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A REPORT BY DENNIS PRAGER VOLUME 1 NUMBER 3 SUMMER 1985 

What happened at Bitburg? 
A lot happened at Bitburg. 

It provided a vivid illustration of the 
Jews' role in forcing the world to confront evil. 
It demonstrated how the Jews only partially 
fulfill this role. And it revealed a significant 
difference between Christians and Jews. 

I 
To understand Bitburg, one must first un­

derstand the role played by Jewish suffering. 
The Jews are the world's miner's canary. 

Canaries are taken down to mines because 
they quickly die upon exposure to noxious 
fumes. When the miner sees the canary dead, 
he knows there are noxious fumes to be 
fought. So it is with the Jews. Noxious moral 
forces often focus first on the Jews. But their 
ultimate targets are the moral values that the 
Jews represent. That is why non-Jews who 
share Jews' values have a vested interest in 
combating anti-Jewish forces. They make a 
fatal error when they dismiss antisemites as 
the Jews' problem. 

Examples include the antisemitism or anti­
Zionism of the Nazis, Idi Amin, Mouammar 
Qaddafi, the United Nations, and present day 
Islam. Each was first dismissed as the Jews' 
problem. By failing to understand the univer­
sal implications of antisemitism, moral non­
Jews awoke too late to the threat posed by 
these antisemites. 

Fifty-five million lives might have been 
saved had democracies understood the mean­
ing of Nazi Jew-hatred. Five-hundred thou­
sand Ugandans were eventually murdered by 
Idi Amin whose vicious anti-Zionism was ig­
nored as a Jewish problem. Qaddafi, now re­
garded as the primary supporter of terrorism 
against Western democracies, first revealed 
his moral nature in his obsessive hatred of Is­
rael. The transformation of the United Na­
tions into a force inimical to democracy and 
human rights was rendered inevitable by its 
becoming an international vehicle for anti-Zi­
onism. And the Muslim enemies of Israel are 
finally being perceived as the enemies as well 
of such Western values as individual rights, 
democracy, and freedom. 

Antisemitism is not another hatred and it is 
much more than hatred of Jews. It is ulti-

mately hatred of what the Jews, wittingly or 
not, willingly or not, have represented: the call 
to a higher moral law. Judaism and tradi­
tional Jews have always understood this. As 
the Talmud explains it, the Hebrew words for 
hatred and Sinai, seenah and seenai, are as 
related as they sound: the hatred of the Jews 
comes from Sinai. That is where the Jews re­
ceived God's moral Law, and the world has 
never forgiven the Jews for imposing on it 
their ethical monotheism, their God of moral 
demands and moral judgment. 

Non-Jewish students of antisemitism have 
often commented on this as well. As the Cath­
olic historian of antisemitism, the Reverend 
Edward Flannery wrote, "It was Judaism that 
brought the concept of a God-given universal 
moral law into the world;" willingly or not, 
"the Jew carries the burden of God in history, 
[and] for this has never been forgiven. " 

And Ernest van den Haag in The Jewish 
Mystique summarized the roots of 
antisemitism in these words: "Most unpleas­
ant, [ the Jews' ] invisible God not only insisted 
on being the one and only and all-powerful 
God ... he also developed into a moral God .... 
The Jews have suffered from their own inven­
tion ever since." 

Even antisemites have acknowledged this 
meaning of antisemitism. The father of Ger­
man racial theory, Houston Stewart Cham­
berlain complained that "The Jew came into 
our gay world and spoiled everything with his 
ominous concept of sin, his law, and his 
cross." He was echoing Richard Wagner's 
words: "Emancipation from the yoke of Juda­
ism appears to us the foremost necessity." 
And Hitler defined his mission as the destruc­
tion of the "tyrannical God of the Jews [ and 
His] life-denying Ten Commandments." 

The Jews have suffered for being the hu­
man representatives of God's moral demands. 
They have truly fulfilled Isaiah's description 
of them as God's "suffering servant." When­
ever others reject God's moral law, Jews suf­
fer. Of course other peoples have suffered at 
the hands of evil men and ideologies but the 
Jews and their suffering have repeatedly fo­
cused the world on its greatest evils. 

The Jews therefore have two tasks vis a vis 
evil. First, confront the world with its greatest 
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evils-never allow it to "reconcile" itself to 
them, never 'forgive" them (unless the evil 
repent, which is impossible, for example, in 
the case of dead Nazis). Second, explain 
these evils. Explain that the Jewish suffering 
caused by these evils is a result of the denial 
of Sinai, the hatred of the ethical monothe­
ism introduced by the Jews. For this reason, 
and only for this reason, antisemitism has 
universal importance. 

Bitburg helped to clarify precisely how well 
the Jews implement these tasks. 

First task: confront the world 
with its evils 

Most Jews, being quite human, as well as 
quite oblivious to their role in the world, have 
hardly sought to confront the world with its 
evils. They would just as soon let others play 
this role. But Bitburg showed once again that 
Jews are not at all willing to leave this role to 
others. While many nations suffered terribly 
at the hands of the Nazis, it was the Jews, 
almost alone, who screamed bloody murder at 
any hint of forgetting Nazi evil. 

The question is, Why? Why, if they do not 
identify with their calling to confront the 
world with its evils, do Jews so consistently do 
precisely that? 

The answer, I believe, is that their role 
leaves them no choice. 

For even though the Jews may not want to 
keep reminding the world to confront evil, 
they do so anyway- out of what they perceive 
as self-interest in not allowing the world to 
forget their suffering. But since the greatest 
forces of evil so often focus on the Jews, the 
Jews' suffering and their constant talking 
about it serve to an unparalleled extent to fo­
cus people's attention on those evils. 

It was, in fact, a Roman Catholic, William 
F. Buckley, Jr., who once made this point 
most tellingly. In a public interview with 
Rabbi Joseph Telushkin and myself, he 
pointed out that if all Soviet Jews were al­
lowed to leave the Soviet Union, as wonderful 
as that may be for the Jewish people, it would 
not be a positive development for the world. 
The reason, he immediately explained, was 
that in the West and at the United Nations, 
the Jews and Israel were really the only ones 
constantly confronting the world with Soviet 
evil. And why? Because the Jews were pro­
testing on behalf of their fellow Jews. But if 
there were no Jews left suffering in the Soviet 
Union, Western Jewry would keep silent 
about the Soviets, and then no one would con­
front the world with Soviet evil. 

In other words, the Jews' screaming about 
their suffering, even though done for selfish 
ethnic, rather than religious moral, reasons, 

serves a universal moral purpose. 
The Holocaust is the quintessential exam­

ple. Had the Nazis inflicted their Holocaust 
upon another people, most Jews, being normal 
human beings and oblivious to their religious/ 
moral role, would hardly be screaming at the 
world "never again"-with the result that the 
world would not be talking all that much 
about Nazi evil. The Jews do not demand that 
the world remember the six million Ukraini­
ans murdered by the Soviets, or the one out of 
every three Cambodians killed by the Com­
munists in Cambodia, or the genocidal de­
struction of Tibet by the Chinese Commu­
nists, or confront the greatest evil of this 
moment, the Soviet destruction of Afghani­
stan. And the result is that the world ignores 
these evils. 

Ideally the Jews would live up to their role 
and scream about these other horrors. But 
while the Jews may be failing in this role, they 
can hardly be criticized for demanding only 
that the world confront the evils done to their 
own-for other groups do not even do that. 
The apathy of Western Christians to the hor­
rible persecution of fellow Christians in the 
USSR, the silence of the Catholic Church 
over the virtual decimation of fellow Catholics 
in Lebanon, and the lack of worldwide Mus­
lim opposition to the Soviet annihilation of Is­
lam and Muslims in Afghanistan are simply 
incomprehensible to Jews. 

Thus even though for most Jews it is self­
interest, rather than a conscious fulfillment of 
their role, that motivates them to ensure that 
certain evils will not be ignored, it is still the 
Jews who most consistently demand that the 
world stare at evil's blinding light. 

The confrontation at Bitburg was a classic 
reenactment of the Jewish role. Most people, 
including most fine, moral people who loathe 
what the Nazis did, and even groups that also 
suffered at the hands of Nazis, wanted to for­
give and/or forget. The Jews said stare at evil, 
call it evil, remember evil. They said "recon­
ciliation." The Jews cried "remember." 

Thus the Jews at Bitburg played their his­
torical role. 

Second task: explain these evils 

But they played it only half way. True, al­
most alone, the Jews insisted on remembering 
Nazi evil, but because they did so primarily 
out of self-interest (remember our suffering) 
rather than because of their religious role, 
they could offer no reasons why the world 
should remember Nazi antisemitism. Conse­
quently, the world is coming to perceive the 
Jews' obsession with Auschwitz as obsession 
with themselves rather than as obsession with 
evil. 

The Jews are telling the world to remember 
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Nazism but they are giving the world no rea­
son other than sympathy for the Jews to do so. 
Why should the world spend five more min­
utes on the Holocaust than on the mass mur­
ders of American Indians, Australian aborigi­
nes, Cambodians, Afghans, Ukrainians, 
Tatars, Armenians, or anyone else? By speak­
ing as a suffering ethnic group rather than 
from our religious/moral role as spokesmen 
for ethical monotheism, we have little to say to 
the world about evil and solutions to it. 

If we were to explain that Nazism is, in es­
sence, the denial of the Jewish and Christian 
values of a God-based society with personal 
moral responsibility to that God and His 
moral law, then we Jews have a humanity­
serving reason to keep humanity's memory fo­
cused on the Holocaust. If we would explain 
that the denial of God as the basis of ethics 
leads first to the destruction of Jews as the 
historical representatives of that doctrine and 
then to the destruction of all other decent peo­
ple, then others, too, would become obsessed 
with the Holocaust. 

Unfortunately, however, most Jews, in their 
alienation from Judaism and their adoption of 
secular values, find such notions bizarre, if not 
actually repugnant. That it is primarily a war 
on God that has led to Auschwitz, Gulag, 
Cambodia; that the Jews' role is to bring man­
kind to ethical monotheism-to teach that 
God without ethics (Khomeini, Crusaders, 
etc.) and ethics oppposed to God (Nazism, 
Marxism-Leninism) both lead to terrible evil; 
that Jewish suffering has a universal reli­
gious/moral meaning-such notions are ut­
terly alien to most Jews whose secular 
worldview renders a Jewish one inscrutable. 

But only such religious notions render the 
Holocaust meaningful- for both Jews and 
non-Jews. Otherwise the Holocaust is only a 
provincial, ethnic tragedy. Instead of teaching 
the world the universal meaning of Jewish suf­
fering, we merely appear self-obsessed. We 
have to show how the Holocaust, as all 
antisemitism, threatens far more than Jews. 
Not because of humanist platitudes such as all 
suffering affects all people, or no man is an 
island, or so long as one people is oppressed, 
all are oppressed. But because the Jews, as 
Catholic bishop Edward Flannery wrote, 
"carry the burden of God in history." And 
those who wish to supplant God with a fuhrer 
or with a Party, will seek to annihilate Juda­
ism and/or the Jews. This is what Nazi and 
Soviet antisemitism are all about. This is why 
others should never ever forget the Holocaust. 

Christians, for example, should be made 
aware of the anti-Christian essence of Nazi 
antisemitism. As Robert Jay Lifton, a profes­
sor of psychiatry who studied Nazi doctors, 
recently wrote in a New York Times article 
explaining Dr. Josef Mengele's Jew-hatred: 
"According to an Auschwitz friend and fel-

low-SS physician, Mengele espoused the vi­
sionary SS ideology that the Nordic race ... 
had been weakened by Christian morality of 
Jewish origin." Like Hitler and many pre­
Nazi German antisemites (see, for example, 
Uriel Tai, Christians and Jews in Germany, 
Cornell, 1975), Mengele believed that Chris­
tianity was a Jewish aberration thrust upon an 
unwilling German race. That plenty of de­
spicable and foolish German Christians did 
not perceive the anti-God and anti-Christian 
components of Nazi antisemitism and actu­
ally supported Nazism tells us something 
about those German Christians but nothing 
about Nazism. 

If we showed Christians that modern 
antisemitism- from the Nazis to the Commu­
nists to the Muslims-is inevitably anti­
Christian, we would enlist their passionate in­
terest in the Holocaust and antisemitism 
generally. But instead of teaching that Ausch­
witz was built by an ideology that loathed the 
God of Judaism and of Christianity, most 
Jews continue to regard Christianity as if it 
were still calling for Crusades and inquisitions 
and still look to secular ideals for their salva­
tion. Instead of teaching that Jews and Chris­
tians must fight together for ethical monothe­
ism, many Jews continue to fight against 
Christianity and ethical monotheism. Instead 
of teaching Christians the divine role Jews 
and their suffering play, many Jews label 
Christians who do believe in the divine Jewish 
role fanatics and enemies. 

In short, we must teach Christians and oth­
ers the universal lessons of Auschwitz and 
Gulag. God is necessary for a moral order, His 
death must lead to additional holocausts, and 
the future of mankind is either Jerusalem or 
Moscow, ethical monotheism or totalitarian­
ism, because people will be morally responsi­
ble for their actions either to Almighty God or 
to the all mighty state. 

Of course, most Jews would choke while ut­
tering such words. Rather than teach the need 
for ethical monotheism, most Jews continue to 
preach humanism-belief in humanity after 
the Holocaust, belief in humanity after 
Gulag, belief in humanity after Cambodia­
and a secular humanism, even though the 
most destructive and sadistic regimes in his­
tory have been anti-religious. 

If we did teach these lessons of the Holo­
caust, then non-Jews would be likely to react 
positively to our very appropriate obsession 
with it. Then they would understand that the 
Holocaust is far more than a Jewish problem. 

Ironically, but as is often the case, it the 
religious Jewish approach that has universal 
meaning and the secular ethnic Jewish ap­
proach that means nothing to non-Jews. As of 
this moment the only reason we Jews have 
given for a non-Jew to feel strongly about the 
Holocaust is human empathy. But that is 
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Just as we tell the world 
about the Holocaust but 

not about the meaning of 
Nazi evil, the Jews are 

telling the world about So­
viet Jews, but not about 

Soviet evil. 

The moral scorecard at 
Bitburg read: Jews right 

about dead evil and there­
fore about Bitburg, Rea­

gan and the conservatives 
right about living evil, but 

wrong about Bitburg. 
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hardly enough for most people, and it cer­
tainly does not answer why anyone should de­
vote more attention to Jewish sufferings than 
to any other. 

II 
One reason, then, why Jews do not teach 

the lessons of the Holocaust is their ignorance 
of and even opposition to religion- and God­
based explanations for anything. There is an­
other reason. If Jews understood their obliga­
tion to push the world to stare at its most 
blinding evils, and to teach that these are con­
sequences of ideologies that are anti-God, 
they would have to reach a conclusion that too 
few Jews are willing to confront: along with 
Nazism (which is essentially dead), Commu­
nism has been this century's most systematic 
evil. If we understood what the Holocaust 
should teach the world and took our role seri­
ously, we would have to confront the world 
with the evil that was-Nazism, and with the 
evil that is~ Communism. 

Communism has murdered far more people 
than did Nazism (only because Nazism was 
destroyed, but this fact hardly invalidates the 
point, it merely argues for the destruction of 
Communism whenever possible}. It has de­
stroyed far more national and religious cul­
tures, subjugated more nations, ruined more 
lives, and tortured more innocents. And Com­
munism, even more explicitly than Nazism, is 
a war against God and Judeo-Christian West­
ern civilization. But for reasons that are be­
yond the purview of this essay, Jews, while 
rarely (at long last) pro-Communist, still of­
ten lead opposition to anti-Communism. 

Indeed, for many Jews there is a remark­
able cognitive dissonance regarding Commu­
nism and the Soviet Union. On the one hand, 
they protest vehemently against Soviet per­
secution of Soviet Jews, they know that out­
side of Nazi Germany no regime has ever as 
effectively warred on Judaism, and they are 
aware of the methodical torture of, among 
others, Anatoly Scharansky. Yet when the 
President of the United States calls those very 
same Soviets an "evil empire," they will 
scream that he is a war monger and cold war­
rior, and demand to know who we are to judge 
them. And they will consider it immoral (not 
merely an erroneous but moral anti-Commu­
nist strategy) to fund opponents of the bur­
geoning Communist tyranny in Nicaragua, or 
for that matter to fight Communism any­
where, and they will keep silent on Afghani­
stan whose decimation is nearing genocidal 
proportions. 

Western Jews' policies regarding Soviet 
Jewry (recalling William Buckley's point) 
provide a classic example of the Jews unwit­
tingly playing their religious/moral role, and 
of their playing it only half way. There are far 

more Christians in Soviet prison camps for be­
ing Christian than there are Jews for being 
Jewish. Yet, by and large, Western Christians 
ignore, or even worse, deny, as do the Na­
tional and World Councils of Churches, how 
terribly Christians do suffer in Communist 
countries. So it is often primarily thanks to the 
Jews screaming about the sufferings of Jews 
in the Soviet Union, that the West has often 
had to confront the evil of the Soviets. But just 
as we tell the world about the Holocaust but 
not about the meaning of Nazi evil, the Jews 
are telling the world about Soviet Jews, but 
not about Soviet evil. 

So we play our role with regard to Commu­
nist evil, as we did at Bitburg with regard to 
Nazi evil, provincially, and therefore only half 
way. But this is still half way more than Chris­
tians are doing about imprisoned Soviet 
Christians or Muslims are doing about Af­
ghanistan. 

I did not agree with the conservative de­
fenders of the President's visit to Bitburg. The 
Jews were right, and the President and his de­
fenders were wrong about ever having a 
"reconciliation" with Nazi evil, but their error 
emanated in part (the other part, the Chris­
tian view of forgiveness, will be discussed} 
from their very valid preoccupation with 
Communist evil. They said that because of the 
contemporary battle against the Soviets, do­
ing what our strategically most important ally 
in Europe wanted was more important than 
giving in on Bitburg. If we could support Sta­
lin in fighting the Nazis, we could stand with 
Kohl and his dead SS men against the Soviets. 

Thus, I believe that the moral scorecard at 
Bitburg read: Jews right about dead evil and 
therefore about Bitburg, Reagan and the con­
servatives right about living evil, but wrong 
about Bitburg. 

III 
Some years ago Simon Wiesenthal wrote an 

illuminating little book entitled The Sun­
flower . In it, he recounts how one day while he 
was an inmate in a Nazi concentration camp, 
he was picked at random to go to a nearby 
hospital. There a young Nazi soldier who had 
participated in atrocities such as burning Jews 
alive lay dying. The Nazi had asked that a 
Jew, any Jew, be brought to him from the 
nearby camp. He wanted to ask a Jew for for­
giveness before he died. 

Wiesenthal was brought to the Nazi's room 
where he found a young man bandaged from 
head to toe. After recounting to Wiesenthal 
the atrocities he had perpetrated, he implored 
Wiesenthal to forgive him. Wiesenthal lis­
tened to the entire story, then left the room 
without forgiving the young man. Years later 
he sent this story to about two dozen major 
thinkers, and asked them to react. Was he, 
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Wiesenthal, right or wrong? 
Though Wiesenthal does not so note, there 

is one consistent pattern to the responses. All 
the Jews, whether religious or not, said 
Wiesenthal was right. All the non-Jews, 
whether religious or not, said he was wrong. I 
do not believe that the reason is in any way 
related to the fact that it was Jews who were 
murdered. Among other things, that would be 
an insult to the very fine non-Jews who re­
sponded. 

Bitburg, like The Sunflower, illustrated one 
of the most significant differences between 
Judaism and Christianity: their attitudes to 
forgiveness and therefore to evil. 

