ago to be ”Americang
in the cultural sense,was at least to behave like a white Anglo-
Saxon Protestant (even if not actually joining the Episcopal Church);
now these same former role models have become just one more ethnic
&zroup aiong with the rest of us immigrants and their children ( and
not even primus inter pares)--- the WASPs,

This cultural Judaism has certainly led to an even more visible
and more internally lived "Jewishness'" than that of the previous
group of "political" Jews., To cite a personal example, I still marvel
at the ease my children feel in being - . practicing Jews
in America today, compared with the self-consciousness Prlc+ﬂcifj
Jews of my generation felt when we were their age (there are also
more of '"us'" now than before).a

Nevertheless, one could see this as wanting in terms of the

theory of Jewishness more Jews ascribe to than any other (even

though fewer actually understand.it), viz., Zionism. For, if the




the Jews are essentially a cultural group, as Zionism asserts, then
their chances for cultural survival and growth are far greater in
a soclety where they constitute the clear majority, in a land filled
with their historical associations, than in a land where they are
2 small minority of relative newcomers, These Jews, by their em-
phasis on culture, are thus the most vulnerable to the Zionist
doctrine of ghelilat ha-golah ("the negation of the Diaspora'),
which asserts that Jewish culture outside of Israel is inevitably
doomed, especially when the Jewish State exists and is developing
Jewish cultureﬁ

Furthermore, although many of these "cultural' Jews would see
their culture as inextricable from their religion, their self-
definition is rarely based on the classical Jewish doctrines of
divine glection and covenant. And, this not only makes their con-
nection with Classical Judaism tenuous, it still does not enable
them to respond to the sincere beseeching of those Americans who
feel the greatest affinity with the Jewish people (including the
S&te of Israel), i.e., Christians who have cleansed themselves of
anti-semitism which they now regard as anti-Christian, These friendsg
look to Jews to speak as the covenanted people of Godj they ask for
Jews to speak the language of Torah, When Christians asked {often
demanded) that we Jews speak in a language itley assigned us (a
language reijecting our own vocabulgey from intelligibility), then
we Were correct to suspect those Jews who were willing to respond
in their terms, However, this objection hardly applies when we are

now being asked by many Christians in America to, as Scripture puts
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it, "instruct us from His ways" (Micah 4:2).

(4) Finally, there is a fourth aroup of Jews, which has always
been quite small, but who have included some of the most important
religious thinkers in the Jewish community, who see their relation-. .
ship to America in essentially religious terms, Now there is a
Eood deal of overlapping between these "religious'" Jews and the
“cultural‘ies)igscussed above, especially when "cultural" is not a
synonym for "anti-religious" as it has been for those who saw culture
as almost an exc¢lusively linguistic phenomenon, such as "“Yiddish
Culture" gr '"Hebrew Culture", Certe;inly, those whose Judaism is
essentially religious are committed to Jewish culture, i.e., the
Hebrew language, a recognizable and authentic Jewish life-style, the
State of Israel, for all of these cultural factors have religious
origins and structures. (In fact, this could be said about all his~
torical culture, Thus, the error of the anti-religious Jewish "cul=-
turalists" was as much based on their ignorance or distortion of

10

culture --~ which comes from the Latin cultus --- as it was based

on their reduction of Judaism to "Jewishness.")
II.

What distinguishes these "religious" Jews from merely '"cul-
tural" Jews is their relationship with the non-Jdews, which in America
primarily means their relationship with Christians., (Although these
religious Jews would agree with even the "juridical' Jews and the

"political" Jews that we cannot accept the notion of "Christian
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America", they do recosnize to a greater extent than these other
types of Jews that Americans are indeed more predominantly Christiaﬁ
than anything else.) For, it is indisputable that Classical Judaism
in both its scriptural and rabbinic deelopments has been concerned
with what God demands of the gentiles as well as what God demands

of the Jews, albelt not equally%lAs such, our relationship with
American Christians concerns what God demands here and now of our
respective communities, and how and why these demands do indeed
colncide on crucial public issues more often than not,

Heretofore, this essentially feligious approach to Jewish life
in America has taken one of two forms: the first that of Liberal
Judaism; the second (and, interestingly enough, the newer pheno-
menon) that of Traditional Judaism. (I avoid using the denominational
-labels: Orthodox, Conservative, Reform, because they do not apply

Dreciseiy enough to the intellectual typology I am employing in this
paper, )

Liberal Judaism, first in the thought of its German progeni-
tors, and later in the thought of their American disciples and suc-
cessors, in response to the new relationship with the gentiles that
came with the Emancipation, develoéed the idea of the "Mission of
" Israel", This idea was that Judaism not only is not a particularise
tic ethnic "fossil" (to use Toynbee's infamous characterization)
to be overcome in the progress of history, but that Judaism is the
true vanguard of that universal culture which the modern world pro-
claimed (Weltgeschichte in Hegel's terminologgg because of its

unique théology of "Ethical Monotheism'"., The theory of Ethical
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Monotheism was based on the assumption that the essence of Judaism
is its ethical content (which, following Kant, unquestionably the
mddern philosopher who made the greatest impression on liberal
and even traditional Jews, is essentially characterized by its
univergglizabilité?. Since this ideal “ethical culture' has not
yet been historically realized, and since Judaism and the Jewish
People understand and maintain its pristine purity better than all
others, Jews are therefore required to preserve their unique cultural
and religious identity in the interest of this not yet achieved
"Megsianic" climax of universal history. Those aspects of Jewish
tradition which seemed to be not only particularistic but anti-
universal were to be "reformed" as unworthy of the ethical essgence
of Judaism, In Germany this "reformation" was theorized rather con-
servativgly by such theologians as Hermann Cohen (d., 1918) and Leo
Baeck (d. 1956)fkln America it was more radically theorized and ime-
plemented by such theologians as Kaufmann Kohler (d. 1926) and
. 1 _ 4nd disciples _
Emil G, Hirsch (d. 1923) "=-- both sons-in-law,of the radical Reform
theologian, David Einhorn (d. 1879), whose impact on American
Jewish 1ife and thought was less than theirs primarily because he
1o Amenrico-

came, earlier than they, and his speech and writing remained exclusive-
ly German,

The idea of the '"Mission of ‘Israel'", as the corollary of Ethi-
cal Monotheism or '"Prophetic Judaism'", gained additional impetus
in America by coming at the same time and being possibly influenced

by the "Social Gospel" school of thpought, advocated by Walter

Rauschenbusch (d. 1918) and other Protestant thinkers. A11 of this



_____/’——‘M

was an attempt to see religion as providing the true ethical im-
petus for a culture and society which were hecoming more and more
secular in both theory and practice, For Jews, especially, this was
a rather audacious attempt to relate Classical Judaism to contem-
porary American life, without dropping Judaism altogether as did
the former rabbi, Pelix Adler (d. 1933), the founder of the Ethical
Culture Movement{GOne must admire the proiect as the first real at-
tempt to define a Jewish religious participation in American life,
existent:mlly concerned with both Judaism and America as a society
where Jews need no longer drop Judaism in order to be true parti-
cipants.,

Nevertheless, we rarely hear the slogan "Mission of Israel
anyflonger, let alone the idea articulated, even by‘l;b{qul Jews,
And, T.think this is .. ' because it did not find a conceptualization
and an expression which truly spoke to the needs of either the Jews
or America.