When Elie Wiesel implored President Rea­
gan not to visit Bitburg, he spoke as a Jew. 
Virtually every Jew who heard Mr. Wiesel un­
derstood him and could barely comprehend 
how anyone could not see the logic and righ­
teousness of his position. To almost every Jew, 
it is axiomatic that one does not, indeed one 
has no right to, forgive murderers and tortur­
ers on behalf of their victims. 

On the other hand, almost every Christian, 
lapsed ones included, understood the Presi­
dent, and could barely comprehend how Elie 
Wiesel and the Jews did not see the logic and 
righteousness of Mr. Reagan's position. To al­
most every Christian, it is axiomatic that one 
forgives. Period. 

For more than three years I have been mod­
erating a weekly radio show featuring a Prot­
estant minister, Catholic priest, and rabbi . 
With different guests each week, a broad 
range of opinions is assured. Yet one issue 
consistently unites Protestants (from funda­
mentalist to most liberal) and Catholics and 
divides them from the Jews (from Reform to 
Orthodox)- forgiveness. 

I have asked this question repeatedly to 
Christian clergy: "Do I understand correctly 
that it is the Christian position that if I hurt, 
even murder, another person, any person, you 
as a Christian are duty bound to forgive me?" 
Every one has said yes. 

To virtually any Jew, this notion is simply 
immoral. Even Jews who are Jewishly igno­
rant hold to the basic Jewish principle that 
only the victim can forgive the person who has 
hurt him. And those who are familiar with 
Judaism know that according to it, God Him­
self does not forgive unless the victim has al­
ready done so. 

It is this profoundly differing view of for­
giveness- which may reflect a profoundly clif­
f erent view of evil- that explains more than 
anything else, why President Reagan and his 
supporters on the one hand, and Elie Wiesel 
and the Jews on the other did not understand 
each other. President Reagan is a Christian. 
On this issue of forgiving evil, Jews and Chris­
tians so disagree that they simply do not un­
derstand one another. 

This is not to say that for a Jew to under­
stand the Christian position is to appreciate it 
any the more. One of the reasons I am so pas­
sionately committed to Judaism is precisely 
because of its obsession with good and evil 
(rather than, let us say, with love, forgiveness, 
and salvation). Its uncompromising attitude 
to the deliberate infliction of suffering on the 
innocent is Judaism's "light unto the nations." 

At Bitburg, the Jews did not entirely fulfill 
their mission, while Christians who called for 
"reconciliation" with Nazi monsters were 
more consistent with theirs. But Bitburg 
showed once again that when it comes to hav­
ing the world confront evil, it is still Judaism 
that leads the way. ■ 

The War Against Differences 
W hen observing the proliferation of to­

talitarian societies- and the Western 
intellectuals who found them appealing- one 
must wonder what it is in human nature that is 
attracted to totalitarianism. 

The contemporary war on differences, be­
ing waged now in our own free society, sup­
plies, I am convinced, most of the answers. 
There is a totalitarian temptation in human 
nature, and we are seeing it acted out before 
our very eyes. 
Good and evil 

The most dangerous attempt to obliterate 
differences is taking place in the moral sphere. 
One of the basic beliefs of the West's value 
system has been that there are real differences 
between good and evil, that there are good and 

bad actions, good and bad societies, good and 
bad people. 

This belief is under attack in three ways. 
The first is moral relativism which holds that 
good and evil are not objectively different, 
they only exist subjectively for the individual 
or society. There are no real moral distinc­
tions- what you hold to be good is good for 
you and what I hold to be good is good for me. 

The second is the doctrine of moral equiva­
lence which similarly denies good and evil. Its 
way of destroying moral distinctions is to re­
duce all actions to a moral sameness, a moral 
equality. In this way, to cite but a few exam­
ples, state executions of murderers become 
the moral equivalent of the murderer's act 
("killing is killing"), the invasion of Grenada 
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Why this war against 
good and evil? It gets peo­

ple off the moral hook. 

One form which the war 
against differences in reli­

gion has taken is a con­
ception of "univeralism" 
which holds that ideally 

there would be, for exam­
ple, no Jews or Christians, 
just "people." This belief 
has propelled many Jews 
into "universalist" move-

ments of the Left. 
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becomes the moral equivalent of the invasion 
of Afghanistan ("an invasion is an invasion" ), 
Western nuclear weapons become the moral 
equivalent of Soviet nuclear weapons ("nu-

1 

clear weapons are nuclear weapons"), and the 
United States and the Soviet Union become 
moral equivalents through constant refer­
ences to them as " the two superpowers" 
rather than to democracy and totalitarianism 
(which would contrast good and evil). 

A third method of denying moral distinc­
tions is simply to deny the existence of evil. 
Actions or people that once may have been 
termed evil are no longer evil, they are "sick", 
or the blameless result of social conditions or 
economic factors. Even crime is no longer 
called evil. It is "anti-social" or "pathologic." 
The Soviet downing of the Korean airliner 
was not evil, declared a Psychology Today 
editorial, it was the result of Soviet paranoia. 

Why this war against good and evil? The 
obvious reason is that it gets people off the 
moral hook. With no objective moral stan­
dard, we are all free to make up or own 
"good" and "evil." Then I am not accountable 
to anyone (not to others, not to God) for my 
actions- no matter what I do, I am the moral 
equal of everyone else; I am absolved from 
having to judge others and therefore absolved 
from having to fight evil. I'm O.K., you're 
O.K.- I don't judge you (or your society), you 
don't judge me (or my society). We are all 
equally good or bad. 

And if I do something that seems univer­
sally evil, the third method of avoiding moral 
responsibility is implemented. I am not re­
sponsible for what I did-I am sick, or look at 
my economic circumstances, or my parents 
were awful, or .. .. 
Religions 

A particularly frequent target of those who 
oppose differences is religion. Opponents may 
be found in both the religious and the anti­
religious. Both regard differences in religion 
as a major source of evil. Let us obliterate all 
these different religions, they say, and then we 
will all be united. 

The religious opponents of differences de­
mand that all people believe in their religion 
and practice it in their way. The anti-religious 
agree with their religious counterparts that 
the different religions cause much of the 
world's problems. They disagree only in their 
remedy. They do not want everyone united in 
one religion, they want everyone united with 
no religion. So, while they proceed from oppo­
site views of religion, both the religious and 
anti-religious have reasons to oppose the exis­
tence of different religions. 

One form which this war against differ­
ences in religion has taken is a conception of 
"univeralism" which holds that ideally there 
would be, for example, no Jews or Christians, 
just "people" (or just Americans or just Euro-

peans). This belief has propelled many Jews 
into "universalist" movements of the Left. 
And it is precisely these movements, in their 
denial of individual religious and ethnic iden­
tities, that have produced totalitarianism. 
Nations 

Another common, and related, target of 
those who attribute evil to differences rather 
than to people is the nation-state. If only, their 
lament goes, we all identified with humanity 
rather with a particular nation .... If only we 
could be ruled by a world government.. .. 

Again, the problem is seen as differences. 
Ignored is how much evil was committed prior 
to the development of the national state, how 
much cruelty people commit against fellow 
nationals, indeed against members of their 
own family. In fact, the nation state owes 
much of its development to the need to combat 
human cruelty. As historian Barbara 
Tuchman points out in The Distant Mirror, 
during the middle ages in France, roaming 
bands of men would enter peasant villages, 
rape the women, torture the men, and steal 
the peasants' property. Had there been a na­
tional state and army strong enough, Mrs. 
Tuchman notes, these bands would have been 
stopped. And indeed, once the state did de­
velop, they were stopped. 
Economics 

Perhaps the most obvious area where differ­
ences are regarded as pernicious and to be de­
stroyed is economic status. To many people, 
differences in this area are inherently im­
moral. It is these differences, and not whether 
people's economic needs are met that most 
troubles these people. Inequality is the great 
injustice. Abolish inequality and you will have 
abolished the root of evil. 

It is this loathing of economic inequality 
that has animated communism and produced 
totalitarianism. For any attempt to do away 
with all economic differences entails the aboli­
tion of private property and the complete con­
trol by the state of all modes of economic ac­
tivity. There is no other way to abolish 
economic differences. For this reason, as no­
bly intended as opposition to economic differ­
ences may be, attempts to eradicate those dif­
ferences result in totalitarianism. 
Men and Women 

Another major target of those who oppose 
differences is the sexes. For many people, it is 
an article of faith that the only differences in­
herent to men and women are physical, that 
all other differences are socially induced. 

Men are more physically aggressive? So­
cially induced. Men like numerous sexual 
partners more than do women and are more 
predisposed to enjoy sex without commitment 
or emotion ? Socially induced. Little boys pre­
fer guns and trucks to dolls? Socially induced. 
Men are far more aroused by pornographic 
pictures? Socially induced. 
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Differences between men and women are 
held to be societal creations that are injurious 
to women. If only, the plea goes, we could end 
all these differences, if men and women would 
only come to realize that except for the biolog­
ical, there are no basic differences between 
them. Then we could all be human, not men 
and women .... 

Thus, a war has been waged against differ­
ences between men and women. These differ­
ences are denied, and those who hold that they 
exist are routinely condemned as sexists­
which proves that the issue for many is male­
female sameness, not male-female equality. 

In no area has the war against differences 
been as obviously a result of discomfort and 
wishful thinking as it has with regard to men 
and women. It is very painful for a woman to 
recognize just how different . men are from 
women. It makes a great deal of sense that 
women would want to believe that men are 
just like them, that society has corrupted 
men's woman-like nature. For a woman to ap­
preciate, for example, just how superficial the 
sex act could be for a man takes a rare ability 
to live with disappointing news. 
Human and Animal 

Throughout Western history it has been a 
given that there is a profound distinction be­
tween people and other animals. Emanating 
from the Hebrew Bible's statement that man 
is created in the image of God, this belief is at 
the root of Jewish and Christian civilization's 
contention that human life is uniquely sacred. 
With the secularization of the West, this be­
lief has come under attack. 

Vast numbers of people no longer believe in 
the sanctity of human as opposed to other 
forms of life. Rather, it is now commonplace 
to hold that "all life is sacred" - meaning 
equally sacred. The belief that human life is 
innately more valuable than that of animals is 
considered "speciesism" - discrimination on 
the basis of species. 

I have asked high school and college stu­
dents throughout the country whether they 
would save their dog or a stranger first if both 
were drowning. In every instance one third 
has voted for the dog, one third for the person, 
and one third did not know. In fact, I have 
asked this question to people of all ages on my 
radio show, and many adults have likewise 
voted for their dog. Most significantly, even 
among those who do vote for the person, al­
most none are willing to say that people are 
intrinsically more valuable. 

People are increasingly uncomfortable with 
the traditional belief in a qualitative differ­
ence between humans and animals. This oppo­
sition to the human-animal difference is par­
ticularly prevalent, as are the others described 
here, among the well-educated. I am contin­
ually fascinated by the attempts of so many 
scholars in both the natural and social sci-

ences to show just how similar humans and 
other animals are. The obvious delight they 
take whenever they can show that apes, dol­
phins and other animals are little or no differ­
ent from humans is illuminating. 
Adults and children 

Adults and children provide yet another ex­
ample of opposition to differences. Children 
are increasingly treated, dressed, and talked 
to as if they were adults, and many adults 
dress, act, and talk like children. 

For a generation now, the trend has been to 
treat children as if they were the peers of 
adults. One obvious example is that children 
no longer address adults as "Mister" or 
"Misses," but by the adult's first name. This 
immediately establishes a child's equal status 
with an adult. 

This trend reached its nadir in the 1960's 
when college students demanded to determine 
college curricula and the professional "edu­
cators," adults twice, three times the stu­
dents' age, gave in to them. One need not look 
much further to explain the low respect in 
which the public has come to hold "educa­
tors" and schools. 

Other examples include the reticence of 
many parents, not to mention other adults, to 
tell children what to do. Among the more so­
phisticated, a parent is expected to "dialogue" 
with one's children, not to raise one's voice 
against them, etc. In other words, we are sup­
posed to treat our children as we would a 
peer- just as you don't tell a peer what to do 
but dialogue with him, so it should be with 
children. 

Rather than act as someone who has much 
to teach a child, many adults talk to children 
as if they were their pals and as if they have as 
much to learn from the child as the child has 
from the adult. This is particularly wide­
spread among divorced parents who often re­
late to their child as to a spouse. 

In fashion too, we blur adult-child distinc­
tions with designer jeans for nine-year olds 
and the portrayal of children in ads to look 
like adults. 

The other side of the coin is the tendency of 
many adults to want to remain children. One 
reason why adults do not want children to call 
them "Mister" or "Misses"is because these ti­
tles make them feel like an adult. As one 
young people's idol, basketball great Larry 
Bird, put it, "I hate it when people call me 
'man' or 'mister' . .. I'd like to be a kid for­
ever, without responsibilities" (Los Angeles 
Herald-Examiner, May 17, 1985). 

Additionally, many grown men dress as if 
they were twenty and drive cars suitable to 
that age, while many mothers devote great en­
ergies to looking indistinguishable from their 
daughters. And then there is the permanent 
student-that individual who associates leav­
ing school with dreaded adulthood. But most 
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In no area has the war 
against differences been as 
obviously a result of dis­
comfort and wishful think­
ing as it has with regard to 
men and women. It is very 
painful for a woman to 
recognize just how differ­
ent men are from women. 

People are increasingly 
uncomfortable with the 
traditional belief in a qual­
itative difference between 
humans and animals. It is 
now commonplace to hold 
that "all life is sacred"­
meaning equally sacred. 

The trend has been to 
treat children as if they 
were the peers of adults. 
One obvious example is 
that children no longer ad­
dress adults as "Mister" 
or "Misses," but by the 
adult's first name. This 
immediately establishes a 
child's equal status with 
an adult. 
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People who are happy 
with, or rooted in, their 

distinctiveness do not wish 
to destroy distinctions. 

Jews who celebrate their 
Judaism welcome Chris­
tians who celebrate their 

Christianity. 

The most important 
source of this war on dif­

ferences has itself been the 
breakdown of a difference, 

that between God and 
man. 

There are many secular 
opponents of totalitarian­

ism, but religion-whether 
Catholicism in Poland, 

Buddhism in Tibet, Islam 
in Afghanistan, or Juda­

ism in the Soviet Union­
is the only antidote to to­

talitarianism. 
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depressing are the legions of men and 
women-especially the former - who are 
afraid of marriage, of parenthood, of commit­
ment, of anything that signifies having left 
carefree childhood. 

By speech, dress, attitudes, values, depth, 
and appearance it is often difficult to know 
whether one is with a child or an adult. 

Conclusion: why totalitarianism 
appeals to free people 

What is the appeal of the war on differ­
ences? Are there any underlying reasons that 
are common to all these examples of opposi­
tion to differences? I believe that at least five 
suggest themselves. 

One appeal shared by many of these exam­
ples is the attempt to deny that people are the 
major source of evil. It is not people, but eco­
nomic inequality, poverty, and class struggle, 
that cause evil. It is not people, but religious 
and national differences, that cause evil. Peo­
ple do not do evil-it is all relative. And even 
when some acts do really seem to be evil, it is 
not the person's fault, it was caused by sick­
ness, economic deprivation, or some other out­
side force. 

A second, and related, common attribute is 
avoidance of personal responsibility. If good 
and evil are not objectively different, but are 
what I say they are, then I do not have to live 
up to any objective moral standard. If people 
and animals are really quite similar, why not 
act like an animal? Why curb my animal na­
ture with uniquely human values? If children 
and adults are little different, then I never 
really have to grow up and do what is expected 
of an adult. 

And a third common source is fear. One 
such fear is of confronting differences. If ev­
eryone believes in the same or in no religion, I 
need not confront anyone with different and 
challenging beliefs. If men and women are the 
same, I need not confront the painful differ­
ences that do exist, and need not fulfill any of 
the responsibilities inherent to my gender. 

The other fear is of being different. Many 
people are highly uncomfortable with being 
different. Only when all distinctions- moral, 
sexual, national, religious, age- are destroyed 
do such people imagine themselves happy. 

A fourth characteristic of those who wish to 
destroy differences is unhappiness, or non­
rootedness. People who are happy with or 
rooted in their distinctiveness do not wish to 
destroy distinctions. Jews who celebrate their 
Judaism welcome Christians who celebrate 
their Christianity; conversely, Jews who are 
unhappy or ambivalent over their Jewish iden­
tity have been among the leaders of move­
ments to destroy others' national and religious 

identities. Women who are happy in their 
womanhood and men who are comfortable 
with their manhood want men .to retain their 
masculinity and women their femininity. 
They do not aim for some androgynous ideal 
of "personhood." And adults who make peace 
with growing older do not emulate youth. 

The fifth and perhaps most important 
source of this war on differences has itself 
been the breakdown of a difference, that be­
tween God and man. Among the core beliefs 
of Western civilization has been that God is 
God and man is man, that they are wholly 
separate and that man is entirely subordinate 
to God. Since the age of Enlightenment, this 
distinction has been under fierce attack. For, 
as Marx put it, from now on, "Man is God," 
and as Engels formulated it for those who 
missed Marx's point, "God is man." 

With this distinction eroded, the war on all 
the other differences has followed inexorably. 
• If man is his own god, then he is also the 
source of his standard of good and evil (thus 
the war against objective good and evil). 
• With no God, clearly the existence of all these 
different religions can only impede progress 
(hence the war against the different religions). 
• With no God, the only reality is, as the 
Marxists put it, "material." The only impor­
tant goal is therefore is material equality. 
• With no God, man can hardly be considered 
to be created in the image of one, hence dis­
tinctions between man and the rest of nature 
are pointless. Indeed with no God, literally 
nothing, including human life, is sacred. 
• And without religion, for so long the basis of 
the veneration of the wisdom of the past and 
of the elderly, the veneration of youth and of 
the new become inevitable. 

It makes sense then that the greater the role 
God and religion play in a person's life, the 
more likely he or she is to favor retaining these 
differences, and the more secular the individ­
ual, the more he or she will wage a war against 
them. And this in turn explains why this war 
against differences is primarily waged-and 
sympathies for totalitarianism primarily ex­
pressed- by the best educated. Our universi­
ties are, after all, the most secular institutions 
in Western society. 

Thus, while there are many secular oppo­
nents of totalitarianism, from Sidney Hook to 
Andrei Sakharov, religion- whether Catholi­
cism in Poland, Buddhism in Tibet, Islam in 
Afghanistan, or Judaism in the Soviet 
Union- is the only antidote to totalitarian­
ism. 

It is not coincidental that the Hebrew Bi­
ble's word for "holy" and for "different" 
(kadosh) is the same. Judaism understood 
that the holy world it seeks to create depends 
upon the maintenance of distinctions, and that 
an unholy world is dependent upon their 
eradication. ■ 
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Correspondence 

Second issue 

I found the second issue of Ultimate 
Issues to be provocative, well written, 
and handsomely produced. I would be 
eager to see your first issue with its 
treatment of the Jesse Jackson phe­
nomenon. 

Best wishes. 
MARTIN PERETZ 

Editor 
The New Republic 

Washington, DC 

Ultimate Issues is an excellent 
source of fresh, clear, provocative 
thinking about hard issues. Thank you 
for producing this stimulating nutrient 
for the mind. 

LOWELL PONTE 

Roving Science Editor 
Reader's Digest 

Carlsbad, CA 

Let God choose another 
people 

Your publication is deeply con­
cerned with Jewish identity and the fu­
ture of the Jewish people. I am also 
concerned about that but for different 
reasons. Isn't it time that the honor of 
atah bechartanu ["Thou hast chosen 
us"] should go to another people? 

Nothing so affected me in my youn­
ger days, as a ship news reporter, than 
to meet in 1946 and 194 7, the trans­
atlantic liners carrying the concentra­
tion camp survivors to America. I in­
terviewed many of them, corresponded 
with them and slowly came to the con­
clusion that God was a busy life-force. 
I suppose one can forgive God for his 
forgetfulness but it is difficult to for­
give a power that allowed the suffering 
of little children. 

Since He is God, He must have a 
conscience and the slaughter of the in­
nocents must weigh heavily on that 
conscience. It certainly does on mine. 
Just think, after all that the Jews have 
gone through for hundreds, indeed 
thousands of years, culminating in the 
mystery of the Holocaust, Jews must 
still suffer. Really somebody else, if 
only for a little while, ought to be the 

Chosen People. It's time. 
St. Augustine's ontological proof for 

the existence of God is hard to argue 
with but it would be much more diffi­
cult to prove to me that there is a just, 
merciful God after what I have seen. I 
have had this out with Elie Wiesel who 
agrees but says even so a Jew must be­
lieve in Him. 

Just as I put away my tefilin, ta/it, 
and siddur a long time ago, so I put 
away that faith in which I was raised 
because I keep asking myself: are the 
Jews doomed, even with the "miracle" 
of Israel, to eternal damnation? This is 
no crise de nerfs and I find it difficult 
even to argue about it. All I see is my­
self as I look on the famous photograph 
of a little boy with his hands up among 
the Jews being rounded up by Nazi 
troops in Warsaw and I wonder what 
could that little boy possibly have done 
that doomed him to so ghastly a fate. 
What was so awful about the children 
who mocked Elisha and his baldness so 
that because of his curse, "there came 
forth two she-bears out of the wood 
and tear forty and two children of 
them"? Why, according to Malachi 
(1:2-4 ), should God hate Esau, hate 
him while he was even in utero? Does 
Judaism accept the doctrine of infant 
damnation? 

The Midrash tells us that when Pha­
raoh ordered the Jewish children to be 
walled in alive in the pyramids, the 
Angel Michael seized one of them and 
held it up to the heavenly court. When 
God saw the frightened child, He was 
moved to such compassion that He de­
cided then and there to end the exile. 
So we have a question, as propounded 
by Wiesel in the context of the Holo­
caust: "One Jewish child succeeded in 
moving God, but one million Jewish 
children did not. I try to understand 
and I cannot." Who can? And who can 
understand the condemnation of the 
unborn Esau, who when he met Jacob 
twenty years later, generously forgave 
his brother for everything? And what 
is the answer to the question: If God 
loved man would he have created him? 

ARNOLD BEICHMAN 

Visiting Scholar 
Hoover Institution 

Stanford University 
Stanford, CA 

And we do understand why God al-
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lowed the little children to be mur­
dered in the McDonald's massacre in 
San Ysidro? Or allowed a sixteen year 
old Orange County girl to lose her face 
and eyesight to the rapist who poured 
lye over her head? Or let six million 
Ukrainians be murdered by Stalin? 

I entirely identify with your anger 
over God's creating a creature, man, 
who does so much evil. But let us face 
the awful reality. Since we both find 
belief in man morally and logically 
impossible, we are left with but two 
choices-faith in God or in faith in 
nothing, i.e., Judaism or nihilism. 

I have long been guided by the re­
sponse of the rebbe whose entire fam­
ily was murdered by the Nazis-for 
the believer there are ultimately no 
questions and for the atheist there are 
ultimately no answers. There is no 
intellectual,moral, or existential al­
ternative to faith in God. 

And let us say that God acceded to 
your wish and ended the Jews' 
chos~nness. What type of world would 
there be without some people con­
stantly recalling it to ethical monothe­
ism? Would the Jews or the world be 
better ofj? Would fewer or more inno­
cent children be tortured? 

Finally, I found no reference in 
Malachi to God hating Esau before he 
was born. The doctrine of "infant 
damnation" is nowhere in Judaism. 

Thank you for writing. Your writ­
ings have long been an inspiration. 

Orthodox Jews are taught 
why to be Jewish 

I have read your article The Great­
est Jewish Problem and I wish I could 
understand your arguments for the 
fact that the greatest problem is that 
the Jews are not taught why to be Jew­
ish. I am overwhelmed at your state­
ment that in 13 years at 3 Yeshivas, no 
one ever told you why to fulfill the 
mitzvahs of the Torah. I have never 
heard of a Yeshiva in the entire world 
that has not taught its Talmidim the 
reason and purpose of living as a com­
mitted Jew. The Torah repeats over 
and over again the thought that "You 
are a holy people," and God wants you 
to live a life of holiness so that you can 
carry out our Torah's Command-
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ments. 
My great teacher, Rabbi Joseph 

Soloveichik, has spent his entire life 
teaching us why we should follow the 
laws of our tradition. In a Rabbinate 
that extends for 43 years, I cannot re­
call one sermon that I delivered that 
did not deal with the why of being a 
Jew. 

After repeating again and again that 
the modern Jew is in dire trouble be­
cause no one tells him why to be Jew­
ish, you concluded your article by com­
pletely contradicting yourself by 
stating the following words: "Why be 
Jewish? Because the Jewish people has 
a religious moral, holy mission to re­
pair the world under God's rule. Be­
cause the Jews are bidden by God to be 
a light unto the nations. Because Juda­
ism fills one's Iif e with a holiness, 
meaning and joy that is not attainable 
to the uncommitted Jew. When Jews 
understand these reason they will lead 
Jewish lives." 

If you were never taught why to be a 
Jew, as you state, how come you are 
able to write the words quoted above? 

I am confused by your article and 
would appreciate some clarification. 
The problem of modern Judaism is not 
that we leaders do not teach our people 
why to be good Jews. The problem is 
that they don't want to listen. 

RABBI PHILIP KAPLAN 

Pawtucket, RI 

Please name one Yeshiva that 
teaches rational reasons for keeping 
Kosher, for not lighting a fire on 
Shabbat,for the laws of family purity, 
for observing any Jewish laws, for be­
ing a religious Jew at all. 

In fact, an essential element in all of 
my Orthodox education was that (a) 
there are no rational reasons for many 
of Judaism's laws, and (b) we must not 
even attempt to come up with any rea­
sons for if we do, people will stop ob­
serving when offered reasons to the 
contrary. Whenever I asked, I was told 
that there are many khukim, trans­
lated for time immemorial as unex­
plainable laws. 

Years ago, I was invited back to my 
yeshiva high school to lecture to the 
senior classes. I went to all six of them 
with the exact same approach. I asked 
the students if all Jews should keep 
kosher. Yes, they said. I then asked if 
it is the duty of observant to bring 
other Jews to observing mitzvot. Yes, 
they said. All right, I said, make be­
lieve that I am a Jew who wants to 
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know about Kashrut, and who is open 
to observing it. Can you offer me any 
reasons other than "God said so"? 

In all six classes I received the same 
response. There are no reasons other 
than God and the Torah said so. Not 
one student could give a single reason 
for Kashrut. I then told them that I 
disagreed, that in addition to God 
commanding it, there are many rea­
sons, primarily ethical, for keeping 
kosher -- and that such reasons had 
brought me and thousands of other 
Jews to kashrut. Not only did the stu­
dents find it literally incredible that 
someone would observe kashrut for 
"reasons" but they insisted that this 
was against Judaism's outlook, that 
they had been specifically taught not 
to look for reasons, and that I was in 
effect an apikores(heretic). 

Indeed, I left keeping kosher after 
yeshiva precisely because no reasons 
were given. I returned to kashrut after 
reading an article on the ethics of the 
Jewish dietary laws written by an ob­
servant non-Orthodox rabbi, Prof Ja­
cob Milgrom of Berkeley, in a non­
Jewish philosophical journal. 

Orthodoxy has a better chance at 
keeping Jews Jewish than do other 
movements. But let us remember that 
its anti-reason attitude has produced 
two staggering failures: it alienated 
vast numbers of Jews Judaism, and it 
has produced a too many observant 
Jews whose observance is habitual and 
meaningless. 

Reason cannot be immoral 

I must take issue with your notion 
that things can be both immoral and 
rational. Surely the term "rational," in 
agreed upon usage, encompasses a 
sphere broader than "only me" and 
"only right now". 

Immoral actions inevitably lead to 
unnecessary harm, however slight, to 
oneself or others, usually both. I can­
not think of a single instance of any 
form of immorality in which this is not 
the case, can you? 

The person cheating in school denies 
knowledge of his ignorance to his 
teachers. Thus, he cannot be corrected. 
Thus, he leaves school with a pretense 
of knowledge which is very likely to get 
him and others (who trust him) in 
trouble. Or take the person sideswiping 
a car in the middle of the country with 
absolutely no chance of getting caught. 
I see in this the seeds of harm to self 

and others. Do you? 
I share your disaffection for the spir­

itually bankrupt humanists. But while 
they say "your morality is irrational," 
implying that rationality is of a higher 
order than morality, you counter with 
"your rationality is immoral," imply­
ing that morality is higher than reason. 
You may be right, but why try to prove 
your point within their lower order 
frame of reference? 

BOB WARNER 

Altadena, CA 

To respond briefly, I have never 
said that reason is immoral. It is 
amoral. There is of course a big dif­
ference between the two. In many in­
stances reason can argue equally ef­
fectively for both moral and immoral 
acts. Reason is a great tool -- and I 
mean both those words to be operative. 
It is great (that is why you and I must 
use it) and it is a tool (which can be 
used like any tool for good or for ill). 
In a world devoid of a God, it is at 
least as rational to live for oneself as it 
is to live for an ideal higher than one­
self, and it is certainly less rational to 
sacrifice oneself for any ideal (which 
is one reason why our secular, rational 
age is so tempted by pacifism). 

Who acted more rationally -- ratio­
nally, not morally -- a German non­
Jew who risked his life to save a Jew­
ish neighbor, or the one who did 
nothing? Who is more acting more ra­
tionally, Mother Theresa who lives in 
poverty and gives her life to the dying 
poor, or Hugh Hefner who believes 
that we are here once so why not have 
as much material and sensual plea­
sure as possible? 

A Christian's reaction to 
the Jews 

I have just finished reading your 
first issue and found it to be very 
thought provoking. Though I am not 
Jewish, I have become, with the recent 
deepening of my own faith (Catholic), 
more aware of the apparent parallels 
between Judaism and Christianity. I 
appreciate your "Where I Stand" and 
find that your articulation of the Jew­
ish mission is right up there with the 
teachings of Saint James. 

I fully agree that any resurgence of 
antisemitism is more than a Jewish 
concern. First, and foremost, I have 
come to hold true that God makes him-
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self present in human history, and in a 
special way is manifested in His Peo­
ple. The Jews are a sign for all time of 
the one true God. Any attack on Juda­
ism is an attack on God. It is some­
thing that history has already proven. 
Unfortunately too few are interested in 
the lessons of history and many Chris­
tians fail to appreciate the 'Judeo' in 
the Judeo-Christian tradition. Shalom. 

ROBERT J. GALLEGO 

West Covina, CA 

Your letter is not atypical of very 
many Christians ' thinking on the 
Jews. If our Jewish institutional lead­
ers were not as alienated from religion 
as so many of them are, American 
Jews and Christians could forge an 
ethical/religious alliance that would 
reshape our deformed world. 

Thank you for the comparison to 
James. His teachings are an inspira­
tion. In fact, I believe it is a tragedy of 
epic proportions that Paul and not 
James had the overriding influence on 
the development of Christian thought. 

Holocaust in Afghanistan 

It is not hard to understand why 
good people ignored the Jewish geno­
cide we call the "Holocaust." But it is 
hard to understand why the Jews of the 
world ignore the genocide that is now 
Afghanistan . 

The problem is, I fear, that Jews, 
people and governments see genocide 
as a political issue, which it is not, and 
not as a moral issue, which it is. 

I applaud most of your arguments in 
issue #2 but I am puzzled why you did 
not mention the Bitburg affair. Were 
you afraid you might have to take um­
brage with your friend, the President? 

HARRY WALD 

Sherman Oaks, CA 

Regarding Bitburg, please see the 
lead article. Regarding Afghanistan, 

Subscriptions 

please read the follow up on the back 
page. Regarding the President being 
my "friend", I entirely agree with the 
reaction of Israeli Prime Minister 
Shimon Peres to Mr. Reagan's visit to 
Bit burg: "When a friend makes a mis­
take, the friend remains a friend, and 
the mistake remains a mistake. " 

I read your article in Ultimate Is­
sues, "Afghanistan: how good people 
can ignore a holocaust," with great 
joy. At last, a Jewish man was speak­
ing out for Afghanistan and urging 
more support from the Jewish commu­
nity lest we face another holocaust. I 
was even more overjoyed to hear that 
my friends, Dr. Robert Simon and Mi­
chael Utter of the International Medi­
cal Corps (IMC) were on your radio 
program recently. And the response 
the next day from the Simon 
Wiesenthal Center to hold a presenta­
tion before the Jewish leaders in 
Southern California- tremendous! 

I am a Jew born and raised in New 
York City, a graduate from Columbia 
University in psychology. My parents 
are from Poland and are survivors of 
the Holocaust. All of their immediate 
family and most of their relatives were 
murdered there. Having realized the 
suffering they endured and the pain 
which they still carry, I had set my 
heart and mind to work on causes 
which would help prevent similar in­
justices from occurring today. 

I am very interested in working with 
the Jewish community in Washington 
and New York with regard to this is­
sue. I feel that some of the most altru­
istic and compassionate people are 
Jewish. Our unilateral support of the 
civil rights movement in the '60's and 
the assistance we provide to Israel are 
but a few examples. Perhaps we can 
work together on helping to gain more 
support within the Jewish community. 

HENRY KRIEGEL 

Committee for a Free Afghanistan 
Washington, DC 

God bless you and your Committee. 
Unfortunately, Jewish social activists 
tend to be more concerned with a po­
tential nuclear war that would kill 
them than with the actual non-nuclear 
genocide that is killing Afghans. 

This letter to the editor was pub­
lished in I.he San Francisco Chronicle 
on June 10, l985. I thought you'd re­
gar1l it with agrin. 

A UC Berkeley senior was visiting 
our home recently and I asked him if he 
had been active in the recent protests 
against South Africa on the Berkeley 
campus. 

He said, "Absolutely." 
I asked him if he and his friends were 

going to protest events in Afghanistan? 
He replied, "What's happening in Af­
ghanistan?" 

B.R. Turner 
Palo Alto 

Congratulations on a first rate 
publication. 

RANDY WOHL 

Berkeley, CA 

I am convinced that there is literally 
no evil that a Communist regime 
could perpetrate that would arouse 
the activism of "liberals" in academia, 
the media, and elsewhere. They were 
silent-if not actually supportive­
during Stalin's genocide in the 
Ukraine and the Ba/tics, during Chi­
na's annihilation of Tibet, during the 
Communist genocide in Cambodia, 
and they are silent during today's So­
viet genocide in Afghanistan. 

Your thoughts, questions, and reac­
tions, agree or disagree, are essential to 
the purpose of Ultimate Issues. Not all 
letters can be published and some may 
be shortened for the sake of space, but 
you are urged to participate in this on­
going dialogue. 

If you wish to subscribe to Ultimate Issues: 
Name----- --~ - - ~-------- --- ----

Subscriptions are $15.00 for one year, $30.00 
for two years. Please make checks payable to 
Ultimate Issues and mail this form, or your 
name and address on a separate piece of pa­
per, to Ultimate Issues, 2265 Westwood Bou­
levard, Suite 508, Los Angeles, CA 90064. 

Address --'--~--~--- ---'--- - - - - ---~---'-~ -

City _________ ~_ State----~ Zip ____ _ 

If it is a gift, whom shall we say it is from?-- ----'---------­

With which issue should subscription begin?-~--- - - - ---
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A most common Soviet 
strategy is to drop little 

bombs disguised as 
brightly colored butter­

flies, pens, and radios. 
These are designed to 

maim rather than kill. If 
enough children can have 
their arms or faces blown 

away, families will leave 
their ancestral villages for 
medical help in Pakistan. 

Karen McKay, the execu­
tive director of the Com­

mittee for a Free Afghani­
stan, spent five years 

studying the Holocaust in 
Israel. In fact, we even 

spoke part of the time in 
Hebrew! She believes that 
the world's indifference to 

the Jews' Holocaust was 
being repeated in Afghani­

stan. 

A Personal Report 
T he front page article in the last issue of 

Ultimate Issues was Afghanistan: How 
good people can ignore a holocaust. In it I 
noted that what the Soviets are doing in Af­

anistan is ndt ing holocaust proportions 
the systematic annihilation of the rural 

pulation, the deportation of tens of thou­
sands of children to the Soviet Union, the 
forced emigration of millions of Afghans to 
Pakistan, and the deaths of over a million- all 
out of population of fifteen million. 

Among the results of the article were con­
tacts from the Committee for a Free Afghani­
stan in Washington, D.C. (see letter in Cor­
respondence) and the International Medical 
Corps, a Los Angeles based group of physi­
cians who go into Afghanistan to treat the 
wounded and ill. 

And what contacts they turned out to be. 
The doctor who heads IMC is Robert Si­

mon, a 36 year old assistant professor of medi­
cine at UCLA. Though not religious, he is one 
of those people that makes you believe that 
man is created in the image of God. When 
meeting him, you understand why Henry 
Kriegel (see letter) writes that he went to 
work with the Committee for a Free Afghani­
stan after hearing Dr. Simon speak. 

As for Mr. Kriegel, after· receiving his let­
ter, I called him. As delighted as he was that 
someone in Jewish life had written on Af­
ghanistan, so I was delighted that a Jew was 
working at the CPA. Speaking with him, I 
was, again, profoundly impressed by the ideal­
ism and decency of these people working to 
publicize the greatest evil of this moment. 

But nothing prepared me for Karen Mc­
Kay, the executive director of the Committee 
for a Free Afghanistan. Good people have al­
ways fascinated me. I am as curious about 
what makes people do good as the psycholo­
gists and criminologists are about what makes 
people do bad. For this reason, and because I 
wanted to know whether the Committee for a 
Free Afghanistan was headed by people who 
simply had a conservative political agenda or 
by idealists who want to stop a holocaust in 
the making, I called her with some questions. 

My first and most important question was, 
therefore, "Why are you doing this?" Her re­
sponse moved me beyond words. She had 
spent.five years studying the Holocaust in Is-

rael, at the Hebrew University. In fact, we 
even spoke part of the time in Hebrew! Spe­
cifically, she researched what she said were 
"deliberate decisions" by the Americans and 
British not to bomb the railway tracks leading 
into Auschwitz, even though they had done 
pinpoint bombing all around the death camp. 
She believed that the world's indifference to 
the Jews' Holocaust was being repeated in Af­
ghanistan. That is why she founded in 1980, 
the Committee for a Free Afghanistan. 

These then are the people I met who are 
leading the fight to end the apathy to what the 
Soviets are doing in Afghanistan. If I did not 
know what is happening in Afghanistan, 
merely meeting such people would have led 
me to work with them. 

During the first week of September, Karen 
McKay is making yet another trip to Pakistan 
to bring horribly wounded Afghan children to 
an American hospital. A most common Soviet 
strategy is to drop little bombs disguised as 
brightly colored butterflies, pens, and radios. 
These are designed to maim rather than kill 
whoever (namely a child) picks it up. The 
point of it is this: since the Soviets want to 
control Afghanistan but cannot control its 
people, they want Afghanistan emptied of as 
many of its people as possible. No amount of 
death has yet succeeded in moving the major­
ity of Afghans to leave. Even if a child is 
killed, the family will bury it and remain in 
their village. But if enough children can have 
their arms blown off, or their face torn apart, 
the families will leave their ancestral villages 
in order to seek medical help in Pakistan. 