First, those liberal Jews who advocated this idea were almost
all anti-Zionists(perhaps, the great exception being Stephen S,
Wige [d, 194?] e Zionism, as a nationalistic proiect for a sover-
%ign Jewish state in the Land of Israel, was anathema to these Jews
who saw Judaism's "mission'" as being its ethical teaching and leader-
ship of an essentially non-sectarian America., However, most Jews
(even most Reform Jews after the 1937 repudiation of the overtly
anti-nationalistic position of 1885) have been too committed to
what Mordecai M, Kaplan (d. 1983) called "Jewish Peoplehood" to
define Judaism in what seemed to bé Protestant denominational termsl7

The Holocaust and the establishment of the State of Israel in the

9.



1940's made this historical persistence an absolute political
necessity., Thus, the Mission of Israel seemed to be inauthentically
Jewish on both cultural-religious and political grounds.

Second, the social and political program of the advocates of
the Mission of Israel was always rather vague on specific issues,
When push came to shove, they almost always came out in favor of
the liberal political programs of those whose basic outlook was
secular, Always in the background one could hear the ghost of Felix
Adler, well trained philosopher thgt he was, cutting away at this
theology with Ockham}s Razor, viz., asking what was uniquely Jewish
or should be uniquely Jewish about this approach (to merely assign
it scriptural origins -- rather doubtful anyway in its liberalized
versgion «- is to commit the congenital fallacyls). If it was not,
then still calling it the Mission of Israel could only smack of
chauvinism, One suspects, therefore, that the enthusiasm for the
Mission of Israel, expressed from so many vpulpits earlier in this
century, was more for the sake of showing Judaism to be au courant
intellectually and socially than actually attempting to redirect
America in a more Jewishly approved way. Perhaps, the greater ease
that third, fourth, and even fifth generation American Jews now
feel in American culture and society makes these Qpologetic exer=
Cises anachronistic,

However, something akin to the Mission of Israel, although
to my knowledge the slogan has never been used by these Jewish
thinkers, has emerged in the most unexpected quarters, viz,. among
some of the most traditional Jewish thinkers in America, who are

usually characterized by even their fellow Jews as xenophobic in
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their approach to the general society and cuiture. Thus, to cite

a most important example, in 1963 during one of the periods of
intense public debate over the perennial issue of prayer in the

‘ public schools, Rabbi Moshe Feinstein of New York, without a doubt
the most influential halakhic authority among the growing number

of American Jews who accept the full authority of the Halakhah ~--
an East European born and trained rabbi, who to this very day only
speaks and writes in Hebrew or Yiddish --- was asked about the
Jewish approach on this issue, The further irony was that this non-
English speaking (exoépt in private) authority was being asked by

a colleague in a community of American Jews where all children

are educated in intensely religious parochial schools, (In fact,

in this Orthodox milieu, sending one's children to a public primary
or secondary --- for some even to a college ~-- would result in
instant and severe ostracism.) Why, then, was this question asked
and why.did Rabbi Feinstein write a pointed response to it, a re=~
sponse widely read by traditional Jews learned enough to undersfand
its content and implications?

The answer to this question reveals much about Classical
Judaism and the new position of traditional Jews in American cul-
ture and society.

Rabbi Feinstein's response draws upon the classical Jewish
doctrine of the '"Noahide commandments"?’This doctrine states that
whereas thé Jews are obligated to onserVe the 613 commandments in

the Pentateuch (along with rabbinic interpretations and additions),
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the gentiles are obligated to observe the sevemn commandments the

Talmud determined were commanded by God to Adam and Noah and his
des;%endents, i.e.y to humanity?aTwo of the foremost commandments
are the twin prohibitions of blasphemy and idolatry. Now, based
on thé logical axiom that the negative presupposes the DositiVe)'21
Rabbi Feinstein quite cogently argued that these prohibitions pre-
suppose an actual relationship with God on thé part of the gentiles,
the type of relationship which would certainly include regular
prayer, Since Judaism, by its affirmation of the doctrine of the
Noahide commandments obviously appro&es of this relationship and
should therefore advocate it, Rabbi Feinstein-concluded that Nor-
mative Judaism can express approval of prayer in the public schools,
Rabbi Feinstein's response indicates that traditional Jews are,
contrary to popular prejudice, concerned with the moral and spiri-
tual life of the general society at large (albeit he is not entirely
comfortéble with taking a public stand on this issue). It is only
that this has not been a concern to which the tradition assiens
top priority in comparison with more internal Jewish concerns. The
raison d'étre of Judaism is not to teach the gentiles but to obey
God's Torah, whether - the gentiles are interested in it or not.
(The theological weakness of the liberal Mission of Israel idea was
that it seemed to be a good deal more interested in the approval of
the gentiles than in the approval of God.) If, however, the gentiles
do see light in Israel (Isaiah 42:6), then, as an ‘ancient rabbinic
text puts it, they should "send their representatives and take the
Torah for themselves.Jrﬁevertheless, Rabbi Feinstein's seriousness in
dealing with this topic at all indicates two important sociological
facts: (1) tqgi%tional Jews are now enough a part of American culture

muat-
and society te—havé—be- have an opinion on such questions of public
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debate; (2) traditional Jews are concerned that America develop
along efhical and religious lines which are not antithetical to
Judaism's theocratic worldview?sviz., that the revealed Law of
God is to be the basic norm for every society and for every human
person, This is both for the sake of the survival of Judaism as
well as for the sake of the survival of civilization itself,
For both existential and intellectual reasons I am in basic
sympathy with this approach, which is certainly in the spirit of
Classical Judaism, i.e., the Judaism formulated in Scripture and
Rabbinic Literature; What it needé, however, is more thought so
that it may speak more directly to the great crisis of values we
are now living through in American democracy.
The problem with this approach, at least as heretofore articu-
(““1ated by its traditionalist spokesmen, is that it is "theocratic',
2 il.e. it deduces lesal prescriptions from religious texts, something
\ which seems to run counter to the tendency of our democracy from
the Founding Fathers until the present. Indeed, Maimonides (d. 1204),
one of the greatest formulators of Classical Judaism, spoke about

. forcing the gentiles to follow the Noahide commandments --- if Jews,
. 0f course, have the Dowef to do so%*This difficulty with applying

theocratic norms in a democracy, which if not secularist is cer=-
tainly non-sectarian, has also been faced by Roman Catholic tradi-

| tionalists. And, indeed, we traditional Jews can learn much from

someone like the Jesuit theolgian, John Courtney Murray (d. 1967),

who made such stridesin clearing Roman Catholic ethical teaching
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from being reijected by Americans as ipso facto theocratic angd, hence,

"un-American'.
111,

At this point, I would like to assert that the dichotomy be~
tween religious doctrine and democracy, which is often seen as being
insuperable in our society, might very well not be true when we look
at how theology functions in the history of Judaism and how religious
doctrine functions in'the history of America.