To do such work, these people need our 
help: 

Dr. Robert Simon 
International Medical Corps 
P.O. Box 49525 
Los Angeles, CA 90049 

Karen McKay or Henry Kriegel 
Committee for a Free Afghanistan 
214 Massachusetts Ave., N.E., 
Suite 480 
Washington, D.C 20002 

Thank you for your efforts in this regard 
and have a happy and healthy New Year. 
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A REPORT BY DENNIS PRAGER VOLUME 1 NUMBER 1 WINTER 1985 

Jesse Jackson and the Ineaning 
of antisen1itisn1 
M ost Americans, Jews included, regard 

Jesse Jackson's hostility to the Jews as 
an unfortunate problem-for Jews. This per­
ception is very wrong. Jesse Jackson is a 
threat to far more than Jews because to the 
antisemite, the Jews are the embodiment of 
fundamental moral values of the Western 
world. It is those values, and ultimately all 
those who hold those values, that antisemites 
seek to destroy. The Jews are only their first 
target. 

If this understanding of antisemitism is 
correct, and if Jesse Jackson is indeed an 
antisemite, then he is a dangerous man. He is 
indeed. Jesse Jackson, like other modern day 
antisemites, is hostile to the Western world 
and to democracy and sympathetic to tyr­
anny. He is also antagonistic to America, a 
tragedy for black Americans, and a warning 
to liberals and Democrats. In view of the 
Jews' role in the modern world, none of this is 
surprising. 

The meaning of antisemitism 
Antisemitism is a Jewish problem, but non­

Jews make a very self-destructive error when 
they dismiss it as only the Jews' problem. 
Treatment of the Jews has served as one of 
humanity's moral barometers. Watch how na­
tions, individuals, or ideologies react to the 
Jewish people or the Jewish state, and you 
have an early and deadly accurate picture of 
their values and intentions. 

The Jews are the world's miner's canary. 
Miners take canaries down to the mines be­
cause canaries are particularly vulnerable to 
noxious fumes. They die upon exposure to 
those fumes, well before the miners are aware 
of them. When the miner sees the canary is 
dead, he knows there are noxious fumes to be 
fought. 

So it is with the Jews. Moral non-Jews who 
fail to act against antisemites and anti-Zion­
ists will in due course suffer from them. Jew­
haters begin with Jews but never end with 
Jews. This is why antisemitism and anti-Zion­
ism should be so important to non-Jews. Iden-

tifying the Jews' enemies gives civilized soci­
eties an unaparalleled opportunity to identify 
the forces that also wish to destroy them. Ex­
amples abound. 

Hitler and the Nazis. Most dramatic was of 
course Hitler and the Nazis. During the 
I 930's, the Western democracies, by dismiss­
ing Nazi antisemitism as a Jewish problem, 
failed to confront Hitler when it might have 
been possible to stop him. When they finally 
awoke to the threat that Hitler posed to de­
mocracy and Western moral values, it was too 
late. Fifty-five million lives might have been 
saved had the democracies understood Jew­
hatred. 

Idi Amin. When Ugandan dictator Idi 
Amin became a rabid anti-Zionist, expelled 
the hundreds of Israelis from Uganda, sent a 
message to the United Nations Secretary 
General hailing the Holocaust, and decided to 
erect a statue to Hitler, nearly everyone either 
ignored Amin or dismissed his Jew-hatred as 
the Jews' problem. Soon after, however, he be­
gan to decimate Uganda's Christian commu­
nity and various tribal groups. The man dis­
missed as merely an anti-Zionist murdered a 
half million Ugandans before being over­
thrown. 

Mouammar Qaddafi. Libya's Mouammar 
Qaddafi is one of the world's primary support­
ers of terrorism against Western democracies 
and a ruthless tyrant over his own people. He, 
too, first revea led his hatred of Western dem­
ocratic and moral values by his hatred of the 
Jewish state. Arnaud de Borchgrave, former 
international editor of Newsweek, reported 
that Qaddafi on three separate occasions told 
him that his greatest aim in life is to develop 
an atom bomb to drop on Israel. 

The United Nations. The clearest indication 
that the United Nations had betrayed its 
founding principles to support democracy 
against tyrrany was here, too, revealed by its 
attitude toward Jews and Israel. The anti-Zi­
onism and antisemitism of the General As­
sembly, which has devoted more time to 
deligitimizing Israel than to any other issue, 
was originally dismissed as the Jews' problem. 

In this issue ... 
In addition to the lead 

article, this issue fea­
tures the first in a series 
of statements of one 
Jew's credo: Where I 
Stand. 

Also ... some thoughts 
on Jews, Christians, and 
the American elections; a 
different opinion on 
Abba Eban's acclaimed 
television series, Heri­
tage; and a reflection on 
the Israeli Jews accused 
of terrorism. 
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He said that he is "sick 
and tired of hearing 

about the Holocaust.'.' 
And after visiting the 

Yad Vashem Holocaust 
Memorial, Jackson said 

that "Genocide should 
not be allowed to happen 

to anyone, not even the 
Palestinians." 

2 

Arab PLO supporters 
carried him on their 

shoulders and chanted 
"Jackson! Arafat!" 

The moral degradation of UNESCO was also 
ignored, even when it became so mired in anti­
Jewish rhetoric that it declared that Jesus was 
a Palestinian. Now, however, the United Na­
tions is regarded as Alexander Solzhenitsyn 
has pointed out, as a misnomer-it is really 
the United Governments, most of which en­
slave their nations. 

Islam and the Arabs. The Muslim Arabs' 
hatred of Israel provides yet another example. 
Their obsession with destroying Israel tells a 
great deal about their moral state. Arab re­
gimes that want Israel dead are not otherwise 
fine, moral, and democracy loving. Not a sin­
gle Arab Muslim country is a democracy, and 
most are ruthless dictatorships whose first aim 
is to destroy the Jewish state. Their war is ulti­
mately against Western values, Christianity, 
and democracy. That is why Israel's Arab en­
emies constantly refer to the Jewish state as 
"an outpost of Western values" in "their" re­
gion. That this has not been recognized by 
Western nations, Christians, and democrats 
the world over-even after the destruction of 
a Christian and democratic Lebanon- is only 
one more example of their unwillingness to 
understand the meaning of Jew- and Israel­
hatred. 

The Soviet Union. With regard to the Soviet 
Union, it is the Jews, more than any other 
group within the Soviet Union or in the West­
ern world (compare, for example the recent 
whitewash of the Soviets by the National 
Council of Churches) that has consistently re­
minded the world about Soviet totalitarian­
ism. It makes perfect sense that, after the 
United States, Jews are the most frequently 
attacked group in the Soviet Union. 

Jesse Jackson. Jesse Jackson's hostility to 
the Jews is but the most recent example of 
anti-Zionism and antisemitism serving to re­
veal the moral nature of an individual and the 
threat that he poses to Western democratic 
values. That Jackson's conflict with the Jews 
and Israel has been regarded by most people, 
including many Jews, as primarily a Jewish 
problem bears witness to the inability, or un­
willingness, of good people to learn the single 
greatest lesson of antisemitism: the Jews are 
only the first. Like the antisemitic individuals 
and regimes before him, Jesse Jackson is a 
threat to far more than the Jews. 

Jackson's antisemitism 
Jesse Jackson's hostility to the Jews is long 

standing and far deeper than his "Hymies" 
comment. 

As early as 1973, in a speech attacking 
then-President Nixon, he charged that "Four 
out of five [of Nixon's advisors, such as 
Haldeman, Ehrlichman] are German Jews." 

When attacked by the press, he said his me­
dia critics were "all Jewish." 

He has called the relationship between Jews 
and Democrats "a kind of glorified form of 
bribery, financial bankrolling and moral 
bankruptcy." 

He has blamed Jewish promoters for boxing 
matches between a South African white and 
an American black. 

Regarding the Holocaust, he has said that 
he is "sick and tired of hearing about the Ho­
locaust and having America being put in the 
position of a guilt trip." And after visiting the 
Yad Vashem Holocaust Memorial, Jackson 
said that "Genocide should not be allowed to 
happen to anyone, not even the Palestinians." 
When, after hearing such comments, Israeli 
Prime Minister Menachem Begin refused to 
meet with him, Jackson termed it "a racist 
decision based on skin color." 

He condemns Zionism as "based on race," 
and continues to defend his -1980 statement 
that" Zionism is a kind of poisonous weed that 
is choking Judaism." 

He is one of the only active supporters of 
the PLO in American public life. "PLO rec-

• ognition", he said in 1979, "is a human right." 
He opposed the extradition from the United 
States of a PLO terrorist who had murdered 
two Israelis in Tiberias. For good reason Arab 
PLO supporters carried him on their shoul­
ders and chanted "Jackson! Arafat!" 

Finally, he refuses to disassociate himself 
from Louis Farrakhan, who proudly identifies 
himself as an antisemite and calls Judaism "a 
gutter religion." 

Despite all this and more, there are those 
who contend that Rev. Jackson is not an 
antisemite. They point out that he has Jewish 
advisors and Jewish friends, and that in his 
heart does not hate all Jews. Apparently, 
many people, Jews included, in the aftermath 
of Nazism and the Holocaust, believe that in 
order to qualify as an antisemite, one must, as 
the Nazis did, hate all Jews. 

But if antisemitic means having to hate ev­
ery Jew, then the Nazis were this century's 
only antisemites. And Stalin, Brezhnev, 
Arafat, and the sponsors of the U.N.'s Zion­
ism is Racism resolution were not antisemites, 
since they had or have Jewish friends. That 
someone does not hate all Jews is irrelevant to 
ascertaining whether he is an enemy of the 
Jewish people. When you say and do what 
Jesse Jackson has said about and done to the 
Jewish people, you are an enemy of the Jews, 
even if in your heart you do not hate every 
Jew. I do believe that in his heart Jesse Jack­
son does not hate all Jews. So what? 

Louis Farrakhan, on the other hand, does 
hate the Jews and Judaism, and Jackson's. un­
willingness to condemn this antisemite and 
white-hating racist provided yet more evi-
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dence of his moral stature. A moral man 
would disassociate himself from whatever 
Farrakhan stands for. A man of God would 
declare Farrakhan a sinner who should re­
pent. He would proclaim his dissasociation 
from Farrakhan as categorically as Ronald 
Reagan declared his from the Klu Klux Klan. 
When the Klan endorsed the President, he 
said he was embarrassed by their support, and 
that he rejects them and everything they stand 
for. This is what Jesse Jackson should have 
said about Farrakhan. But when Jackson is 
asked about Farrakhan, instead of attacking 
Farrakhan, he attacks the questioner. He ei­
ther attacks the press for being under Jewish 
influence, or he brands the question racist, or 
protests that Farrakhan is not the issue, or 
claims that since he, Jackson, is a man of God, 
he must hold out his hand of reconciliation to 
everyone. 

That Jackson is an enemy of the Jewish 
people is evident to virtually every Jew. What 
is not evident to Jews, and needs most force­
fully to be articulated, is that Jackson's 
antisemitism, like that of all other 
antisemites, tells us far more about the man 
than just his attitude to Jews. 

Jackson versus democracy 
One consequence of the dismissal of Jack­

son as the Jews' problem has been the virtual 
ignoring of his sympathy for anti-democratic 
regimes. Jesse Jackson likes tyrannies and ty­
rants (of the Left), and dislikes Western dem­
ocratic institutions. 

When Jesse Jackson travelled around the 
world to hug Yasser Arafat, nearly everyone, 
Jew and non-Jew, reacted to the Jewish ele­
ment, as if hugging the world's leading terror­
ist is solely a Jewish issue. Those who under­
stand antisemitism, however, suspected that 
more was involved. Suspicions were confirmed 
when he later embraced Hafez Assad, just a 
year after the Syrian tyrant had exterminated 
20,000 of his opponents, and when he then 
embraced Fidel Castro. 

Willie Brown, California State Assembly 
Majority leader, defending Mr. Jackson's em­
brace of Fidel Castro, said that we have to 
understand that Jesse Jackson has an affinity 
for Third World people like Castro. While 
Brown meant it positively, those of us who re­
gard Assad and Castro as unworthy of a de­
cent person's affinity, do not regard Brown's 
descriptions as complimentary. 

After Jackson hugged Yasser Arafat and 
Assad, William Buckley wrote that we ought 
to have a rule: If you have to meet with a ty­
rant who has murdered great numbers of his 
own people and who governs them ruthlessly, 
at least do not hug him. Shake his hand, if you 

must. Why hug him, why give an Arafat a kiss? 
The answer is that Jesse Jackson. likes such 

people. Even more than his hugs, his words 
reveal his admiration for anti-Western tyrants 
and movements. For example, he praised 
Arafat as "my friend and the friend of justice 
and humanity," and the PLO as "a spirit ... 
it's bred in children ... it is a spiritual thing, the 
PLO." (He is right about its being bred in 
children. Perhaps Jackson was referring to the 
graduation exercise for young PLO recruits. 
To see whether their 15-year-old graduates 
have mastered the ability not to be squeamish, 
the boys have to tear apart live chickens or 
rabbits with their bare hands. That is "the 
PLO spirit" that is bred in children.) 

Mr. Jackson also likes Mr. Assad, who is 
described by human rights organizations as 
among the bloodiest dictators in the world. 
When President Reagan's emissary was to 
meet with Assad, the emissary publicly ex­
plained that in view of the Syrian leader's bru­
tality, it was distasteful to meet him. Jesse 
Jackson criticized the envoy, saying that un­
like Reagan's administration's people, "I feel 
a kinship" with Assad. Then on national tele­
vision, Jackson added that Assad "is really a 
human at heart." 

Those who have lived under tyranny best 
understand the big lie that underlies Jackson's 
so-called "moral offensive" in meeting with 
Third World dictators. Witness the reaction 
of Andre Vargas Gomez, a former Cuban dip­
lomat and democratic dissident. Despite his 
joy at being released by Castro to Jesse Jack­
son after 20 years in a Cuban prison camp, 
Mr. Vargas Gomez declared that "To go to 
Cuba to join on 'a moral offensive' with Fidel 
Castro is a moral offense." 

Arafat, Assad, and Castro are not the only 
dictators and terrorists with whom Mr. Jack­
son has an affinity. When asked his opinion of 
the IRA (Irish Republican Army), Jackson 
replied, "I feel an identity with its mission." 

The Khmer Rouge provides yet another ex­
ample. Though I am a Jew who holds the term 
Holocaust almost sacred, I am forced to apply 
that label to what the Khmer Rouge ( Com­
munist Cambodians) did to the Cambodian 
people five years ago. They murdered two mil­
lion of the six million Cambodians-one out 
of every three, the same percentage as that of 
Jews murdered by the Nazis. And what is 
Jesse Jackson's assessment of the Khmer 
Rouge? "Unfortunate, sometimes the best of 
people lose their way." 

Given Jackson's values, it was easy to pre­
dict his reaction to the Sandinistas. They have 
all the attributes he most admires-they are 
Third World, Communist, building a tyranny, 
and hate America. And indeed Mr. Jackson 
waxes euphoric over Nicaragua's dictators. 
"They are," he says, "on the right side of his-
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Jesse Jackson ... 

on Arafat: 
''My friend and the friend of 
justice and humanity." 

on Syria's Assad: 
"I feel a kinship." 

on the IRA: 
:•1 feel an identity with its 
mission. " 

on the Khmer Rouge's 
genocide: 
"Unfortunate, sometimes the 
best of people lose their 
way." 

on the Sandinistas: 
"They are leading Nicaragua 
to democracy." 

on America: 
"America is not known for her 
capacity to love and heal but 
for her capacity to organize 
and kill.'' 

on Zionism: 
''a poisonous weed.' ' 
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tory, and they are leading Nicaragua to de­
mocracy." 

Perhaps the finest summary of Mr. Jack­
son's view of tyrants and terrorists, was that of 
Martin Peretz, editor of The New Republic: 
"Virtually every time Jesse Jackson opens his 
mouth on foreign affairs, he bolsters the confi­
dence of tyrants and terrorists around the 
world that they have plenty of friends in 
America." 

Jackson versus America 
If people understood the meaning of Jack­

son's antisemitism, they would also under­
stand the threat that Jackson poses to Amer­
ica. From his statements and attitudes it is 
fair to say that he hates this country. 

In 1981, when more than twenty black chil­
dren in Atlanta were murdered, and the black 
community there was in a state of panic, Jesse 
Jackson announced that "It is open season on 
black people .... These murders can only be 
understood in the context of affirmative ac­
tion and Ronald Reagan's conservative poli­
tics. " Jesse Jackson publicly blamed white 
America and the Reagan administration for 
the murders of black children. This was a libel 
whose only possible intent was to incite blacks 
to hate whites. For that charge alone, Jackson 
should have been drummed out of public life. 
Yet he has been apparently accountable for 
nothing he says or does. (A black man was 
later charged with the murders.) 

"America," Jackson told a Playboy inter­
viewer, "is not known for her capacity to love 
and heal but for her capacity to organize and 
kill." 

Jackson's constant references to the Rea­
gan administration as a "repressive regime" 
are also worth noting. He uses much harsher 
words for America's democratically elected 
government than for any Communist or Third 
World tyranny. "Regime" is also instructive. 
It is rarely used to describe democracies­
which is precisely why he uses the term. In 
fact, given his sympathy for tyrants, his view 
of America as "repressive," and his belief that 
Nicaragua is a democracy, there is every rea­
son to conclude that this man either does not 
understand democracy or actually opposes it. 

A tragedy for black 
Americans 

Despite his great popularity among blacks, 
and the pride he instilled in many of them by 
being the first black to mount a serious cam­
paign for the presidential nomination of a ma­
jor party, Jackson is a tragedy for the black 
people of the United States. 

First, he has created or greatly increased 
black-white tensions. Just as Americans, both 
black and white, were beginning to believe 
that healing was taking place after the horror 
of slavery and the evils of segregation, when 
Americans were beginning to see one another 
as Martin Luther King wanted, through 
colorblind eyes, Jesse Jackson reinjected color 
into American life. 

During the campaign for the Democrats' 
presidential nomination, almost every time 
Jackson spoke he increased black-white ten­
sions. Jackson alienates sympathetic whites 
from both blacks and Democrats. Any major 
black politician would have received more 
white votes in the Democratic primaries than 
Jackson did. Jesse Jackson is part of the rea­
son the Democratic ticket lost 49 states. The 
"Rainbow Coalition" has no white in it. For 
blacks to have as their leader a man who is 
detested by white America may be emotion­
ally cathartic for many black people but it is 
highly injurious to black progress. Second, 
Jackson is doing blacks a terrible disservice by 
leading them to believe that white racism is 
the root of their problems. We blacks, he is 
telling them, are hated and even murdered by 
whites (recall his blaming white America for 
the murders of the black children in Atlanta). 
We blacks, he ceaselessly communicates, are 
victims. Our problems emanate from white 
America. This is unfair to whites, but it is dev­
astating to blacks. 

Some blacks, like the Hoover Institute's 
Tom Sowell, recognize this. They protest that 
Jackson and white liberals who share Jack­
son's position are worsening the black plight 
by telling blacks that they can do little to help 
themselves: their problems are caused by oth­
ers-whites, Republicans, Congress-and the 
solutions will be delivered by others. 

I am keenly aware of the pride that Jackson 
has instilled in innumerable blacks. But be­
yond that he has helped few blacks but him­
self. Any minority group can blame its prob­
lems on prejudice. But unless that prejudice is 
truly paralyzing, such notions are a terrible 
disservice to members of that group. 

Thus, while it is bad for whites to be cast as 
the blacks' villains, most whites go back to a 
home, a family, and a job. But the poor black 
who believes a Jesse Jackson and some white 
liberals, gets it into his mind that he is a vic­
tim, helpless until bailed out by others. Jack­
son is communicating to him that he is not the 
master of his fate, the white man is. Only the 
white man and his money can help him. Some 
black scholars now acknowledge what Senator 
Daniel Patrick Moynihan long ago noted, that 
the greatest black problems are no longer 
white racism and they are rarely solvable by 
infusions of government funds. Were Jesse 

(Continued on page 7) 
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Where I stand 
Part One 
by 
Dennis Prager 

1. Doing good: "Is it right?'' 
I have inherited from Judaism, from my up­

bringing, and from personal experience, a pre­
occupation, perhaps even an obsession, with 
questions of right and wrong. Innumerable 
times per day, my mind hears the question, "Is 
it right?"- from great macro issues like abor­
tion and Afghanistan to relatively trivial mi­
cro issues such as using restaurant stubs for 
tax write-offs or the use of canned laughter on 
TV comedy shows. 

This may all sound trite, but the fact is that 
all of us have an uncanny ability to avoid ask­
ing "Is it right?" 

Examples abound. 
■ Many of us ask whether our intentions are 
good rather than whether the act intended will 
actually achieve good. The horrors of Com­
munism bear witness to the ability of good in­
tentions to produce holocausts. 
■ Or we may ask "How do I feel about it?" 
rather than "Is it right?" This has become the 
operative question for many who have 
adopted the worldview of the Sixties. And 
many parents from that time continue to raise 
their children with "How do you feel about 
it?" rather than "Is it right?" 
■ Still others will substitute "What is the 
law?" for "Is it right?" This substitution 
characterizes the ACLU and parts of the 
right-wing Orthodox world. 
■ Some Christians, heirs of Luther's thinking 
in particular, and apparently most Muslims, 
substitute "Is my faith right?" for "Is it right?" 
■ And, of course, most well-educated people, 
Jews included, ask "Do I think it is right?" 
rather than "Does God think it is right?" 
More on this below. 

All of these substitutions for "Is it right?" 
are made by well-intentioned individuals. For 
others, "Is it right?" is simply not an issue. 
For them, "What does it do for me?" and 
"Can I get away with it?" are the only consid­
erations. 

Precisely because it is so easy to avoid ask­
ing "Is it right?", its paramount importance 
cannot be stressed too often. And once the pri­
macy of doing good is granted, other beliefs 
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flow logically. 
2. It is more natural for people to do bad 

than to do good. 
If we do want to do good, become good, and 

make a better world, we had better know with 
what raw material we are working. People are 
capable of the most beautiful acts of kindness 
and selflessness. But acts of goodness are not 
our most natural inclinations. It is more natu­
ral to be selfish than to be selfless; cheating is 
more tempting than honesty; it is easier to ig­
nore evil than to fight it; adultery is more nat­
ural than fidelity. 

This view of humanity is not cynical. It is 
simply a reality that men of wisdom have al­
ways acknowledged. What divides the cynic 
from the realist is the question, can people be 
made better? The cynic says no. Along with 
other non-cynics, I say yes. 

Therefore, my primary question in evaluat­
ing any religion or philosophy is: how does it 
intend to make people better, and to what ex­
tent has it succeeded in doing so? 

3. People must be taught to be good. 

To this generation, 
giving our children good 
chemistry labs has been 
deemed far more 
important than giving 
them ethical, let alone 
religious, instruction. 
Thus we have produced a 
record breaking number 
of good lawyers, good 
doctors, and good 
Ph.D.'s, but not very 
many good people. 

Since people are not basically good, the 
most important thing we can teach every new ' 
generation is 'to be good. Unfortunately, par- , 
tially because our humanist culture posits that jl' 
people are basically good, we rarely teach our 
young people to be good. We teach them ev­
erything except this, thinking that all that 
people need in order to be and do good are a 
loving upbringing and a good (value-free) 
education. 

Our grandparents were less educated but 
often wiser. To them, raising a child with no 
moral education at school, and little discipline 
at home would have been unthinkable. Yet to 
this generation, giving our children good 
chemistry labs has been deemed far more im­
portant than giving them ethical, let alone re­
ligious, instruction. Thus we have produced a 
record breaking number of good lawyers, 
good doctors, and good Ph.D.'s, but not very 
many good people. We will pay the conse-
quences. 

4. Ethics must be based on God. 
It is not possible to prove that God exists. 

5 
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But we can show that if God does not exist, 
neither does an objective morality. If, in the 
ultimate analysis, it is not God who says, "Do 
not murder," then we have no way of knowing 
that murder is evil. All we can say is that we 
do not like it. 

If good and evil do not emanate from a 
moral source infinitely higher than each of us, 
then each of us is the source of morality for 
himself. Right and wrong then become mat­
ters of personal, subjective taste: "What you 
think is good is good for you, and what I think 
is good is good for me." By this thinking, Hit­
ler's morality is as valid as Mother Theresa's. 

So much for the theoretical need for God. 
Practically speaking, the need is even more 
obvious. As Dostoevsky put it in Brothers 
Karamazov, "Where there is no God, all is 
permitted." This statement should be placed 
on the doorposts of every home. People must 
see themselves as accountable for their actions 
to something higher than themselves. That 
something is either God or the state. Either 
people police themselves (by feeling answer­
able to God} or the state has to police them 
( which is why democracies need religion). 

Of course, I am aware of atrocities commit­
ted in the name of God. Every Jew is painfully 
aware of centuries of horrible Jewish suffering 
at the hands of believing Christians and, to a 
somewhat lesser extent, Muslims. But the fact 
that religious people have committed evil in no 
way negates the need for a God-based moral­
ity. Indeed, the very Jews who suffered most 
from other religions were the least likely to 
deny God and Judaism. They understood that 
to deny God because of what non-Jews had 
done to them would be the height of idiocy. 
First, it would simply render those antisemites 
victorious, but even more importantly, it 
would negate the whole purpose of Jewish sur­
vival which is to bring the world to the God 
who demands ethical conduct from everyone. 
Only modern secular Jews, who have suffered 
the least from religious antisemites, deny God 
because of what Christians have done or Mus­
lims are doing (and despite the fact that the 
greatest persecutors of Jews in this century 
have been anti-Christian and anti-religious 
Nazis and Communists). 

To deny the moral necessity of God because 
of what believers have done is logically equiv­
alent to denying the need for laws because of 
what Nazi and Soviet lawyers have done. The 
only thing that evil done in God's name proves 
is that belief in God does not guarantee moral 
behavior- which leads to my next basic be­
lief. 

5. A belief in God that is not rooted in ethics 
will lead to evil. 

Since religious belief does not necessarilly 
make people moral, it is absolutely necessary 
for a religion to hold, and for its spokesmen to 

preach , that God's primary (though not exclu­
sive) demand is that His adherents do good 
works. 

The Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini is mur­
dering communities of innocent Bahais in the 
name of Allah because he believes that Allah 
is more concerned with people having the 
right faith than with performing the right 
acts. Medieval Crusaders had a similar atti­
tude, holding that God is more interested in 
humanity having one form of faith than in 
practicing one standard of morality. They 
therefore murdered, in the name of Christ, 
untold numbers of innocent Jews and Mus­
lims. 

For these reasons, I conclude that what 
matters most is not what particular faith you 
hold so long as you believe that (I) you are 
morally responsible for your actions to God, 
(2) God is more concerned with the right ac­
tions than the right form of faith, and (3) God 
judges those people who are not of your faith 
by their ethics rather than by their faith alone. 

This is why I believe that ethical monothe­
ism- the doctrine that the one universal God 
demands that all people live by His one uni­
versal ethic-is the moral solution to the prob­
lem of evil. God without ethics and ethics 
without God lead to the same thing: evil. This 
is the Jews' message to the world, but tragi­
cally for both the Jews and the world, the Jews 
have become, in Abraham Joshua Heschel's 
brilliantly accurate description, " a messenger 
who forgot his message." 

6. The Jews are Chosen to spread ethical 
monotheism. 

If I did not believe that the Jews had a di­
vinely appointed mission, I would find re­
maining Jewish after the Holocaust logically 
absurd. We are indeed God's messenger, and 
indeed, Jews disproportionately believe that 
they have a message to the world. Tragically, 
however, those who believe this rarely believe 
that Judaism is the means or that ethical 
monotheism is that message. Rather they be­
lieve that secularism is the means and that 
some other ism- Marxism, socialism, femi­
nism, conservatism, liberalism, humanism-is 
the message. And those Jews who do know 
and live Judaism do not believe that they have 
a message to the world. So Jews who change 
the world do not do so as Jews, and those who 
live as Jews do not try to change the world. 

Our task, in the words of a prayer recited by 
all Jewish denominations, is: "to repair the 
world under God's rule." When Jews under­
stand Judaism and this mission, they will 
change the world for the better. It is this belief 
that guides this Jew's life. 

(Each issue of Ultimate Issues will con­
tinue "Where I Stand," in order to apply this 
Jewish mission to the issues of our time. 
Reader reactions are deeply welcomed . } ■ 
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(Continued from page 4) 
Jackson a black leader rather than a black 
demagogue, he would address those problems 
which ultimately blacks themselves must 
solve. 

For example, more than half of the blacks 
born every year in this country are born to 
unmarried women. Born out of wedlock, the 
majority of black children grow up fatherless. 
There are more black girls who give birth dur­
ing high school than black girls who graduate 
from college. Are these catastrophic problems 
Ronald Reagan's fault? Are they a result of 
white racism? If white racism is at fault, the 
black family should have collapsed during the 
worst racism, slavery, and during official ra­
cial segregation. Yet, as recently as the 1930's, 
in a much more racist America, the black di­
vorce rate was lower than that of whites. 

The fact is that most black problems, such 
as the crumbling black family, and a violent 
crime rate four times in excess of the black 
percentage of the population, are precisely 
that, black problems. The notion that whites 
and government must, or even can, solve those 
problems only serves to prevent blacks from 
confronting their own problems and to per­
petuate black dependence. Had Jesse Jackson 
confronted the breakdown of values which is 
at the core of so many black problems, he 
would have made a seminal contribution to his 
people and been regarded by most Americans 
as a leader rather than as a demagogue. With 
his charisma, he could have led blacks by tell­
ing them not what they want to hear, but what 
they need to hear. Instead, he blames whites, 
the President, Republicans, and Jews for 
black problems and focuses on the PLO in­
stead of the disintegrating black family. 

Another aspect of the Jackson tragedy for 
blacks is revealed by an old statement by the 
black novelist, James Baldwin. "Whenever I 
go to a white writer's congress," wrote Bal­
dwin, "I have a method for figuring out 
whether my colleagues are racist. It consists 
of saying stupid things and supporting absurd 
theories. If they listen to me respectfully and 
then burst into applause, there's no doubt 
about it, a group of racist pigs." Nothing bet­
ter sums up many Democrats' and liberals' re­
actions to Rev. Jackson. 

Baldwin's statement explains why whites 
who regard blacks as their equals must feel 
free to call Jesse Jackson an anti-democratic, 
anti-American, antisemitic demagogue. 
When a white who is sympathetic to blacks 
says that to blacks (not merely to whites when 
blacks are not around), it is clear that he takes 
blacks seriously. Jesse Jackson's claims to 
black leadership through the constant invoca­
tion of Martin Luther King, Jr.'s name, as if 
he is that great man's moral heir, are Orwell­
ian to those who recall King's views on Amer-

ica, Jews, Israel and Communist tyrannies. 
Contrast the anti-Zionism of Jackson with 
Martin Luther King's attitude toward Zion­
ism. At Harvard in 1968, when a black radical 
student said that Zionism is racism, Rev. King 
angrily told the student that anti-Zionism is 
merely a codeword for antisemitism and he 
should never repeat that slander. 

In a far tougher time in American history, 
Martin Luther King knew how to unite black 
and white and Jew and Christian. In a far bet­
ter time, Jesse Jackson, claiming King's man­
tel to black leadership, is working to tear 
King's painstakingly won unity asunder. 

Jackson and the liberal 
Democrats 

Despite Jackson's antisemitism and anti­
Americanism, the Democratic Party's reac­
tion was, in Baldwin's words, to "listen re­
spectfully" because Jackson is black. 
Democratic leaders felt that if they condemn 
Jackson's antisemitism, anti-Americanism, or 
support for terrorists and Third World ty­
rants, blacks would abandon the Democratic 
ticket. This was based on one or more of these 
suppositions: 

l. Nearly all black Americans share Jesse 
Jackson's views. 

2. Jesse Jackson is not worth responding to. 
If we just "listen respectfully" to him irre­
spective of his values, nearly all blacks will 
support the Democrats. 

3. Nearly all black Americans support 
Jackson because he is black, not because of his 
radical views. 

4. Many liberal Democrats have little trou­
ble with Jackson's radical views. 

If the first is true, Mr. Mondale should have 
taken issue with Jackson for America's and 
the Democrats' sake. He should have let black 
America know that antisemitism, anti-Ameri­
canism, and anti-democratic values have no 
place in his party, and let the electoral chips 
fall where they may. 

If the second is true, the Democrats are pre­
cisely the type of racists to which James Bal­
dwin referred. If the third is correct, the Dem­
ocrats are playing a dangerous game. Big Lies 
work because they are first perceived as un­
important lies. The fourth is true, and worth 
analyzing. 

To most Jews and to all who opppose ap­
peasement of tyrants, Jesse Jackson's trip to 
Syria and his praise of Assad were reprehensi­
ble. But not to many liberal Democrats. Sena­
tor Ted Kennedy, for example, perhaps the 
most popular Democrat and liberal in the 
country, deeply admired Jesse Jackson's trip 
to Syria. "This personal initiative by Rev. 
Jackson," said the Massachusetts senator, 
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"will rank as one of the finest by a private 
citizen in the history of international rela­
tions." 

Within the liberal and Democratic estab­
lishments only some Jews took exception to 
refusal of liberals to attack Jackson. On_e of 
the leading liberals in Jewish life, Rabbi Al­
exander Schindler, head of the Union of 
American Hebrew Congregations, and past 
head of the Conference of Presidents of Major 
American Jewish Organizations, admitted as 
much. Even he began to question the moral 
credibility of his liberal friends. In an essay in 
the New York Times, he asked, "Where are 
our liberal allies now that we need them, 
where's the National Council of Churches, 
where's the National Council of Bishops?" 

Rabbi Schindler's question was right but 
his list was too short. He should have also 
asked where were all the liberal writers, com­
mentators, politians? And why did the Demo­
crats reject a platform plank condemning 
antisemitism and racism? Rabbi Schindler 
should also have asked an equally revealing 
question. Where were the conservatives, when 
the Jews needed them? The answer would 
have been so.embarrassing, however, that the 
Rabbi understandably avoided asking the 
question. For, by and large, conservatives 
were writing the truth about Jesse Jackson's 
antisemitism, anti-Americanism, and hostility 
to democracy. George Will, William Buckley, 
William Satire, and Commentary Magazine 
were screaming that the emperor was naked 
throughout the campaign. Of course there was 
one liberal exception, Martin Peretz and his 
magnificent New Republic. But Peretz is an 
anomaly who lives in his own rarefied world, 
neither liberal or conservative, just moral. 

Let us, then, try to answer Rabbi 
Schindler's question: Why have liberals and 
Democrats been so unwilling to confront Rev. 
Jackson? 

One obvious reason is that it is these very 
same liberal Democrats who have helped 
bring us to the state where a man with Jesse 
Jackson's views could run for President of the 
United States. Too many liberals have made 
anti-American rhetoric respectable. Liberal 
Democrats have rendered us accustomed to 
the morally lopsided view of the world in 
which the United States, which keeps every 
democracy on earth alive, is a source of evil, 
and that Communism is somehow a noble al­
ternative for the Third World. That is why we 
are not shocked when a man seeking the Dem­
ocratic presidential nomination visits a Com­
munist state, hails its totalitarian anti-Ameri­
can rulers, and condemns the United States as 
the major force for evil in Central America. 

For Jews there is a critical lessons in this. 
Jesse Jackson represents the chickens coming 
home to roost for Jews on the Left. These 

Jews, who so disproportionately helped to cre­
ate domestic radicalism and render anti­
American radical rhetoric respectable, have 
created an anti-Jewish Frankenstein. If you 
constantly attack American foreign policy as 
immoral, as so many Jews have done from 
Vietnam to El Salvador, then expect Ameri­
can support for Israel to be attacked as well. 
Third Worlders like Jesse Jackson are not go­
ing to be pro-Sandinista, support anti-West­
ern national liberation movements, and then 
oppose the PLO. For the Left, for Third 
World advocates, and for others who condemn 
American "imperialism," American support 
of Israel is considered as anti-Third World 
and reactionary as its policies in Central 
America. 

American Jews should wake up to the real­
ity that American strength and willingness to 
use that strength are inextricably linked to the 
survival of Israel and of every other democ­
racy. Too many Jews, in their un-Jewish equa­
tion of arms and war with immorality, oppose 
virtually any strengthening of American de­
fenses, but then demand that America be very 
strong when it comes to Israel. 

Conclusion 
Luckily for the Jews, the Democrats did not 

condemn Jackson once the Jews began attack­
ing him. Just as the Jews were blamed for the 
downfall of Andrew Young- even though his 
comments at the United Nations about Amer­
ica having thousands of political prisoners just 
like the Soviet Union does, and about the 
saintliness of the Ayatollah Khomeini had al­
ready rendered him an embarrassment to the 
Carter administration-the Jews would have 
been blamed for the far more serious crime of 
bringing down a man whom many blacks re­
gard as a virtual messiah. 

Jews, however, have suffered enough from 
denying others' messiahs. With regard to the 
Reverend Jackson, the Jews for their own sake 
should now hold their peace. We have said 
quite enough for those who want to hear to 
have heard. Now let non-Jews who cherish de­
mocracy, wish to improve black-white rela­
tions, love America, and want to prevent 
antisemitism from becoming respectable see 
to it that Jesse Jackson's absence from the 
public stage remains permanent. 

Jewish problems are humanity's problems, 
and until non-Jews learn this they will con­
stantly get hurt by the people who hurt us. If I 
could, as a Jew, make one point to America 
and the West, it is precisely that. We Jews 
never asked for this role, but we have it. Un­
willingly and unwittingly, it fell upon the Jews 
of the United States of America, in the year 
1984, to be the moral litmus test of a man 
named Jesse Jackson . ■ 

~ 
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Soine thoughts 
The Jews, the Christians, 
and the elections 

F rom a purely Jewish perspective, Walter 
Mondale and Ronald Reagan presented 

American Jews with a pleasant choice. 
Among other positive factors, both men are 
deeply committed to the fundamental Jewish 
survival issue, the well-being of Israel. To a 
large extent, therefore, most Jews voted for 
whomever they voted for a variety of reasons. 
Insofar as Jews voted on a Jewish basis, how­
ever, I believe the major issue boiled down to 
this: whom do you fear more, Jesse Jackson or 
Jerry Falwell? 

For me, this was not a tough question to 
answer. Jesse Jackson is a pro-PLO 
antisemite, and Jerry Falwell is pro-Israel and 
a defender of Jews. You don't agree _with 
Falwell's theology? Neither do I. You don't 
agree with Falwell on political issues such as 
his call for an amendment banning abortion? 
Neither do I. But it is factually and morally 
wrong to call him an antisemite. I have read 
Falwell's works, personally interviewed him, 
and listened to many of his broadcasts to 
Christians, and have found no evidence to call 
him an antisemite. 