Let me begin with two .personal recollections, the type of oral
reports of the words of teachers in which the discourse of the Tal-
mud abounds,

In the Autumn of 1957 I entered the College of the University
of Chicagﬁ. One of the courses I was required to take that first
year was Social Sciences I, which dealt with ~ ° :° - the his-
%ory of American political thought. At the same time,I was already
intensely involved in the study of the Talmud, particularly in
a tractate (Baba Kama) which deals with Jewish civil law., It was
the custom at that time for distinguished professors in fields re-
lating to our course of study to be invited to lecture to the com~
bined sections of the course, periodically. Two of these lectures
made a lasting impression on my thinking and I still remember them
quite well, . T
The first lecture, by William Thomas Hutchinson (d, 1976), an

expert on American constitutional history, presented the thesis

that the reason why the American constitution of 1789 was far more
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enduring than the constitution promulzated in France shortly there-
afteq)is because the former was the result of almost 200 years
of colonial exreriénce, wheﬂgs the latter was the result of purely
philosophical speculation, What Hutchinson was presenting, it seems
in retrogfect, was a Common Law view of American history, viz,.,

theory is only enunciated after sufficient precedent has been ac-

cumulated for a deliberate judgment to be made 26

The second lecture I remember that year was by Avery Craven
(de 1980), an historian whose specialty was the period around the
Civil War. Craven presented the thesis that the real preamble to
the Constitution of the United States was not what is formally
called the "preamble'", but rather the Declaration of Independence,
He illustrated his point by analyzing the institution of slavery.
On strictyconstitutional grounds, slavery was permitted and slaves
had the‘status of chattel., That point was made with legal cogency
by Chief Justice Roger B, Taney in the famous Dred Scott Decision
of 1857, However, the Declaration of Independence, albeit written
by Virginia slaveholder Thomas Jefferson, declared that "all men
are created equal' (a theological statement if there evere was one,
even though made by the nonchurchgoing Deist, Jeffer;gon). Ac-
cording to Craven, the Civil War and the resulting thirteenth am~
mendment to the Congtitution, which outlawed slavery, affirmed the
priority of the philosophical foundation of the constitution over
specific legal reasoning in a matter of crucial importance in the

life of vhis democracy. In fact, as I recall, Craven went so far
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as to say, that had the events which made the thirteenth ammendment

possible not taken place, it is doubtful whether our consitutional

a7

form of government would have endured
Now, on the surface, the theses of Hutchinson and Craven seem
to contradict one another, For, Hutchinson emphasized the priority
of precedent over theory, while Craven emphasized the priority of
theory over precedent, However, upon deeper examination they are in
- truth complementary in the sense of there being a dialectic between
precedent and theory. Precedent by definition is historically
prior, but precedent aoes lead to theory as a guide for which pre-
cedents are to be subsequently emphasized and which are to be sub-
- ‘sequéptly deemphasized., Once there is enough precedent behind a
theory that theory becomes regulative, i.e., a conditio sine gua
non for the further dévelopment of the system of precedent. When
precedenés are invoked which ignore the tendency of development of
the system, then theory must inform the process of selection, It
functions as a criterion of judgment, The relation-is;dialectical
in that neither the theoretical pole nor the practical pole is
reducible to the other. Thu;, the theory is more than an inductive
Eeneralization from the precedents and the precedents are not simply
deduced from the theory. Like an glectrical current between two
_poles, the full socio-political reality lies in-~bhetween them,
Even in those earlier days of my education, it seemed to me

'that something similar was also taking place in Normative Judaism,

Later on, when I began to write Jewish thought) I systematically
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examined the relation of theology and law in Jewish tradition, Now
in Normative Judaism ethics is law, and that ethical-legal structure
is theological in the sense that its origin is seen in God's will
and its purpose is seen as being the hishest good, viz., the near-

" ness of God (Psalms 73:28)., Any attempt, therefore, to remove
\Jewish ethics from_its overall theological context is ultimately
(incredible. However, this does not mean that law (halakkah) is

i deduced from theology (aggadah). The law, in its immediate manifes-

tation, has a life of its own, developing along lines of precedent

and the human assessment of human situations, as the Talmud puts

‘ it, "the human judee can only judee what his human eyes see.”zq

| This is important because it enables the law to draw upon a wealth
0f human experience and it encourages creative human judegment to
operate, This mitigates, to a great extent, against the type of

‘ dogmatisﬁ‘that attempts to force all experience and Jiudement into
{a preset Procrustean Bed, the type'of dogmatism that too readily

i has the answer before the question itself has been adequately ex-

erienced and formulated?O
Nevertheless, in the great issues which the law has faced,

issues dealing with fundamental questions of the essence of human
Personhood, the saﬁctity?fhuman sexuality, the naturexof human
sociality, the vocation of the Jewish peovle, in these great issues
the system of precedent is insufficient in and of itself because

it is usually ambiguous, presenting prima facie conflicting op-

tions for iudement, It is ambiguous precisely because the authorities
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of the past could not solve all problems in -advance; they could
not be substitutes for the living authorities of the present and

the i‘uture.:s'l

At these crucial points, the great authorities invoked the
theological principles developed on the nonlegal side of Classical
Judaism. But, let it be emphasized, they invoked these principles
when and only when there was at léast some purely legal precedent
for them to choose. When the great issues (what contempaorary legal
theorists call '"hard cases") arose, the system of precedent was
indeed not sufficient-in and of itsélf, but it was nonethless still
necessary. Thus, for example, when the whole theology of Kabbalah
began to become fully explicated in the late middle ages, there was
a tendency in some circles to see its main document, the Zohar,
as_now having a normative status equal to and even surpassing the
Talmud, On the other hand, there were those authorities who regarded
it as antinomian)and, therefore, having no normative status at all.
Finally, in the early sixteenth century, the Egyptian authority,
Rabbi‘David ibn Abi Zimra, ruled that in and of itself the law
of the Talmud takes normative precedence over the theology of the
Zohar. However, when the law of the Talmud is itself ambiguous
(as it frequently and thankfully is), presenting conflicting pre-
cedents and opinions, then the theology of the Zghar may be invoked
as a criterion of judgment, emphasizing one tendency and deempha-

sizing (but never totally eliminating) the other?a‘
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IV,

The application of all of this to the crisis of values in
America today can be the new agenda of the Mission of Israel, an
agenda far more authentically Jewish and socially critical than
that of the earlier liberal proponents of this idea,

The crisis of volues in America today has become evident in
the great issues of social debate which have emerged during the
past three decades, issues which have inevitably been involved
in landmark legal decisions. '

Let us take the most persistant and intense issue of social
debate in America for over a decade, the question of abortion, Here
is a question which shows no signs whatsoever of abatiné during
the next decade., And, this i1s because it deals with the most fun-
damental moral issue possible, the definition of human personhood
and society's role in relation to it. Because this is so obviously
a moral question which cannot be reduced to merely legal precedent,.
the 197% Roe versus Wade decision of the United States Supreme Court
by no means settled the issue but, if anything, exaczﬁtated it.
And, here we have a clear conflict of values, a Kulturkampf with
monumental ramifications, |

The legal system is ambiguous enough to call for extralegal

}factors'in making a judement, The fourteenth ammendment to the

fConstitution speaks of the right of every "person' to "equal pro-
tection of the laws." However, nowhere does it define personhood.