It is also wrong for Jews to condemn 
Falwell's passionate support for Israel on the 
grounds that this support is based upon his 
Christian theology. First of all, Falwell consis­
tently denies that his support is rooted in a 
vision of the Jews' return to Israel, or to an 
Armageddon, as a precondition to Jesus' Sec­
ond Coming and/or the Jews' acceptance of 
Jesus. But even if those are his reasons for 
taking a historically antisemitic community 
and leading them to support of the Jews and 
Israel, so what? Since when do we Jews judge 
people by their theology rather than by their 
actions? (Anyway, why should a Jew not 
agree to accept Jesus if he returns so long as 

Subscriptions 
If you wish to subscribe to Ultimate Issues: 
Subscriptions are $15.00 for one year, $30.00 
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Ultimate Issues and mail this form or your 
name and address on a separate piece of paper 
to Ultimate Issues, 2265 Westwood Boule­
vard, Suite 508, Los Angeles, CA 90064. 
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' Dr. Falwell and ot~er Fundamentalists prom-
ise to keep supporting Israel until then?) 

In the meantime, let's be honest. Jews fear a 
resurgent Christianity, period. Having spent 
six years writing a book on antisemitism, I 
certainly understand why. But life is not 
static. Jews must recognize that much of 
Christianity has changed. Our enemies were 
traditionally Christians and on the Right. Not 
today. Our enemies now are Muslims and on 
the Left. 

How ironic that religiously and politically 
conservative Jews, so often criticized for not 
changing with the times, constitute the only 
groups of Jews willing to see that Christians 
have changed? And "progressive" Jews who 
so pride themselves in changing with the 
times, seem to be the least capable of chang­
ing or even seeing change, still living in the 
past, slaying right wing phantoms and medi­
eval Christian Inquisitors. 

I will have much more to say on this in fu­
ture issues of Ultimate Issues. Suffice it for 
now to point out a general rule. The more 
rooted a Jew is in Judaism, the more he wel­
comes Christians rooted in their Christianity. 
The less religious the Jew, the less he wel­
comes Christians' religious expressions. 

We must always fight to maintain a secular 
government. But as far as the American peo­
ple are concerned, I fear an irreligious popula­
tion more than I do a Christian one. I under­
stand that most Jews do not feel this way. But 
(1) I agree with Dostoevsky, that "Where 
there is no God, all is permitted." 
(2) It is very sad that the Jews, the people who 
introduced God to humanity and who have the 
mission to spread ethical monotheism, are the 
people most devoted to eradicating religion in 
our society. 
(3) The Christian West is the Jews' best friend 
in the world today. 
(4) More Jews remain Jewish in a religious 
society than in a secular one. ■ 

Our enemies were 
traditionally Christians 
and on the Right. Not 
today. Our enemies now 
are Muslims and on the 
Left. 

As far as the American 
people are concerned, I 
fear an irreligious 
population more than I 
do a Christian one. 

Name------ - -'-- - ------,--------------
Address_ _____ ......_ _____ _ _______ _ 

CitY--------'--- ----State ___ ""Z..,ip1,1-........ ------

This is: for you _ _ a gift_? 

If it is a gift, whom shall we say it is from? __________ _ 
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There is a huge moral 
gulf between Israel and 
its enemies but there is 

no moral difference 
between a Jew blowing up 
an Arab bus and an Arab 
blowing up a Jewish bus. 

Jewish terrorists 

T he Israelis charged with terrorism are of 
course innocent until proven guilty. Nev­

ertheless, it is incumbent upon Jews, espe­
cially religious Jews, to make known their at­
titude to the actions of which these men are 
accused. And that should not be difficult. A 
Jew who blows up an Arab civilian bus is vi­
olating the Sixth Commandment. 

There is a huge moral gulf between Israel 
and its enemies but there is no moral differ­
ence between a Jew blowing up an Arab bus 
and an Arab blowing up a Jewish bus. That 
most Arabs would not agree with this state­
ment is a statement about the moral state of 
the Arab world. To the extent that Jews would 
not agree with this statement, Judaism has 
failed to raise them above their enemies. ■ 

Abba Eban's Heritage 

T he PBS Series on the Jews, Heritage was 
beautifully made. As with so much in the 

contemporary media, however, it was techni­
cally, but not otherwise, inspiring. The reason, 

Correspondence 
As this is the first issue of Ultimate Issues, 
there is no correspondence section. It is my 
hope that this section will constitute a major 
part of all future issues. Your thoughts, ques­
tions, and reactions, agree or disagree, are es-

in this instance, is quite simple. A secular indi­
vidual, no matter how eloquent and knowl­
edgeable, cannot convey the meaning of a reli­
gion, let alone serve as a religious inspiration. 

I cannot imagine any viewer coming away 
from Abba Eban's Heritage with an under­
standing of why generations of Jews devoted, 
let alone sacrificed, their lives to preserve Ju­
daism. Nor can I imagine a single uncommit­
ted Jew, of the countless number that un­
doubtedly watched some of the series, having 
been moved to look into Judaism. I appreciate 
that Heritage was a positive introduction to 
Jewish history for many non-Jews, but an al­
most unique opportunity to reach alienated 
Jews was wasted. . 

In this sense, Heritage represents the great­
est problem in contemporary Jewish life. The 
Jewish people, devoid of religious passion and 
oblivious to its religious/moral message, is in­
spiring fewe.r and fewer Jews to live as Jews. 
Or, to put it another way, the day on which all 
Jews will be as convinced as Abba Eban that 
God had no role in the writing of the Torah, 
but that it was written by some wise Jewish 
men in Babylon, will mark the end of Abba 
Eban's heritage. ■ 

sential to the success of Ultimate Issues. Of 
course, not all letters can be published and 
some may have to be shortened for the sake of 
space, but you are urged to participate in this 
ongoing dialogue. 

If you want friends to read Ultimate Issues . ... 
Why not have us send them their own two­

color, three-holed, quality-paper copy? Mail 
us their names and three dollars per person 
and we will send them a copy saying it was at 
your request, Or, even better, why not give 
them a gift subscription? That way they will 
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ism, and Why The Jews? The Reason for 
Antisemitism (both published by Simon and 
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your instructions on a separate piece of paper. 
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Afghanistan: how good people 
can ignore a holocaust 
'.'.4 whole nation is dying. People should know." 

Afghan doctor. "W hole villages are bombed into oblivion, 
sometimes as a reprisal after a guerilla 

attack, sometimes for no reason at all. Soviet 
soldiers enter the villages, selecting non-com­
batant men, women and children at random to 
be shot, dynamited, beheaded or burned alive. 

"Two men, brothers, from Mata, aged ninety 
and ninety-five, and blind, stayed behind when 
the rest of the villagers fled during last spring's 
offensive. Russians came, tied dynamite to 
their backs, and blew them up. 

"Civilians are burned alive, dynamited, be­
headed; bound men forced to lie down on the 
road to be crushed by Soviet tanks; grenades 
thrown into rooms where women and children 
have been told to wait. 

"Mothers are forced to watch their infants 
being given electric shocks. A young woman 
who had been tortured in prison described how 
she and others had been forced to stand in wa­
ter that had been treated with chemicals, which 
made the skin come off their feet." (Jeri Laber, 
Helsinki Watch, New York Times, November 
22, 1984). 

Right now there is something akin to a Holo­
caust taking place in Afghanistan. The system­
atic destruction of villages and the murder of all 
their inhabitants precisely parallel the infa­
mous Nazi atrocity at Lidice. Nearly one out of 
every three Afghans, four to five million people, 
have fled Afghanistan, and approximately one 
million have been killed. Neutral observers are 
unanimous in concluding that the Soviets are 
literally destroying rural Afghanistan- empty­
ing it of its population and starving those who 
remain. 

The Soviets are, for all intents and purposes, 
destroying Afghanistan. Unless they are 
stopped, Afghanistan will cease to exist as such, 
and will become a Soviet republic in everything 
but name. Islam is being destroyed, tens of 
thousands of children from the major cities 
have been sent to the Soviet Union to be indoc­
trinated in Russian and Communism, and the 
rest of the country's population either submits 

to Sovietization or flees. 
We Jews have always wondered how the 

world could basically go on during the Holo­
caust as if nothing were happening. Ever since 
Pol Pot and the Communist holocaust in Cam­
bodia, I have understood how easy it is for peo­
ple to go on with their normal lives while a na­
tion is slaughtered.Afghanistan now provides 
another example. 

Is the analogy to the Holocaust invalid? The 
Holocaust was unique, and there is no Ausch­
witz in Afghanistan, but on the other hand: 
• The Jewish nation, religion, and culture have 
survived the Nazis. It is not likely that the Af­
ghan nation, religion, and culture will compara­
bly survive the Soviets. 
• You and I know much more about Afghani­
stan than nearly anyone in the West knew 
about the Holocaust, so our silence is unforgiv­
able. 
• Once people learned of the Holocaust, no one 
denied how evil the Nazis were. Today, on the 
other hand, despite all we know about the 
Gulag Archipelago, Afghanistan, the system­
atic destruction of Judaism and Christianity in 
the Soviet Union, and other Soviet atrocities, to 
call the Soviets evil is to be considered a "cold 
warrior," a "reactionary." 

How many Afghans will the Soviets have to 
burn, how many countries will they have to ex­
tinguish, how many more tens of millions will 
they have to murder, before Soviet cruelty be­
comes the primary item on the agenda of people 
who care about people? 

We Jews must cry out on behalf of Afghani­
stan, and do so davka as Jews. Jewish organiza­
tions must speak out, take out ads and organize 
demonstrations to remind the world that we 
who endured the first Holocaust, have the duty 
to scream the loudest at events that approach 
its unique evil. 

Then we will continue to be in a moral posi­
tion to protest the silence that accompanied our 
Holocaust. 

In the meantime, however, if you ever won­
dered how good people could ignore a holo­
caust, look around right now. ■ 

In this issue 

The immorality of pacifist 
thinking: turning the moral 
tables on pacifists and the 
peace movement. 

The greatest Jewish 
problem: in the free world 
it is neither antisemitism 
nor survival. 

When rabbis and cantors 
become doctors and art­
ists: Ph.D.'s and musical 
art may not be what con­
gregations need. 

Readers comment on: 
The first issue of Ultimate 
Issues 
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Millions of people living 
in democracies have come 
to sympathize with a doc­

trine that would lead to 
the end of democracy. 

Even two rabbis have 
said-on the radio, not 

simply in private con­
versation- that they 

would respect an individ­
ual who during World 

War II could have killed 
Hitler but refused to be­

cause of his pacifist prin­
ciples. 
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The i1TIIT1orality of pacifist 
thinking 
"The Soviets are producing missiles, and the 
West is producing pacifists." 
Francois Mitterand, President of France. 

P acifist doctrines once associated with iso­
lated individuals and religious fringe 

groups are sweeping the democratic West. 
Though few call themselves pacifist- "anti­
war," "peace activist" and "non-violent" are 
among the preferred self-descriptions- mil­
lions of people living in democracies have 
come to sympathize with a doctrine that 
would lead in our generation, as it would have 
in the last, to the end of democracy and to 
unlimited evil. 

If during the Nazi era, democratic societies 
had been as attracted to pacifism and non­
violence as they are today, far more than the 
55 million killed in World War II and virtu­
ally every Jew in the world would have been 
killed, and freedom, democracy, and human 
rights would have disappeared from this 
planet. Yet despite this, pacifist beliefs such 
as killing and war are never justifiable, vio­
lence is always wrong, and even calls for uni­
lateral nuclear disarmament are spreading 
throughout the democratic West. 

In the religious world, pacifist thinking has 
become mainstream. Nearly every Catholic 
priest and mainline Protestant minister of the 
scores who have appeared on my radio show 
either sympathizes with, or actually affirms, 
pacifism. Their views are not exceptional. 

The Presbyterian Church, the United 
Church of Christ, the Disciples of Christ, the 
United Methodist Church and the Episcopal 
Church have all made "peace" their priority 
program. By "peace," such groups mean any­
thing from unilateral disarmament to outright 
pacifism. For example, 35 of the 37 organiza­
tions on the peace resource list of the Episco­
pal Church promote unilateral disarmament 
and such denominations as the American 
Friends Service Committee and the Fellow­
ship of Reconciliation actually proclaim ad­
herence to pacifism. 

Catholic leaders, too, are moving in that di­
rection. The National Catholic Educational 
Association has made "peace"- disarma­
ment, non-violence, and opposition to nuclear 
arms-a cornerstone of Catholic education. 
The Catholic trend, according to Vanderbilt's 
Chester E. Finn, Jr., is toward teaching uni-

lateral disarmament. And the Church's over­
all intent is best summed up by one of the 
peace activists himself, San Francisco Arch­
bishop John Quinn: "To disarm the spirit" of 
the West. 

Even two rabbis, spokesmen for a religion 
that deems pacifism a sin, have said- again, 
on the air, not simply in private conversa­
tion~that they would respect an individual 
who during World War II could have killed 
Hitler but refused to because of his pacifist 
principles. In Searching the Prophets for Val­
ues, a school text published by the Union of 
American Hebrew Congregations, Rabbis 
Balfour Brickner and Albert Vorspan answer 
their question, "Can a Jew be a pacifist?" in 
the affirmative. 

Such thinking is hardly confined to reli­
gious circles. Other manifestations include the 
widespread opposition to a military draft or 
even to draft registration, the many journal­
ists, politicians, and intellectuals who instinc­
tively condemn any use of force by democra­
cies, the vowing of candidates for the 
Democratic presidential nomination virtually 
never to use force, and calls for unilateral dis­
armament by many respectable citizens and 
by movements such as the left wing of the 
British Labor Party, and the Greens and the 
left in West Germany. Providing intellectual, 
moral and :financial support are myriad orga­
nizations from Physicians for Social Respon­
sibility to Musicians Against Nuclear Arms. 

What has happened? How do so many per­
sonally decent people justify respecting, let 
alone embracing, a doctrine that allows and 
leads to limitless cruelty? 

The pacifist arguments 
When challenged, pacifists and their sym­

pathizers offer a variety of explanations: 
1. It is always wrong to kill another human 
being. 
2. The Ten Commandments states, "Thou 
shall not kill." 
3. Human life is the supreme value. 
4. The best answer to the problem of combat­
ing evil is the doctrine of non-violence as prac­
ticed by Mahatma Gandhi and Martin Luther 
King. 
5. As a corollary to the above, "you can't fight 
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violence with violence." 
6. Owing to the existence of nuclear weapons, 
pacifism has become a moral imperative. No 
matter how much we may deplore Gulags and 
the spread of totalitarianism, or feel for boat 
people and the Afghan nation, it is better Red 
than dead. 

These are the moral arguments most often 
offered for pacifism and other doctrines of 
non-violence. Many of us who consider paci­
fism immoral suspect that there are additional 
reasons why so many people are making non­
violence pacts with evil. We will note these. 
But first it is necessary to show why even the 
pacifists' own arguments are not moral. Only 
then can we remove the mantel of morality 
from the pacifists and return it to those who 
believe that sometimes the only moral position 
involves violence. 

It is always wrong to kill. 
'Always' is the operative word here.Let 

there be no ambiguity about this. The moment 
one does not mean 'always,' he is no longer a 
pacifist. He is, like the rest of us, a proponent 
of the moral use of violence and an opponent 
of pacifism. The moment one affirms the mo­
rality of killing Nazis during World War II or 
killing a sniper who is shooting school chil­
dren, he is opposed to pacifism and for the 
moral use of violence. 

The moral question is not whether killing is 
moral, but when is killing moral. Sometimes 
the answer is clear- such as when there is no 
other way to protect an innocent human life. 
At other times the answer is far less clear. But 
the only alternative to the uncertainty of 
moral killing is the certainty of immoral kill­
ing. If we do not kill the sniper who is shooting 
the school children, he will kill them. If men 
had not killed Nazis, Dr. Mengele would still 
be performing experiments on people. If 
someone had killed Stalin, perhaps 20 million 
Soviet lives would have been saved. 

There is, in sum, moral killing and immoral 
killing. The latter is known as murder, which 
is why we have two words for the same act. 

"Thou shall not kill." 
Now we can understand why this is not 

what the Ten Commandments commands. It 
is an errant translation- its words are, "Thou 
shall not murder. " Hebrew, as English, 
distinguishes between killing and murder. 
Killing, according to the Bible, is sometimes a 
virtuous act. It is murder, the deliberate kill­
ing of an innocent person, that is prohibited. 

It is particularly reprehensible when clergy 
misquote the Ten Commandments or when 
they equally denounce all violence in the name 
of religion. They should know better. All de­
cent people long for Isaiah's vision of the time 
when "nation will not lift a sword against an-

other nation." But we will hasten Isaiah's 
messianic vision by fighting evil, not by allow­
ing it to proliferate. 

Moses, the greatest Jew of all time, the 
great giver of moral law to humanity, killed an 
Egyptian slave master who was beating a He­
brew slave. The moral hero of the Hebrew Bi­
ble deliberately killed a man, an act that God, 
who then chose Moses as His prophet, appar­
ently deemed moral. 

Human life is the supreme value. 
This fundamental tenet of many pacifists 

contradicts the moral bases of Western civi­
lization. It is a moral axiom of Judaism and 
Christianity that at times iufe must be sacri­
ficed for the sake of morality. Yet pacifism 
holds the direct opposite: morality must be 
sacrificed for the sake of life. The life of a 
torturer is absolute. When the only way to 
stop him is through killing or war, better that 
he continue torturing. 

When life is the highest value, everything 
else, by definition, is of lower value. Justice, 
decency, morality, kindness, and all other acts 
of nobility are rendered secondary to living. 
Life is absolute, all else is relative. This belief 
means that biology takes precedence over mo­
rality. Long lives are more valuable than de­
cent lives. 

But the belief that human life is the su­
preme value fails not only morally. Even on its 
own terms of preserving life, it fails. By 
prohibiting the killing of murderers when only 
killing will stop them, pacifism increases 
death. In the name of the absoluteness of life, 
peace is made with massive death. 

It is not surprising that secularism, which 
denies the transcendent, should lead to the 
veneration of life. What else is there but this 
life? But it is shocking that religious Chris­
tians or Jews should flirt with, let alone em­
brace, such an ideology. The essential mes­
sage of Judaism and Christianity is that life is 
not an end in itself. Life is to be a means- to 
goodness, to sanctity, to God. 

Life as an end in itself is idolatry. 

Martin Luther King, Gandhi and the doctrine 
of non-violence. 

The non-violent resistance practiced by 
Mahatma Gandhi and Martin Luther King in 
their respective struggles against British im­
perialism and American racist institutions 
was a major moral achievement. It attained its 
moral ends and saved lives. In many other in­
stances, however, non-violence saves no lives 
but the murderers' and only leads to greater 
immorality. 

When Great Britain or the American gov­
ernment is the enemy, non-violence is the ap­
propriate moral response. When Stalin, Hit­
ler, Pol Pot, Idi Amin, Qaddaf y, a death 
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I 
The moral question is not 
whether killing is moral, 
but when is killing moral. 

It is a moral axiom of 
Judaism and Christianity 
that at times life must be 
sacrificed for the sake of 
morality. Yet pacifism 
holds the direct opposite: 
morality must be sacri­
ficed for the sake of life. 

When Great Britain or 
the American government 
is the enemy, non-violence 
is the appropriate moral 
response. When Stalin, 
Hitler, Pol Pot, Idi Amin, 
Qaddafy, a death squad, 
or Charles Manson is the 
enemy, non-violence 
means suicide for the in­
nocent, victory for the 
guilty, and acquiescence 
for the rest of us. 
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The idea that violence 
could be used for the good 
has become foreign to the 

contemporary Western 
mind blunted by the paci­
fist notion that violence is 
wrong. Those who suffer 

know better: there are 
graffiti in East Europe 

that read, "We envy Gre­
nada." 

With nothing higher than 
themselves to live-let 

alone die-for, many in 
the West now live for 

themselves-and would 
die for nothing. 
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squad, or Charles Manson is the enemy, non­
violence means suicide for the innocent, vic­
tory for the guilty, and acquiescence for the 
rest of us. Against Nazism, Communism, ter­
rorism, or the rapists and murderers in our 
crime-infested cities, "non-violent resistance" 
is a misnomer-it increases violence and re­
sists good. 

The naivete inherent to the doctrine of non­
violence is clearly revealed in the words of 
Gandhi himself. He wrote in 1938: "I am as 
certain as I am dictating these lines that the 
stoniest German heart will melt [ if only the 
Jews] ... adopt active non-violence . . .. I do 
not despair of his [Hitler's] responding to hu­
man suffering even though caused by him." 

When Gandhi's heirs speak of the essential 
humaneness of the Soviet leaders, they are 
true to the spirit of their mentor. 

You cannot fight violence with violence. 
The essence of this argument is that when 

you use violence to fight evil, you are fighting 
evil with evil and you become morally equiva­
lent to that evil. 

This parity of immorality, which character­
izes much of the moral thinking in our time, is 
yet another example of the widespread impact 
of the pacifist view that killing anyone, in any 
context, is immoral. The one who kills a mur­
derer is morally equated with the murderer. 
Violence is wrong, period. 

Thus, one hears, "what makes Hitler's 
killer any better than Hitler?" Or, "why is the 
state executioner any better than than the 
murderer he executes?" And on the macro 
level, many people claim to see little moral 
difference between the American invasion of 
Grenada ( which initiated democracy and was 
welcomed by Grenadans as liberation from 
tyranny) and the Soviet invasion of Afghani­
stan (which initiated a quasi-genocide). Kill­
ing is wrong. Invasions are wrong. Those who 
suffer know better: there are graffiti in East 
Europe that read, "We envy Grenada." Can 
one even imagine anyone, anywhere, writing, 
"We envy Afghanistan?" 

The idea that violence could be used for the 
good has become foreign to the contemporary 
Western mind blunted by the pacifist notion 
that violence is wrong. 

Nuclear weapons render pacifism morally 
obligatory. 

The reason most often offered for the in­
creased respect for doctrines of non-violence is 
the threat of nuclear war. Nuclear war chal­
lenges previous theories of just wars. In con­
ventional wars, good could vanquish evil. But 
in a nuclear war it is conceivable that neither 
the good nor the evil would survive. In the nu­
clear age, the argument goes, pacifism may be 
indispensable to humanity's survival. 

Is this so? Does pacifism, an immoral doc-

trine when humanity's survival is not at stake, 
become moral in the nuclear age? 

I do not believe so. Even if one believes that 
the use of any nuclear weapons will lead to the 
use of all nuclear weapons and that such use 
would end the human race, there is no reason 
why he is absolved from fighting evil when­
ever possible with non-nuclear weapons. 

A moral case can be made for an individ­
ual's refusal to use nuclear weapons in time of 
war on the grounds that it could lead to the 
end of humankind. But this is neither paci­
fism, nor a doctrine of non-violence, nor anti­
war, nor even opposition to nuclear deter­
rence. It is the refusal to fight in a specific war 
on moral grounds related to that war only. 
Such a position, which has nothing to do with 
pacifist or non-violent thinking, is to be hon­
ored. That pacifism is wrong does not mean 
that fighting in all wars is right. 

Pacifist opposition to all war, even a con­
ventional one waged to save innocent Cam­
bodians, or Jews, or Afghans, or Ugandans, or 
oneself, remains as immoral in the nuclear age 
as it was before. Today, as in the past, paci­
fism means acquiescence in evil. 

Why is the West producing 
pacifists? 

Given the terrible consequences and the 
moral incoherence of pacifist thinking, the 
question of its popularity remains. Why, to re­
turn to President Mitterand's observation, are 
the democracies producing pacifists while the 
totalitarian empire bent on their destruction 
produces missiles? Pacifists offer the six rea­
sons cited above. But when millions of people 
in the free _world come to adopt values that 
could allow it to be destroyed, deeper reasons 
must be sought. 

At least two reasons may be suggested. 
First, many_ members of the post World 

War II generation in Western Europe and of 
the Vietnam War generation in the United 
States have become alienated from basic 
Western values. Many no longer regard the 
West, their country, a religion, or even democ­
racy and freedom as worthy of dying or killing 
for. 

Without addressing the causes of this alien­
ation, one result of it is clear. In addition to 
their intrinsic merits, these values serve an ex­
tremely important function: they give people 
something higher than themselves to live for. 
For those who have rejected these values, 
therefore, the highest value in their life has 
become their life. With nothing higher than 
themselves to live-let alone die-for, many 
in the West now live for themselves- and 
would die for nothing. Hence the "meism" 
that characterizes much of this generation. 
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I believe that the increased pacifist thinking 
in the West today is one of many self-centered 
outgrowths of this denial of higher values. 
Preoccupation with self-preservation is just 
one of a number of manifestations of the ob­
session with self that has resulted from a gen­
eration's alienation from Western values. De­
spite all its moral rhetoric and sincere 
intentions, the blossoming of pacifist thinking 
today is no indication of moral enlightenment. 
It is a tragic manifestation of widespread 
alienation from Western values. It is the self­
centered consequence of having nothing 
higher than the self to believe in. 

There is an obvious proof to this explana­
tion. The peace activists are preoccupied with 
a potential holocaust that could kill them. 
They ignore real holocausts that are killing 
others. They are passionate about ICBM's 
that could kill them but the genocide in Cam­
bodia, the Soviet destruction of Afghanistan 
(see Afghanistan in this issue), and the Gulag 
Archipelago have left them cold. 

The second major reason for the prolifera­
tion of pacifist thinking in the West is related 
to the first. As a result of the alienation from 
Western values, there is a profound confusion 
over how evil the West's adversary is. If the 
West is not worth fighting for, then clearly, 
the Soviets and Communism are not worth 
fighting against. Hence the constant lumping 
of the two superpowers into a moral equiva­
lence. Hence the enemy of the Western peace 
movement is not the Soviet Union but nuclear 
arms. Hence the quiet over Communist atroc­
ities or the equating them with right wing 
atrocities, thereby nullifying Communism's 
unique threat to humanity. 

To express deep concern over the greatest 
atrocities of our time, Cambodia, Afghani­
stan, and Soviet totalitarianism would be to 
acknowledge the primacy of the Communist, 
particularly the Soviet, threat to peace. Such 
acknowledgment accords with the peace 
movement in the Soviet Union. But it utterly 
undermines the belief that lies at the heart of 
the Western peace movement's worldview, 
that the enemy is arms- Soviet and Ameri­
can-not an expansionist tyranny. 

Peace activists in Moscow understand that 
the greatest enemies of peace are not arms, 
but arms in the hands of aggressive tyrants. 
They understand that even if nations are 

armed to the teeth, so long as they are democ­
racies, there is little to fear. Democratic open 
societies do not go to war with one another. 
Expansionist tyrants cause wars- against de­
mocracies and against one another. They are 
after all, constantly at war with their own peo­
ple. 

Thus while the Western peace movement is 
saturated with moral rhetoric, truly moral 
peace movements are to be found in places 
that need peace movements. It is moral, cou­
rageous, and necessary to be a peace activist 
in a war-making tyranny. Peace activists in 
Moscow, Havana or Peking risk everything 
and go to prison. Peace activists in New York, 
London or Bonn risk nothing and go on televi­
sion. 

Peace activists in Communist countries un­
derstand that the Soviet police state is the 
greatest threat. to world peace. They also un­
derstand that only well-armed democracies can 
prevent the world from sharing their fate. That 
is why the Soviet Union so actively supports 
the efforts of Western peace activists to 'dis­
arm the spirit' of the democracies, and sends 
their own peace activists to prison camps. 

A moral and realistic Western peace move­
ment would therefore concentrate on support­
ing Soviet democratic dissidents. It would rec­
ognize that the creation of a more open Soviet 
society is by far the single greatest way to pre­
vent nuclear war. It would work for a strong 
Western defense, as well as push for meaning­
ful arms control and a peaceful modus vivendi 
with the Soviets. 

Until then, the Western peace activists are 
serving the Soviets considerably more than 
they are serving peace. The louder the West­
ern voices for peace, the more they drown out 
the cries of Afghans and boat people. This is 
why the Soviet regime is so supportive of 
them. Does the support of these tyrants ever 
give the peace activists reasons to doubt their 
moral purity? Does the support of the annihi­
lators of Lithuanian Catholicism and Russian 
Jewish life ever disturb the consciences of the 
Catholic and Jewish peace activists? 

If democracy survives the efforts of the 
West's pacifists and peace movement, they 
may be best remembered for confirming the 
two thousand year old Talmudic warning: 
"Those who treat the cruel mercifully will end 
up treating the merciful cruelly." ■ 

If you want friends to read Ultimate Issues. 
Why not have us send them their own two­
color, three-holed, quality-paper copy? Mail 
us their names and we will send them a copy 
saying it was at your request. Or, even better, 
why not give them a gift subscription? That 
way they will receive every issue of Ultimate 

Issues. Subscriptions are only fifteen dollars 
for an entire year, and we will include a gift 
card from you. Just fill out the subscription 
blank, or if you prefer not to cut up your copy, 
just send us your instructions on a separate 
piece of paper. ■ 
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The peace activists are 
preoccupied with a poten­
tial holocaust that could 
kill them. They ignore 
real holocausts that are 
killing others. 

Peace activists in Mos­
cow, Havana or Peking 
risk everything and go to 
prison. Peace activists in 
New York, London or 
Bonn risk nothing and go 
on television. 

The louder the Western 
voices for peace, the more 
they drown out the cries 
of Afghans and boat peo­
ple. This is one reason 
why the Soviet regime is 
so supportive of them. 
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While Jews certainly have 
external enemies who 

must be fought, the great­
est Jewish problem-the 

rapidly dwindling number 
of committed or even 

identifying Jews-is in-
ternal. It is not caused by 

neo-Nazis, Arafat, the 
Soviets, Jesse Jackson, 
school prayer, the arms 

race, or any of the other 
external problems con­
centrated upon by Jews 
and their organizations. 

The greatest Jewish prob­
lem is caused, and can 
only be solved, by the 

Jews themselves. 

Jews may know how to 
survive but they do not 

know why to survive. This 
is the overwhelming rea­

son why Jews are assimi­
lating. 
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The greatest Jewish probletn 
I n my essay on Jesse Jackson (Ultimate Is­

sues, vol 1, no 1 ), I noted that one reason 
why he is a tragedy for black Americans is 
that he focuses blacks' attention onto external 
problems such as white racism, rather than on 
the far more serious internal problems that 
afflict American blacks. It is easier for leaders 
to tell their people- since it is easier for peo­
ple to hear-that their problems emanate 
from outside. But when leaders do this, they 
are not leading. Indeed they are hurting their 
group because they are not addressing its 
greatest problems, which are so often internal. 

This applies equally to Jewish life in the 
free world. While Jews certainly have external 
enemies who must be fought, the greatest 
Jewish problem- the rapidly dwindling num­
ber of committed or even identifying Jews- is 
internal. It is not caused by neo-Nazis, 
Arafat, the Soviets, Jesse Jackson, school 
prayer, the arms race, or any of the other ex­
ternal problems concentrated upon by Jews 
and their organizations. The greatest Jewish 
problem is caused, and can only be solved, by 
the Jews themselves. 

The problem is not survival 
Before addressing the problem, its causes 

and possible solutions, let me put it into per­
spective. Those of us who hold that the great­
est Jewish problem is the disappearing Jew 
are often criticized as doomsayers. Hasn't ev­
ery generation of Jews had its predictors of 
the end of Jewry? Aren't we, as one Jewish 
philosopher put it, "the ever-dying people?" 

In light of this objection, I want to make my 
position very clear. I do not for one moment 
fear the end of the Jewish people. So long as 
there are human beings, I have no doubt that 
some of them will be Jewish. Should other 
planets ever be colonized, I am certain that 
some Jews will be there asking passersby 
whether they had put on Tefillin that morn­
ing. 

Nor am I a survivalist. The purpose of Jew­
ish life is not that Jews survive. The purpose of 
Jewish life is that Jews lead Jewish lives, be "a 
light unto the nations," and "repair the world 
under God's rule." Therefore, when I say that 
the greatest Jewish problem is the diminishing 
number of Jews, it is not because I am worried 
about Jewish survival. We will survive. 

The problem 
I am concerned not that Jews will die out, 

• but that they will become irrelevant. I am con­
cerned that fewer Jews means that Judaism 
wiil have less of an impact upon the world. 
There will always be Jews. The questions are 
what type of Jews? What quality of Jewish 
life? What impact will Judaism have on a 
world increasingly devoid of enduring values? 
And, of course, how many? As the dean of 
Jewish historians, Salo Baron, writes in A So­
cial and Religious History of the Jews, 
"Whether the total number of Jews amounts 
to thousands or to millions makes a calculable 
difference in their social and hence in their 
religious life .... Quantity here becomes qual­
ity .... " 

Once one understands, to use Herman 
Wouk's description, that the Jews are an 
army, one does not ask whether all its soldiers 
will survive. One asks whether the army is get­
ting stronger or weaker, whether its struggle is 
nearer to or further from success. 

Or, to cite Rabbi Abraham Joshua 
Heschel's equally accurate description, the 
modern Jew is "a messenger who forgot his 
message." Here, too, one does not ask whether 
the messenger will die - a messenger who 
forgets his message may very will live, but if 
he forgot his message, his survival is meaning­
less. As a messenger he is dead. 

When Jews understand that they are an 
army, a messenger, they will recognize that 
their greatest problem is not Jewish survival 
but that fewer Jews are fighting, fewer Jews 
know that they have a message. 

The cause 
In other words, fewer and fewer Jews know 

why to be Jewish. This is the cause of the 
greatest Jewish problem. Jews may know how 
to survive but they do not why to survive. This 
is the overwhelming reason why Jews are 
assimilating. 

This is a relatively new development. In the 
past, it was often enough to be born a Jew. 
You knew you were a Jew, that you would 
marry a Jew, live as a Jew, and die as a Jew. 
The greatest Jewish problem, has often been 
how to survive - in the face of antisemitism, 
terrible economic conditions, and other prob­
lems caused by outside forces. The problem is 
that Jews continue to act as if this is still their 
greatest problem. Thus Jewish life concen­
trates on how to fight antisemites, how to res­
cue persecuted Jews, how to feed and clothe 
the Jewish poor, how to gain political support 
for Israel. 
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And this emphasis is not only true of secu­
lar Jewish life. Religious Jewish life, too, gen­
erally ignores the why and focuses almost ex­
clusively on the hows. In my thirteen years of 
study in three different Yeshivas, I learned 
well how to daven, how to keep kosher, how to 
study Jewish sources, how to keep the Shab­
bat, and innumerable other hows of Judaism. 
What I rarely learned was why I should do 
any of these things. And despite the fact that 
the only real answer to why be Jewish is a 
religious one, in all my years of religious Jew­
ish education, the issue was, for all intents and 
purposes, ignored. 

Jewish life, therefore, has been devoting its 
energies largely to dealing with the problem of 
the past, not the problem of the present. With­
out a Jewish why, a Jewish how strikes most 
Jews today as irrelevant. As Nietzsche put it, 
"He who has a why to live can bear with any 
how." Jews today lack the why. Give them 
that why, and they will find the how to sur­
vive. If Jewish life wants another generation 
of Jews to fight Israel's enemies or to raise 
funds for Jewish causes, it had better teach 
Jews why, in the first place, they ought to lead 
a Jewish life. 

Jews need reasons to be 
Jewish 

In open societies, relatively free of 
antisemitism, Jews need reasons to stay Jew­
ish. Intermarriage provides a perfect example. 
There have always been two types of argu­
ments against it - positive Jewish ones (why 
it is so important to perpetuate Judaism), and 
negative ones (about non-Jews). 

In the past, even non-practicing Jews could, 
if nothing else, often count on the validity of 
negative arguments: "non-Jews are differ­
ent," "they don't make good husbands," "they 
drink too much," "in an argument, they'll re­
vert to antisemitism." 

But these arguments no longer hold water. 
And the differences between irreligious Jews 
and irreligious non-Jews of the same socioeco­
nomic and educational backgrounds are virtu­
ally non-existent. Young Jews therefore now 
regard those arguments as racist, since they are 
based on preserving the purity of Jewish eth­
nicity rather than the purity of Jewish values. 

Only if Jewish values are distinctive is there 
a positive and non-racial reason for Jews not 
to intermarry or in any other way to maintain 
a distinct Jewish identity. But Jews have been 
raised increasingly to believe that Jewish val­
ues are not distinctive, that they are essen­
tially identical to liberal, secular humanistic 
ones. Consequently, many Jews, both in their 
behavior and their values, have become indis­
tinguishable from the many non-Jews who 

also have been raised without a distinctive re­
ligious value system and who hold the same 
liberal, secular humanistic values. 

None of this should come as a surprise. 
Haven't a great many Jews been raised to re­
gard most differences among groups - espe­
cially in the area of religion - as a reaction­
ary notion to be discarded? Haven't they been 
taught to be "universalist" by not being "too 
Jewish?" Haven't they been taught that reli­
gion is either irrelevant to ethical values or an 
actual impediment to them? And once Juda­
ism is no longer a Jew's source of values, does 
he have a single distinctive Jewish value? 

Given such an upbringing, why should an 
American Jew identify as a Jew, lead a Jewish 
life, or marry a Jew, or raise Jewish children, 
or support Israel, or ... ? 

The solution 
Once the greatest Jewish problem and its 

cause are recognized, the solution is over­
whelmingly clear. Jews must be taught why to 
be Jewish. Jewish life must embark on a cam­
paign to teach this to Jews with the same com­
mitment, resources and sense of life or death 
as it has in creating and supporting Israel. 
Even Jews whose dominant Jewish concern is 
Israel alone should recognize that without 
such a campaign to fight assimilation, there 
will be few Jews left in the Diaspora to sup­
port Israel. 

Why be Jewish? Because the Jewish people 
has a religious/moral/holy mission to "repair 
the world under God's rule." Because the 
Jews are bidden by God to be a "light unto the 
nations." Because Judaism fills one's life with 
a holiness, meaning and joy that is not attain­
able to the uncommitted Jew. And because 
Judaism has distinctive values which if com­
municated to the world, will reduce human 
suffering, help to extinguish evil, and prevent 
holocausts ( which are taking place with 
greater frequency and more apathy - see Af­
ghanistan in this issue). 

When Jews understand these reasons, they 
will lead Jewish lives. But they must have the 
reasons. In an open and free society, Jews 
need powerful, positive reasons to remain 
Jewish. They need to know why they should be 
different when non-Jews are equally well edu­
cated and fine, and why Judaism has better 
moral and personal answers than secular hu­
manism. 

And Jews need to learn the answer to a 
question once posed to me by a holocaust sur­
vivor who has completely rejected his Jewish 
identity, "Why should I bequeath to my child 
the possibility of another holocaust?" 

Jews need reasons - intellectual, personal, 
moral - to be Jewish. Ethnic feelings will no 
longer suffice to keep Jews Jewish. ■ 
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Many Jews, both in their 
behavior and their values, 
have become indistin­
guishable from the many 
non-Jews who also have 
been raised without a dis­
tinctive religious value 
system and who hold the 
same liberal, secular hu­
manistic values. 

Jews need reasons -
intellectual, personal, 
moral - to be Jewish. 
Ethnic feelings will no 
longer suffice to keep 
Jews Jewish. 