Ms such, a human fetus, whose personhood is by no means immediately

evident, may or may not be entitled to the equa; protection the
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the Constitution mandates for persong and only persons, Here is
where the legal system must look at systems of value to supply
such definitions, And, here is where we see in bold relief the
clash of values, For, if the fetus has the status of a person,
in that it is the result of the creative sexual act of two human
persons (unambiguously and irreducibly human persons,not thinﬁsl
because of their status as imago Dei), then it is subjdet td the
same protection of the law as his or her parents?ﬁif, on the other
hand, personhood is determined by such other criteria as viability,
independence, speecﬂJ rationality, quality of life or whatever,
then a very different interpretation of the Constitution inevitably
follows., |

Now, even adopting the first theologically grounded view
does not automatically solve the subsequent legal questions, as
some prs—life advocates naively think?+For, to accept this broadest
definition of human personhood does not solve questions of mortal
conflict between persons, E.g., can the fetus at times be regarded
as an unwarranted intruder (rodef) in the womb of another person
~== as in cases of rape? These questions have been intensely de-
bated in Jewish tradition, and there is a considerable literature
on the subject even in English§5fhe parameters of this discussion
in Normative (i.e., halakhic) Judaism have been that no one in
this tradition can cogently assign the fetus the status of non-
person on the level of a thing, having no rights at all. Conversely,
no one can cogently maintain that the life of the fetus takes pre-

cedence over that of his or her mother. The real question --- in-

volving the hard cases ---= is how widely or narrowly are we to
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interpret situations of "threatening intrusion."

In the context of Jewish tradition no one can simply say,
"based on my theological princivles, this is what the only ethical
course of action can be,'" One can only use his or her theological
principles, when legal precedent already exists, to excercize
Judgment and persuade others. So also is the case in the American
Frédition. Those who say that religion may not determine the law
in our constitutional democracy, that religion may not impose its
values on the society as a whole, are technically correct. The Con-
stitution not only protects us from being subiect to the rule of
any religious community., but it even protects the non-religious
minority (and let it be emphasized that they are the minority) from
being subiect to the rule of a consensus of all or most of the
religious communities (a rather hypothetical state of affairs at
present and in the forseeable future), However, it is a totally
unwarranted inference from this social fact to assume that the
absence of religion from the process of specific legal reasoning
requires its elimination from the general realm of social discourse
and persuasion (as opposed to political coercion), Such an infer-
ence is guilty of nothing less than the fallacy of generalization,
For, if this inference is made, then we are indeed left with what
Richard John Neuhaus calls '"the naked public square."3GIf "naked"
is synonomous with "vacuous", then history as well as nature (to
paraphrase Aristotle) abhors a vacuum, and the vacuum is inevitably
filled with the type of secularism which makes the elimination

of reliegion from the society qua society its own dogma.
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It seems to me that the intention of our American doctrine
of the separation of church and state is to deny the legitimacy
0f deducing politically accevtable action from dogma --- anyone's,
But, aside from that type of dogmatic deduction (so obvious among
those who engage in “"one issue politics'), one's dogmas and &oc-
trines should be brought into the public square, especially when
it can be shown that they have stroneg affinities with the dogmas
and doctrines which ingpired American democracy in the first place
and which sustained it at times of great crisis in its history.

The point made so tellingly by the late German-American Pro-
testant theologian, Paul Tillich (d, 1965), that :no one really
acts without an "ultimate concern'", is especially Eermaine? For
. 1t means that no area of human discourse and action is value~free,
and it is better for the operation of one's values to be publically
visible and, thus, socially responsible and responsive, rather than
to be forced to be a purely private matter and, thus, in danger of
vbecoming socially irresponsible and unresponsive (i.e,, "dogmatic"
in the pejorative sense of that term)., Here too the late American
Protestant theologian, Reinhold Niebuhr (d. 1971), still has much

biblical
to teach all of us about how/theism can be seen as the most adequate
foundation for democracy, without making it "theocratic" ( which
literally means '"the rule of God", but usually means "the rule of

church").as

v,

The coneluding question to be addressed is, to quote my
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grand{ether, "s0, is all of this good or bad for the Jews?"

Well, I believe that this is good for the Jews --~ very good
--= because I also believe that Judaism does have some very im-
portant points to make in the moral and legal discourse of our
society, There is a Mission of Israel and the excercize of that
"missionary" proiect is totally consistent with the cultural, the
political, even the juridical interests of Jews in American society,

First, if we Jews regard ourselves as having a mission in
America today, then we obviously cannot accept the Zionist doctrine
of the “"negation of the diaspora" (ghelilat ha~golah). This does
not mean, however, that égréz;uld return to the anti-Zionism of the
earlier liberal Jewish proponents of this idea. We Jews. are a com-
munity constituted by the Torahfqand that alone makes us quite dif-
ferent from a '"denomination" in the American Protestant sense of
that term, Our Torah~constituted community must be concerned with
the Land and State of Israel, nonobservant ~-- even atheistic ===
Jews, the Hebrew language and other "ethnic" matters. (In Greek
ethnog means "people'" and the Torah cerfninly desiegnates us as a
people, and because of that designation as Am Yisrael ---*%he people
who strive with God”[Cenesis 32:2?] ~-= 1 resist any secularist
interpretation of Jewish '"peoplehood".) The fact that we affirm
that the Lord God of Israel is also Creator of heaven and earth, and
the fact that we are bound by the law and teaching of the Torah
Wherever we happen to live, indicates on religious grounds the
validity of any Jewish community to exist anywhere the Torah can

be studied and the commagiments observed. Furthermore, we are morally
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bound to support in every way a society which allows us the free-
dom to live as authentic Jews and which itself is bound by a law
which we consider grounded in the law of God for all humankind.
None of this implies that the unique Jewish status of the Land and
State of Israel be denigm'ted or even_bracketed in any way by
American Jews, It simply means that we American Jews can cogently
argue on precise Jewish religious grounds that America has value
for us and that we have value for America, I emphasize this because
I believe that the religious and intellectual life of American
Jewry has been impoverjshed by the éssumption ~== cOnsciously maine-
tained by some, unconsciunusly by others --- that Jewish life is
America is at best transient, that America is a trayfe medinah
(literally, "a nonkosher society", a charge made at the turn of
this century by some East European rabbis, who attempted to disuade
--—vaStly unsuccessfully === their flocks from joining the mass
migration to America), that Jewish life in America is ultimately
impossible, There is little in Jewish tradition and little in
American Jewish experience (as recent studies have now shown% to
validate this view, (Hopefully, it will become a topic of more and
more dialogue between Israeli and American Jews.)

Second, what are some of the values about which Judaism and
American Jews can inform American social and political life? ===
Since Jews and Judaism have suffered so, especially in this cen-
tury of incomparible horrors, perhaps it is best to express them
as a series of negations or prophetic warnings,

A, Judaism and American Jews have a good deal to warn America
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about the danger of depersonalization in our society. The most
valuable'aspect of the Jewish doctrine of the human person as

the image of God, for society, is that it gives the widest defini-
tion of human personhood possible,without eliminating the equally
important distinction between the human and the nonhumaﬁ?)However,
the tendency in the twentieth century has been the exact opposite,
Yiz.? to limit personhood based on arbitrary factors such as phy-
sical condition, race, age, etc. This has been done by the state
in the person of those who have the political power to do so. Here
is where Judaism and the experience of the Jews once again coalesce,
viz., the Jews have been the most asgonized victims of the denial of
this doctrine of Judaism. Therefore, those Jews who are intent that
Americans (let alone Europeans who were closer to the scene of the
crime) "never forget" the Holocaust and all that led up to it and
made it possible, must eschew arbitrary definitions of human person-
hood s0 contrary to both Torah and Jewish experience,

B, Judaism and American Jews have a good deal to warn America
about the danger of deculturization in our society. Not only'does
Judaism- encourage Jews to live according to our own traditions and
culture, it also encourages the same for non-Jews. This can best
be illustrated by a hasidic story my late revered teacher, Rabbi
Abraham Joshua Heschel (d. 1972) once told me about Rabbi Israel
Baal Shem Tov, the founder of the Hasidic Movement in eighteenth
century Poland. It seems as though the Baal Shem Tov had a Cath¢lic
coachman, One day when out riding, they passed a shrine of a saint,
the type of which the Polish countryside abounded in. The coachman

did not make the sign of the Cross when they passed by it. The
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Baal Shem Tov immediately ordered his close digciple who was with
him then to fire the man., He reasoned that if his own was no longer

sacred for him, he certainly would not respect what was sacred for

someone else, The story is typical of very sound and persistent
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Jewish doctrine.
The modern industrial process of deculturization, turning

% &eryone into the similar copy of his or her neighbor, thereby imi-
tating the mass production of our own machines, creates a dangerous
cultural and emotional vacuum, It denies am overall purpose to hu-
man life and simultaneously destroys our link with our past which

: once did reveal such purposes to us?qﬁs such, it makes modern
societies so vulnerable to the likes of Hitler, whose simplistic

| appeals to fears and fantasies no longer had to face,in any strong
sense,the mediating safeguards of subtle and multifaceted tradition,
Therefore, when some Jews seem to delight in being in the foreground
of all that is irreverently avante-garda, they should ponder how much
similar Jewish contributions to the traditionally vacuous culture
of Weimar Germany did not destroy those aspects of German historical
culture which may have been better bases of resistance to Hitleg
had they not been so discredited alreadf? Here'again, we see how
Torah enlightens Jewish experience and how Jewish experience il=
lustrates Torah,

C, Judaism and American Jews can also teach America about the

diglectic between faith and history. The}#ﬂbkm.@irh so much of
Christian moral teaching in America, especially traditional

Christian moral teaching (Catholic, Orthodox, Evangelical) is its
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fundamentalism, Now "fundamentalism" means many things, but it
seems to be characterized by a conviction that "all the answers

are right here in the Book", and it is only obstinence or ignorance
which prevents God's plan from being implimented to immediately
solve all our social ills, (In this sense, "fundamentalism" is
certainly not an essentially Christian outlook; much of the tradi-
tionalist Jewish community is just as fundamentalistic.) In this
view, history, the accumulated experience of highly fallible humans,
has no value, indeed’is regarded as a threat to the Truth, Here is
where the Jewish Obsession with the Law --- so often denigrated

by Christians who misread Paul --- is germaine., For, as we have

"seen, the Law is not a divine oracle which lights up whenever we

approach it with a question, The Law is, rather, an historically
developing system which subiects the most cogently aresued theory

to the collective precedents of the centuries 0ld community. Funda-
mentalism is impafient with this slow, often bumbling, process

,D'\l
and this is @reeb&e}y-why, in our century especially, it has bea@n

' 80 easily manipulated by all sorts of political fanatics, who offer

instant solutions to complex social problems., The Law saves us
from this type of Utoplan pseudo-messianism, just as it saves us
from the relativistic vacuum wherein all norms are taken simply

as matters of taste and, therefore,outside the range of rational
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discourse,

For these reasons, I regard America today as providing a
unique religious challenge to Judaism and the American Jews. It

seems that at long last we are being taken seriously by some of the
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most thoughtful elements in Ametican éociety today, and we are

being taken seriously as "Jewish Jews," How seriously we will

take ourselves will lareely depend on the Jewish piety, learning

and insight of those whom we make the leaders of our community in
America. Heretofore, we American Jews, contrary to the tendency of albmast
all of previous Jewish history, have hardly looked for plety, learn-
ing and Jewish insight in our leaders, But, now the times have.

changed radically. We must be up to them, demanding that those who

speak about us and for us be capable, spiritually and intellectually,

. . . : : : 2
to articulate and implement our unique destiny in Amerlca4
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* HUC Project: Jew1sh College Students Growing More Conservative ("%@ P

‘A - growing conservatism among

Jewish college students indicates

- that the organized Jewish commu-
nity can no longer assume automat-
ic support by young, voting-age
Jews for liberal policies, according
to a research project recently com-
pleted at Hebrew Union College-
Jewish Institute of Religion in Los
Angeles,

The thesis was submitted in par- -

 tial fulfillment of requirements of
the double master’s degree programs

offered by HUC’s School of Jewish-

Communal Service and the Univer-
sity of Southern California’s School

- of Social Work and School of Public
Administration. .
Entitled “Moving Right, What’s

Left?” the thesis by Amy Levine
and Janet Schenker concludes that
- Jewish college students are still
‘more liberal than their non-Jewish

counterparts on’ most issues, but -

they are moving toward the nght of
the political spectrum. -

. “Although national opinion data
show that Jews are consistently
more liberal than other Americans,

thes indi ndswell of
’ __g;(msgmatﬂe opinion, amon% the

younger segment of the Jewish vot-

ing population,” noted Dr. Bruce

Phillips, thesis advisor and asso-
ciate professor of Jewish communal

studies at HUC. “While they cur- |

rently do not have a great impact
on Jewish opinion over
students of the 1980s will be among

;F;r Nafromatl :EM/)A -

1969 by the Carnegie Commlssmn.
on Higher Education; the second
conducted in 1984 by the Carnegie
Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching. Among the subjects on
which students were surveyed were:
communal responsibility, constitu-
tional issues, foreign policy, wom-
en’s issues, national defense and
U.S. domestic issues. :
is rev at both Jew-
ish and non-Jewish students are

moving toward the political right,

-1 the Jewish leaders at the turn of the

'wo issues traditionally support-

ed by the organized Jewish commu-
nity on which Jewish students are
becoming skeptical” are a

but that Jews were moving at a .
““much faster rate, thereby converg-

- ing with non-Jews, Areas of partic-
ular rightward movement were in

attitudes toward- capital punish-

ment, the rights of the minority .

versus the majority, and the impor-

__JD-QI.L__D_______\
'stron commitment to human
tights_and_dialogue between the

Soviet”

¢ United States and the

tance of community service and

—formulating values and goals. Ex-

"Union, according to the thesis.

—Findings in the thesis are drawn
from two national studies of college
students: the first conducted in

ceptions to the movement occur,
especially in the area .of natlonal,
defense where Jews became much’

more liberal and Protestants more
conservative.

The thesis also compares shlfts
in attitudes within Jewish and non-
Jewish groups. It concludes that -
Jewish students become more liber-
al on foreign policy, U.S. domestic
issues and the right to ban persons

“*service”

L —
with extreme attitudes from speak-
ing on campus. Protestants became
more conservative on national de-
Tense, women’s issues and minority-
/majority rights.

In analyzing the results, thesis
authors said the growing conserva-
tism among Jewish students and |
-the. attendant importance placed

“upon being finahcially well-off could

adversely affect the field of Jewish :
communal service. The emphasis on
financial well-being was accompa-
nied by a “marked decrease” in
support for the idea of the impor-
tance of community service.'

"'The study proposes “individuals
may lack the identification with,
and comm1tment to, community
- and “while work in the
Jewish community may be challeng-
ing, it is not often financially re-
warding.” In fact, the thesis says,
“the. field (communal service) may
be unable- to attract even those
“individuals who ‘do see the unpor-,
tance of community service.” - =
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\I-lar\tCampaign/T/rail Winding
Through the Lone Star State

When Democrat Gary Hart sets off on a cross-
country swing following his presidential announce-
ment Monday, one of his stops will be Amarillo,
Tex. True, it’s a hit off the [owa-New Hampshire
beaten track, hut tart figures he’s playing to a dif-
ferent kind of strength,

“When the activists in Towa ask the question,
‘Where's Gary been?” ” said Paul Tully, Hart’s po-
firieal director, “Texas ts one of the answers.”

The Lone Star State contains the biggest trove of
delegates to be won in “Super Tuesday” primary
elections, and Hart has built a list of political sup-
porters there that tops anything he has put together
outside his home state of Colorado.

The list includes Lt. Gov. (and 1990 gubernato-
rial hopeful) Bill Hobby, Railrcad Commissioner
Mack Wallace, hoth known as conservative Dem-
ocrats, influential state Sen. Ray Farabee, Rep.
Martin Frost (ID-Tex.), along with several promi-
unent Hispanic leaders and liberal state legislators.
The ideotogical breadth of Hart’s support stands
our, On the left, Agricolture Commissioner Jim
Hightower has been saying nice things about Hart,
though he hiaso’t endorsed him.

What also stands out is that the insider Washing-
ton wisdom—that Hart is sure to fade—is at vari-
ance tfrom the insider Austin wisdom. “I think Hart’s
got the nomination,” Hobhy said.

Jackson: Confronting Allegations

m Jesse L. Jackson went before a Jewish audience
last week and confronted the anti-Semitism allega-
tions that trailed his 1984 Democratic presidential
campaign.

Jackson said the tensions aver Black Muslim min-
ister Louis Farrakhan should be put aside: “It would
he unwise to make the issue of Farrakhan the cen-
terpicce of vur relationship.” Instead, Jackson told a
meeting of the Religious Action Center, “1 urge us
all today to focus our sights not on those issues on
which we may differ but on the issues on which we
agree.” He said such issues as justice, education,
housing and health care make up part of a “common
agenda” that Jews and blacks share.

Introducing Jackson, Rabhi Alexander Schindler
said that in 1984 Jews “feared his campaign was one
of confrontation.” But Schindler said, “Times have
changed and Jesse Jackson has had the wisdom to
change with the times,”

Jackson, gearing to run again in 1988, urged the
audience to look at his “cumulative box score,” rath-
er than “a given inning . . . where one struck out,”

Rabbi David Saperstein said he invited Jackson
because “for twa years Jackson has conscientiously
gone out of his way to address Jewish issues and
express a conciliatory view of black-Jewish rela-
tions. Anc, he has done so with the kind of consis-
tency and thoughtfulness that warranted a response
from the organized Jewish community,”

House Members: Staying Put in '88

a Sen. Lawton Chiles (D-Fla.)) can breathe easier:

Rep. Connie Mack [T (R-Fla.) decided last week not

to challenge Chiles as expected. “I just conciuded

this was not the right time for me,” Mack said,
Mack, who wants to be “involved in a 1988 pres-
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idential race,” according to spol
field, has accepted the offer of
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platform,” Caulfield added.

Mack was considered his par
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the three-term senator has wane
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and 160500 to 35 Republican cand-
dates

Avcordetyz to NATPAL directr
chard Altman, NATPAC had contribut
ed nearly $860.00¢1 as of Octnber 20, of
which &8 percent had @one to
Demoerats,

The wcond targest giver for 1983-64,
the Joint Action Committee for Palitical
Affairs, had in 1985-86 (through the end
of June 19861, backed 70 Democrats to
the tune of $124.000, and given only
39,000 to seven Republicans,

Morrs Amitay, the onetime director
of AIPAC, und today the director of
WASHPAC, noted that the Federal
Flection Commission figures might be
snmewhat skewed in favor of the Demo-
erats hecatse of the inclusion of House

roaces

Amitay noted, ‘Demotrats outnumber
Republicans in the House, and as the
majority party, the Democrats control
the committee chairmanships. So the
FEC figures would reflect heavy pro
[srael PAC support for Democratic
Heuse candidates ”

Nevertheless, the FEC figures of
pro Ysrael PAC pgiving for Senate races
are net o substantially different than
ihese overall Congresstanal mving.

Why Do PACS Prefer
One Candidate
Over Anocther?

In mierviews with the Jewish Worfd.
dwectors of several of the key PACs and
ehise ohservers of thi prodsrael PAC
-cemte strangly dented that the pro.lsrael
PACK have either a pro-Democrat or
pro-Republican bias. They stressed that
the decisions as te which vandidates to
support are based entirely on candi-
dates’ voting records on key Congres-
simal votes vis-a-vis Israel, and have
unthing to do with a candidate’s ideolo-
gy or positions on other domestic and
international issues.

The valy exceptions to this rule are
the Muiti Issue PAC (tMIPAC). and a
Jewish women's PAC called JACPAC.
Bnth MIPAC and JACPAC have a clear-
Iy liberal bias.

Tn ceses where both the incumbent
and his challenger have equally good
records on Israel, the PACs will atmost
wvariably support the incumbent. Ac-
rording to David Pollack, assistant exec-
stive director of the Jewish Community
Relations Council of New York (JCRC),
“One of the most hasic principles of
Jewish life is hakarat ha tou (the recog-
nitron of good), which transiates into an
inervasing predilection of Jews to vote for
wceumbents who have supported Jewish
Inteiests.”

GOP’s New Courtship

The sources also pointed out that in
seehing to understand why Democrats
still come out shead in receiving pro-
Tsrael PAC money, it is important to
remember that the avid courtship be-
tween congervative Republicana and the
Jewish community leadership is still a
relatively new phenomenon.

While the leaders of the pro-lsrael
PACs have become increasingly recep-
tive to Republican candidates over the
last several years, their personal ties
and support for Demoeratic candidates
generally go back much further. Many
Demacrats have a long record of support
for pro-Israel positions on issues of
critical importance to the pro-Israel
PACs, such as foreign aid, while many
conservative Republicans long opposed
foreign aid, and have come around to
support it only in the last several years.

Accarding to a director of one of the
leading pro-Israel PACs, “In deciding
who to back among two candidates who
are presently supportive of Israel, pro-
Israel PACs will factor in the totality of
each candidate’s votes on Israel over
their entire careers and not only in the
last year or two.

“Over the last two years, we have
been disappointed to see some longtime
liberal friends. like Tim Wirth, vote
wpamnst the foreign aid il which con-

tans the ard package for Isracl. because
awd to the Contras attached to the
foreign aid bill. But if we Jook
IWirth st overall recnord, we see a page of
voles which sigaifies eloar undersiand
ing ond support for Israel as a close
friend and strategic ally of the US. Az a
resuit, we will not nbandon him because
he felt morally abligated to oppose (the

foreign aid billl in the present circum-

stances. We logk at many indicators, of
which foreign aid is only cne.”

The Nicaraguan Issue

Asked about the complaint of Neuman
and other Republicans that many pro-
Israel PACs are backing liberals over
conservatives in a number of races,
despite the positive votes of the latter an
foreign aid recently and the opposition
of the former, the source commented, I
one looks at the larger picture one sees
that the liberals who have recently
voted againat the bill because of the
Nicaraguan issue, are Jifelong supporters
of fereign aid, whervas the conser-
vatives opposed foreign aid on ideolagi:
eal grounds until very recently. While
we are very encouraged in the change of
thinking by many conservatives on this
issue, and are backing many Republi-
vun candidates who have made this
change, we arc not going to turn aur
backs o old and loval friends becanse of
disappointment over one or two votes.”

The source cautioned, however,

Stop...

“While some oro-Israel PACs may sup-
port & Dem xrab who opposed forcign
ad Lhis vear. the question ix whether
they will decide 1 do su several years
diwn the raud 1f that trend continues

In any event, despite the continued
Democratic sdge in securing pro Tsraci
money, Repuhlicans have reason to be
pleased with the unprecedented suceess
of many of their candidates 1 securing
Jewish backing in the last several
years,

With the three national Republican
committess raising five times as much
as the three Democratic national com-
mittees nationwide, and with many
Republicans receiving lavish gifts from
business sources at a time when the
clout of organized labor has heen sharp-
lv reduced. any dimunition in the tradi-
tional overwhelming Jewish support of
Demueratic candidates represents a
sharp blow to the party and its cand:
dates.

Also, the much greater support of
‘pro-Iseael PACS for Republicans than in
1963-84 indicates that if present trends

i continue, Republicans could reach pari-

| tv with Democrats in terms of funds
received from the prodarael community
as early as 1987 88

But Not Yet
At Parity

Howard Kohr, deputy divector of the
National dewish Cnalition, says that

listen

do you hear it?

Its commg. ..
and if you listen

you will hear

Republicans "are not yet at purity™” with
Demograts as far as receipt of funds
frum pro-lsracl PACs are concerned

He adds that he still sees an imhad
unce 1 terme of the way the pro furael
enmuity judpes hiberals and eonserya
tivey

“For years, AIPAC attacked conserva
tives beeause they vefused to back toreisn
aid bills. which included ~upport ot
Marwst governments like Mozamhiyque
and argenizations ltke the International
Monetary Fund Yet, when liberals
refuse to bagk foreign aid {because nf
Contra support), we don't hear the same
voices raised in the pro-Israel commum
ty. What we are saving 1s that they
can't change the rules in the middle of
the game."

Neverthelens, Kohr sees reason for
encoursgement, "There is no question
that a great deal of progress has been
made. After all, an organization tike the
Nationul Jewish Coalition (which was
orpanized and funded by wealthy Jew
ish Republicans secking to wean the
Jewish community from its traditinnil
suppart of liberals) could not have exist
ed ten veara ago. The notlen that the
Jewish community s totally commitled
to liberal Democrats has been shawn e
sivaply not be the case any longer. Theve
w it process ol ve alymment underway in
Amerean pohities, and Jews e
hermsonstrably o Cof that A Tid ol rld
belels are beng ~haken up

Please turn to PACs, Page 244
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Jearagua s ambuscador b
the U'N wold Jewish aeti
N viete lost weeh that he
wovernent weleomed ewash v
possesslon of w sy ndgogue 1o Marn-
gua that it had eavlier expropriit-
ed.

Several who attended a meeting
with her at Nicaragua's U.N- mis-
sion spoke of possihly ennverting it
inte 0 Jewish cultural or education
conter for Nicaraguans. They also
suggested using it for services on
the High Holy Days for Jewish
volunteers from around the world
working in Nicaragua.

Events surrounding the svoa-
gogue and the community that
awns it have inspired one of the
angriest sidelights Lo the debate in
this country on the nature of the
Sandinista government and the ad-
ministration's campaign to con
vince Americans Lo oppose 1t

The tiny Nicaraguan Jewish
community that built the syna-
gogue has left, mostly for Miami.
In July, 1983, President Reagan
charged that anti-Semitic policies
by the Sandinista regume spurred
Lhis (light. But except oy the Ant-
Defamation  League of  Bnal
Brith. Jewish organizations have
refused to join this charge. Several
day= betere Reagan mude his aeeu
sation, the American Embassy 1n
Manaeua alse reported it could
find nu~upport for it

Tt s in Huds, 198 that Kaniy
Marton Resonthal. disetor ot Lot

Amertcan Aftaor- for ADL, and twa
Nicaraguan Jews appedared at u

White House press conference with
Reaygan. There, the twe Nicaraguans
dencunced the Sandimista regime
ax anti-Semitic. Virteally the en-
tire Jewish community of zome 50
t0 100 penple had fled. they assert-
ed. due to anti-Semitic threats and
actiong by the Sandinista regime,
They and their compatriots had
had their property confiscated as
part of the effert to drive them out,
the two Jews said. The synagogue
itself was firebombed by Sandinis-
tas while a service wis in progress
during the revolution, they added.

But others, including
Nicaragua's independent Perma-
nent Commission on Human

Rights, concluded there was no
concerted policy of harassing Jews
as such. The Jews, almost all busi.
nessmen. were among more than
2,000 individuals whose property
was confiscated under an “‘absen-
tee owner’”” decree after the revolu-
tion. Other reports gave credence
to incidents of anti-Semitic threats
during the revolution that did not
add up to Sandinista policy.

Some critics charged that Resen-
thal and the ADL were cynically
celluding with the administration
in an attempt to mobilize the Jew-
ish community behind the admin.
stration’s Central Amervican poli.
cy. Rosenthal angrily denied the
charge.

Rosenthal waged a long cam.
paign to secure the return of the
synagogue, which was expropriat-
ed by the government after the
Jews’ departure. The Sandinistas
at first claimed it had been taken
as one of several properties owned

—Larry Coliler

v Al o b ,
manad Tder et charged e :
crony ol Anistanio Somoda. The } .

dietatar merthrown by the revalu
Lon But confronted with the dured

showing communal ow nership. the The form

Gandinistas  ultimately  velented
and acknowledged the synagogue s
status.

in the meantioe, however, the
property had been pven over Lo
the Sandimsta Youth Commission,
which inhabited it until recently.
At last week's meeting, Astorga
announced that the group has now
been vacated.

Rosenthal refated that the Nici
raguin Jews were now “fuvorably
disposed’ to having the -ynagngue
taken over by SEDH'OL the Assear
ation af Jews i Central Amerra
Rosenthal =awd he had recently
spiken wih SEOICO Presdent
Maises Subhuy of Guatemaba, und .
he responded po-ittvely tothe idea

Last January. Edgar Chamarro,

a former contru leader. told the )
N:

o

thut Niut

relutions

Jew.
Nice

Boston Globe of o mecting with
three CLA officers in Cural Gables,
Fla.. in the spring of 1983, whers
they discussed ways of promoting
the contra cause o the United
States. One ideq, he soud, was Lo
“target” Amenican Jews by mak

arnnng
fghting s

X HBut ~he -
ine the case that the Sandinislae izt~ Dt
were anti-sermitic The plan was G« Vet Ure

. RTTR "
Inyite twe Nicaraguan Jewes to the
. et il b
Wobste oo togave thoar o plat 0" ;
[} Al
tonnt Yo bty stoen s abioat s
nueptage s
Ureatnie byt Sathini-tas, b N
EY LD ST B

clmed
Astorg o

Chamaria, whicesersed from 1= -
Nicarsn

to 1884 as a director of the Nieura
guan Democratie Foree 1FDNL the
man contes nalitary organteation,
said all at the mecting knew e
two men hasd not been persecuted
for being Jews. "This wos just a
propagandatype thing,” he sald.
But he added that the CTa men
viewed such “propaganda’ as very
valuable. !
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Israeli-U.S.
Officials Study
Lavidet

seninr Israels Ikfense Maniwtry
nfficial has formally participat

el 1n the Pentagon's steemag commuttee

Tnokany 1ot possible wternatives to the
development of the Lavi et figchter. U S
offictals sa1d They described this as an
“unprecedented” develnpment in U S-
Isrielt military retatinns

s recent months, they said, the head
of the Israeh Defense Mmiste's Pur
chasing Mission in New York. Aveaham
Ben-Yasef, has taken parl n several
interagency meetings on Lthe Law at
the Pintagon

Thess sessions ara chaired by the
Deputy UInder Secretury of Defense for
Policy and Rewources, Dov Zakheim,
whirearlier this year completed a Penta
pon study showing that the Lav would
vast Irant considerably more than rae
el Aarerafl Industries FAD has
progectid

By Decomber, Zakheam and by group
aeeepeeted o submit to [sried o formad
wetoof preposals atmed at convincing
Tur,
S0l Lavi's seer the next 20 years The
Pravgon remarns convenved thpy the
T program s simphy o expenaies
tar Tsrael

[istend, the US would ke bsrae] G
vorsider alternatives, such wi the posst-
ble coproductin m lsrael of & new
plane eonsisting of an F-16 airframe
with Lavi-inspired avinnics

Zakheim's group has reportedly heen
considering  various other proposals
which wouid be extremely attractive to
tsraeli officials.

For example, the U.S. eould theoreti-
cally nclude in o new package the
release of highly-classified techoolngy
mvalving the Stealth homber. which is
invisihle to enemy radir While the
Lavi's aviomes and  electranics ure

Living
e Comparnionship
® Peace of Mind
» Security

1t drap als planined productinn of

Ixchusively for adulin 62 wnd over

THE COURT AT
PALM-AIRE

The Yery Best In Residential Retirement Living.

e Llegant Surroundings
¢ Gracious Residential

considered to be stuteof-the-art, the
plane’s basic airframe is not.

Thus, the alternatives study could
prave to be so attractive to the Israeli
A Force that existing plans for the
development of the Lavi might in the
end be dropped

The decision to allow Ben.Yosef to
participate in the Pentagon discussionsg
wis designed in large mensure to reas-
suri- Israel of the Reagun administra.
Lon's gond intentions in moving ahead
with the alternatives studv  Zakheim,
wha personaily has come under criti-
¢sm 0 [srael for his eariicr cost esti-
mates, pushed for Ben Yosef s participa-
tinn 1 wiss not apposed.

At the meetings, accurding to US.
officials, Ben-Yosef has emerged as an
actyve partteipant, making [srael auto-
matically privy to all the latest US.
thinksng an the Lavi.

The U.S already has nllowed [srael to
use over $1 hillion in military grants for
the research and development of the
Lavim the U.S and Tsrael Despite this
hugs investment. the Amerwans stil
beheve that fsrael would b hetter off
finding an alternative fighter

The Lavi steermg enmmittee consists
of experts [rom the Pentagon, the State
Departenent.  the  Natwsnal  Security
Counctl, the Office of Managenent and
Budprt and uther governmental agen-
(IC]

Meunwhile, the General Avenunting
Office, s “watchdog™ arm ol the U.S.
Congress, s currently in the midst of
completing s ewn study on the costs of
the Lavi, ft final conclusions remain
unclear.

U S. officials said that the GAO report
might, 1in the end, support the Ikraeli
figrures — as opposed to those offered by
the Pentagon. “But that hasn't hap
pened yet,” a well-infarmed source said.
“The end result might be that the GOA
could wind up somewhere down Lhe mid-
ale 13

- Waif Blutzer
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U.S. Holds Up
Israel-Honduras
Jet Sale

he Reagan adminstration is di-

vided over Isruel's proposed sale of
Kfir jet figrhters to Honduras, author-
ilstive ULS. officials have disclosed.

irael Aireraft Industries has won a
tentaLive contract from the Central
American eouniry for the Kfirs but the
U.S. Treasury Department is still refus-
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REGIONAL MALLS AND SHOPPING CENTERS
COAST TO COAST
NOW AVAILABLE
ALABAMA—FLORIDA—GEOQRGIA—LOUISIANA

lu MAINE—NEW JERSEY—OHIO—WASHINGTON, D.C.

I NCRTH CAROLINA--SOUTH CAROLINA
ALSO—ARGENTINA—PANAMA—VENEZUELA
CONTACT

FRANCHISE DEVELOPMENT

ENTERPRISES, INC.
6360 NW FIFTH WAY—SUITE 100

i FT. LAUDERDALE, FLORIDA 33309
(305) 776-0738

I e I e = e e e o

=r=Ir=T

G.G.l

===

MARTINO

GOODSY

Complete Line of Goodyear Tires in Stock
LARGEST INDEPENDENT GOODYEAR DEALER IN SOUTH FLORIDA

ing to sign-off on the sule, the officials
said

Because the Kfir is powered by an
American-made je{ engine, the U.S, has
veto pawer over all exports, Earty in the
Reagan administeation, the US ap
proved the sale of 2 Kfirs to Ecuadeor

As a result of that sale, Israel had
anticipated no serious pr blems surfuc-
ing in Washington in connection with
the new one to Honduras,

The sale is very important for IAT
which has been working on the contract
for several years, Theve was no disclo
sure of the exact number of Kfir< in

valved. © — Wolf Bluzer

GREEK E‘E—E_L:D&CL
3l L

S e

=1

e/l

TR

==

L

2=

L

=

TS

[k

i

===

TIRE GO.

YEAR

9" SENIOR GITIZENS DISCOUNT

s o  wn
“WITH COUPON | WITH COUPON -l
{ENGINE | COOLING SYSTEM 1
|
 TUNE-UP I SPECIAL
« Check Elecronie fprition Starting and leg ]
ing Systems = Instalt Mew Spark Pluys and l P 1 the syshon l
Rotor « Set Timing lo Recommendea soces il e e '
« Adysst Carbyretor » Labricate and Adjust [H [oert $
e 3
Chake I- ln]snm‘t and a3y
$44.88 & Cyl, S49 88 8 Cyl. [ b mos(

Proes orixe plugs & ks Foe slandaen g s aun S8 1)
10 gunet GHTIS & CoRIAL - P transeprrne Augres vt Lgn:
| 00512 antumal o

LAKE PARK: 1018 FEDERAL HWY.

= spect poth e radigine

$ |-Daﬂ&wl1 Rz
MDS[ lAR‘ | a '
40l

Lo
I

WITH CQUPON |
*CHEVETTES EXTRA

LTI SHOLK AESORBERS
T T Wi couPoN = 1 H.D. 4 SERIES I
| AIR CONDITIONING | $41988 ... !
I SERVICE SPECIAL : mos s )
I, Freon Charge 4 ! L,,H I b Fremat o Mce i
{upto 110 G | 5“ / L e I

s Check for A/C 0
I Leas s 88 1 OF F 1
I« Check and tighten lon Al Other Lines Of Moaroe Shocks|
] A/C Bett Most Cars & I swut Canridges. Gas Shocks, 1
l “avacuie & racharge AC extie L|;;! T?u’::ks Air Shoexs. Etc. l
i EXRESIOBUBE o e eSO

——
8 ways to charge; American Express, Diners Club, Mastercard, Carte Blanche, Gocdyear
Sliver Card, Choice, Discovar, Visa.

Ask For DICK or JOHNNY
LAKE WORTH: 4690 LAKE WORTH RD.

Ante foe OFIPNTIN

cars
NG vedler Ul
nciudes 1 gallon

Fa e eI e coclant antifreeze I

LAP\HEh ‘O 31:86
o w

- o]

848-6648
969-0808

nr FLAIRF

B D