Jews must be taught why 
to be Jewish. Jewish life 
must embark on a cam­
paign to teach this to 
Jews with the same com­
mitment, resources and 
sense of life or death as it 
has in creating and sup­
porting Israel. 
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Correspondence 

First Issue 
I found the first issue just fine from 

every point of view - including the ex­
cellent format. More power to you. 

WILLIAM F. BUCKLEY JR. 

New York, NY 

Ultimate Issues is very impressive 
indeed and I wish you all the best with 
it. I found myself cheering the several 
"Where I Stand" items, except for the 
reference to "heirs of Luther's think­
ing," which would require some ex­
tended discussion. I would have 
thought that the author of "Where I 
Stand" would be more sympathetic to 
the hero of "Here I Stand"! 

(PASTOR) RICHARD JOHN NEUHAUS 

Director 
The Center on Religion & Society 

New York, NY. 

Your Ultimate Issues is superb. I 
don't agree with everything you say 
about Jackson, but for the most part 
your assessment is deservedly devas­
tating. I endorse it wholeheartedly. 

I am ecstatic about your emphasis in 
returning God to center stage in Jew­
ish thought. Most rabbis and intellec­
tuals talk exclusively about "amcha," 
a history, Israel, holidays, ceremonies, 
and maybe ethics. But never God. I've 
been waging my own battle for this 
Jewish renaissance of faith, because I 
am convinced we are lost without it. 

Bravo your effort and performance. 

RABBI HOWARD R. GREENSTEIN 

Reform Congregation Ahavat Chesed 
Jacksonville, FL 

I received and enjoyed Ultimate Is­
sues and look forward to more. 

I, a one time "Liberal" Jew who ac­
tively supported Henry Wallace in 
1948, and voted for him, have evolved 
into a very "Conservative" one politi­
cally. This evolution was, and is, hard 
to explain. 

Most recently I saw an interview 
with Jeane Kirkpatrick on why she has 
registered as a Republican after being 
a lifetime Democrat. I agreed almost 
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one hundred percent with her reason­
ing. In the World War II era the Dem­
ocrats were the "interventionists" and 
the GOP the "isolationists." Now the 
roles are reversed. It is not so much a 
question of Liberal vs. Conservative as 
it is a realization of the incessant ex­
pansionism of the Russian Empire as 
against those who have their heads in 
the sand. The real question is why so 
many of our fellow Jews can't see it. 

We listen to you on the radio as 
much as possible and enjoy. 

HAROLD L. ENGEL M.D., J .D . 

Studio City, CA 

The first issue of Ultimate Issues 
was fascinating to say the least. Cer­
tainly you speak your mind and don't 
hold back on your convictions. I agree 
wholeheartedly with you that while 
there is indeed a danger in matters 
such as voluntary school prayer, in that 
it can lead to the imposition of sectar­
ian religion, that danger is somewhat 
remote. It must be weighed against the 
dangers inherent in a society that pro­
duces a generation of children who 
have no feeling for transcendence or 
spirituality in their lives. Jews should 
be keenly aware that secularism is in 
itself a value, not a "neutral" point of 
view and that there are risks in having 
such a position serve as a cornerstone 
for our national spirit and body politic. 

My congratulations again on your 
excellent newsletter. 

RABBI YECHIEL ECKSTEIN 

The Holyland Fellowship 
of Christians and Jews 

Chicago, II 

Disagreement on Eban 

I find myself compelled to write to 
take advantage of your invitation to 
express reactions "whether we agree or 
disagree." I am speaking here for 
many friends on the subject of Heri­
tage. 

Referring to your statement that 
"although beautifully made, it was 
technically but not otherwise, inspir­
ing," I must say we were all shocked 
by this statement as well as all of the 

statements that followed on this sub­
ject. Among us are devoted Jews, un­
committed Jews and non-Jews. 

The series has stirred emotions 
within all of us as it has everyone we 
have spoken to that has viewed it -­
each in his own way. I personally, as an 
uncommitted, alienated Jew have been 
made to feel, through this series, a 
sense of heritage that I have never ex­
perienced before. It has made all of us 
ponder, meditate, and study -- it has 
accomplished even more than Abba 
Eban's intention was to accomplish. 

EILEEN Fox AND LEN ENGEL 

Los Angeles, CA 

Your points are well taken and I 
certainly hope that you are right and 
that I was wrong. But the evidence you 
offered does not yet convince me, be­
cause the question is not whether view­
ing Heritage will inspire an uncom­
mitted Jew to ' feel a sense of 
heritage." My question was whether it 
will inspire a single uncommitted Jew I"""'\ 
to become a committed Jew. It is quite 
possible, indeed it has been quite com-
mon, for Jews to "feel a sense of heri-
tage" and to assimilate. We can no 
longer rely on ethnic feelings to keep 
Jews Jewish. Jews need reasons to stay 
Jewish (please see The Greatest Jew-
ish Problem). With great respect for 
his accomplishment, I do not think 
that Abba Eban's Heritage offered 
any. 

"Is it right?" An 
Orthodox response 

In your article Where I Stand you 
state that "parts of the right-wing or­
thodox world substitute the question 
'what is the law', for the question 'is it 
right.' " 

Reference to the law is in fact the 
surest way to discover what is right. 

This is the implication of your own 
statement that "if it is not G-D who 
says, 'do not murder,' then we have no 
way of knowing that murder is evil." 

If we cut and shape the Torah to suit r"\ 
our own moral preconceptions, the To-
rah loses all meaning as a guide to ac-
tion. If we're only validating what we 
already believe, we may as well spare 
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ourselves the time and effort. 
On the contrary, traditional Jews 

have looked to the Torah as an un­
changing standard of ethics in every 
age, and this has protected us from the 
moral fashions of a society where sex­
ual mores or the ethics of abortion 
change as rapidly as lapel widths. 

RABBI N ACHUM BRAVERMAN 

West Coast Educational Director 
Aish HaTorah Jerusalem 

Beverly Hills, CA 

We could not agree more, as my 
statement that you cited reveals, that 
either God is the source of ethics or 
anything is equally "good." And we 
both agree that it is the Torah -- not 
the moral fashions of the day -- that 
must ultimately guide a Jew's morals. 

None of this, however, negates my 
statement that "part of the right-wing 
Orthodox world substitute the ques­
tion 'what is the law', for the question 
'is it right.' " 

For the fact is that unless a Jew 
wants to do 'what is right,' his rigor­
ous observance of Jewish laws will not 
ensure either good or Godly or Jewish 
behavior. This was pointed out by the 
Ramban in his famous commentary on 
"You shall be holy." Why, Ramban 
asks, should the Torah command the 
Jews to be holy? Isn't observance of 
the laws enough? Wouldn't simply ob­
serving the laws result in holy behav­
ior? Why bother with a seemingly su­
perfluous command? Because, he 
answers, it is possible for a Jew to be 
"disgusting with the permission of the 
Torah" (naval birshut haTorah). 

Admittedly, there is a great moral 
and intellectual tension here. On the 
one hand, the Orthodox see the danger 
in asserting the existence of an extra­
Halachic morality -- a good that ex­
ists above the specifics of the laws. 
And they are right to point this out. 
For one thing, such thinking could 
lead to the breakdown of Halacha. 
For another, much evil has been com­
mitted by Jews who have abandoned 
fidelity to the Jewish legal system and 
looked only to some vague notion of 
'morality' or 'individual conscience'. 

On the other hand, there is the dan­
ger pointed out by the non-Orthodox, 
that obedience to Halacha without 
moral questioning can also lead to 
evil. And they, too, are right. The 
Neturei Karta and Meir Kahane (who 
rejects 'morality,' and bases his atti-

tudes on 'Halacha') provide two obvi­
ous contemporary examples. 

Let me cite one more example. 
Years ago, after a lecture in Toronto, 
a woman told me the following story. 
She had been raised without any Ju­
daism but in the past two years, as a 
result of Orthodox outreach, she had 
begun to observe Jewish laws. She 
was, however, about to stop observing. 
She has a retarded child, she ex­
plained, and a few weeks earlier, when 
she lifted him outside the Orthodox 
shul she was attending, her Orthodox 
friends told her to put the child down, 
that she was violating the law against 
carrying in the public domain on the 
Shabbat. She protested that he was a 
retarded child who needed all this at­
tention. They responded that they ap­
preciated that fact but that the law de­
termines what is right. 

If law had been enough, the proph­
ets, themselves strict observers of Jew­
ish law, would have screamed at the 
Jews to observe the laws. Yet, they 
rarely did. Instead, they constantly re­
peated God's demands of justice and 
kindness. Why? If observance ensures 
just and kind Jews, why bother de­
manding justice and kindness? 

To achieve good and God's will, the 
Jew must ask both questions: "What 
is the law?" and "Is it right (in God's 
eyes, of course)?" Neither question 
alone will repair the world under 
God's rule. That was my point, and re­
s pons es are most welcome. 

Rabbi Braverman's second response: 
Of an observant Jew who is mnuval 

(disgusting), it must be said that he is 
only selectively observant. The proph­
ets chastened the Jewish people for 
their ritualistic observance of the 
mitzvot between man and G-d and 
their inattention to those mitzvot 
which should inform their relation to 
other men. They were not calling for 
an extra-halachic ethic - it is a mitz­
vah to take care of the poor. 

That Meir Kahane or Neturei Karta 
may quote Torah in support of their 
positions does not invalidate "the 
Law" as a standard for action. On the 
contrary, Meir Kahane told me he 
finds Yeshiva students the most diffi­
cult to convince as they insist on con­
futing his "logic" with proofs from To­
rah that his methods are insane. 

Finally, within the law there is lati­
tude and a judge makes use of that lati­
tude in giving judgment. A man of 
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great poverty for whom the loss of a 
chicken is a tragedy is under certain 
circumstances permitted to eat what 
would otherwise be unacceptable. That 
is the Law. 

I find, however, that people's frus­
tration with the "tyranny of the law" is 
often merely their own unwillingness 
to inconvenience themselves. To take 
as an example your woman in Toronto 
- loving G-d and loving her son, she 
could perhaps have picked him up 
while standing still or while sitting on 
the ground, both of which are accept­
able on the Shabbat. 

Faith and works 
I agree that a saving faith must pro­

duce good works or ethics. However, 
faith is the rock foundation, for with­
out it, "all our righteousnesses are as 
filthy rags" (Isaiah 64:6). "Without 
faith it is impossible to please Him" 
(Hebrews 11 :6). 

Also, in your article Jews, Chris­
tians, and the Elections, I don't think 
you mean to say, "We must always 
fight to maintain a secular govern­
ment," because secularism is "rejec­
tion, indifference, or exclusion of reli­
gion and religious considerations," and 
you go on to say that "it is very sad 
that the Jews ... are the people most 
devoted to eradicating religion in our 
society." Please comment. 

ERNEST L. BIAGI, JR. 

Warminster, PA 

I have no problem with holding that 
faith is the "rock foundation" of Ju­
daism and should be of good works as 
well. My problem is with those who 
hold that faith is more important than 
good works, or that God is not primar­
ily interested in how we act. 

Yes, I do mean to say that "We must 
always fight to maintain a secular 
government." While I want the society 
and its leaders to be guided by reli­
gious moral principles, the govern­
ment should not be religious. I am 
convinced that a religious government 
is bad for both state and religion. 

Finally, I should have written that 
Jews are among the, not the people 
most devoted to eradicating religion in 
our society. Why this is so will be dis­
cussed in forthcoming issues. 
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In defense of the 
Democrats 

Your analysis of Jesse Jackson's 
anti-semitism is undoubtedly correct. 
However your use of this issue to 
smear mainstream Democrats and to 
apologize for your support of 
Reaganism strains your credibility as a 
spokesman for tikun olam [repairing 
the world]. 

Tikun olam is at the heart of the 
program of the Democratic party. Ju­
daism and Democratic political philos­
ophy share the conviction that society 
must not be indifferent to suffering 
and injustice. Government has an ob­
ligation to support the widow, the or­
phan, the underprivileged; to pursue 
justice; to guaranty health, education, 
and welfare to its citizens; to seek an 
end to war. Decent and honorable poli­
ticians such as Walter Mondale, Hu­
bert Humphrey, Jimmy Carter, and 
Gary Hart ( to name only a few) each 
in their own way have dedicated their 
careers to the cause of tikun olam. 
This is the principal reason why the 
Democratic party has traditionally 
and consistently enjoyed the support of 
thoughtful Jews. 

Mr. Reagan's radical program, on 
the other hand, is at war with tikun 
olam. Mr. Reagan's campaign to get 
the government "off the backs" of peo­
ple is in substance an open endorse­
ment of official indifference to the suf­
fering of others. Mr. Reagan 's 
endeavors to cut the heart out of public 
assistance to the needy, his retreat 
from civil rights, his attempts to dis­
mantle legal services for the poor, and 
his glorification of the use of military 
force in international relations, are 
only but a few examples of a program 
that should cause alarm in the heart of 
every thoughtful Jew. 

Therefore, your assertion that the 
major issue for Jews in the past cam­
paign boiled down to Jesse Jackson vs. 
Jerry Falwell appears simple-minded, 
is insensitive, and borders on slander. 
If Jesse Jackson or his anti-semitic and 
anti-democratic ideas were ever to 
gain control of the Democratic party, 
Jews would have no choice but to 
abandon that party. But there is not 
one shred of evidence to support your 
slanderous insinuation that the perni­
cious elements of Mr. Jackson's mes­
sage have had any influence on the 
mainstream leadership of the Demo­
cratic party. The Democratic leader-
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ship forcefully denounced Mr. Jack­
son's political defecations in terms that 
were heard loud and clear by everyone 
except those who chose not to listen. 

You and many others complain that 
the Democratic leaders did not person­
ally attack Mr. Jackson with sufficient 
vindictiveness. But you ask too much. 
In your essay you demand that Mr. 
Mondale adopt your shrill rhetoric and 
"let the electoral chips fall where they 
may." The Democratic leadership 
wisely ignored your advice and at­
tacked Mr. Jackson's ideas but not his 
person. These Democratic leaders 
chose not to commit political suicide 
because they understood that the work 
of tikun olam was more important 
than your version of moral purity. 

DAVID E. CHER 

Los Angeles, CA 

I think your passions on the issues 
you raise blurred a fair reading of my 
essay. Let me briefly correct some 
false impressions. 

1. I said nothing in defense of 
"Reaganism." But if Democrats such 
as yourself continue to equate opposi­
tion to the Party's leftward drift with 
Reaganism, they will achieve a self­
fulfilling prophecy. I am not the only 
Democrat - Jew or non-Jew - who 
feels increasingly alienated from his 
party. 

2. I did not "smear mainstream 
Democrats." First of all, in terms of 
smearing, your letter has far more ad­
jectives than my entire first issue. Sec­
ond, it is the left-wing of the Party 
that I fear and criticized. 

3. I do not believe that 'Tikun olam 
is at the heart" of the Democratic 
Party. The Democrats' movement to­
ward isolationism in a world of Cam­
bodias and Afghanistans (please see 
Afghanistan in this issue) is not Tikun 
olam. Whereas in the past it was the 
Republican Party that was associated 
with turning away from world com­
mitments, it is now the Democrats who 
embrace isolationism. Senators Mon­
dale, Hart and even Moynihan, con­
demned the liberation of Grenada. 

I know that many Jews like to be­
lieve that the Democrats and the Jew­
ish vote for the Democrats are rooted 
in the prophetic and rabbinic ideal of 
Tikun olam. But as Leon Wiese/tier, a 
Mondale supporter and an editor of 
the liberal New Republic, ironically 
noted: "The small number of Jews 

who really are familiar with the Bibli­
cal, prophetic, and/or rabbinic tradi­
tions voted for Reagan." 

4. You write that "the Democratic 
party has traditionally and consis­
tently enjoyed the support of thought­
ful Jews." Unlike you, I believe that it 
is possible to be a "thoughtful Jew" 
and support either party in America, 
and many Jews whose Democratic 
party ideal was Senator Henry Jack­
son/eel increasingly abandoned by the 
Democrats. 

5. You write that Mr. Reagan's 
"glorification of the use of military 
force" and "retreat from civil rights" 
"should cause alarm in the heart of 
every thoughtful Jew." Again, your 
monopoly on who is a "thoughtful 
Jew." 

What exactly does "glorification of 
the use of military force" mean? Gre­
nada? Do you not believe that that was 
Tikun olam? Grenadans thought it 
was. (Please see the essay on pacifist 
thinking in this issue.) 

What is Mr. Reagan's "retreat from 
civil rights?" His opposition to quotas 
and to a civil rights commission that 
had vowed not to be color blind? Is 
Morris Abram, one of the foremost 
civil rights fighters in this century, 
and former president of the American 
Jewish Committee, not "a thoughtful 
Jew" because he is a member of Rea­
gan's civil rights commission. Has he, 
too, "retreated from civil rights?" 

7. The Democrats did not "attack 
Jackson's ideas." They could not even 
pass a resolution condemning 
antisemitism. 

8. I did not write that "the major 
issue for Jews in the past campaign 
boiled down to Jesse Jackson vs. Jerry 
Falwell." On the contrary, I wrote that 
"most Jews voted for whomever they 
voted for a variety of reasons," and 
that "from a purely Jewish perspec­
tive Walter Mondale and Ronald Rea­
gan presented American Jews with a 
pleasant choice." Then I added that 
"Insofar as Jews voted on a Jewish ba­
sis ... the issue boiled down to this: 
whom do you fear more, Jesse Jack­
son or Jerry Falwell?" Every commen­
tary on the Jewish vote of which I am 
familiar said the same thing. As The 
New Republic wrote, "in the end, Jew­
ish voters decided that the specter of 
Jerry Falwell, and the vision of a 
Christian America ... frightened 
them more than the specter of Jesse 
Jackson." 
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Why Convert? 
Congratulations on your first issue 

of Ultimate Issues. I thought it was ex­
cellent both in choice of topic and in 
content. I felt like I was at BCI again 
because after reading it my mind was 
actively exploring some new ideas and 
reacting to them with intensity and ex­
citement. 

I am facing right now a decision that 
could have a significant impact on the 
rest of my life. I have been going out 
with Ted for one and a half years and 
we have been discussing marriage for 
the last few months. He is 27 and I am 
25. He was raised a Catholic, com­
pletely left the Catholic church when 
he went away to college, and then 
started dating Jewish girls. In his se­
nior year he began a very serious rela­
tionship with a Jewish girl that lasted 
three years, during which time he went 
to services, Passover, and learned 
about Judaism. 

During four years of college and two 
years of work (before coming to Har­
vard Business School where I met 
him), his only contact with the Catho­
lic church was coming home in Decem­
ber at Christmas and going to Christ­
mas mass. He insists this has no special 
meaning to him and he is doing this for 
his mother. 

When I first met Ted I thought he 
was Jewish. I had met his former 
girlfriend once before, and in fact she 
told both of us to look each other up. I 
knew she was Jewish and with Ted's 
last name I just assumed he was too. It 
was probably about a month before I 
realized what his family background 
was. I guess I "should" have stopped 
going out with him at that point but I 
liked him and did not want to give up 
the relationship. 

Our conversations about marriage 
have focused more and more on Juda­
ism and I realized approximately last 
November that it was really important 
to me that Ted convert. It is this con-

Subscriptions 

version issue about which I am seeking 
your advice and opinion. Ted has been 
incredibly receptive to learning about 
Judaism, discussing important issues 
with me, attending some Jewish 
events, etc. He has read your book 
( The Nine Questions . .. ) and Ultimate 
Issues. He has a great deal of respect 
for your opinions. Here are the issues 
about conversion that we need to re­
solve: 

1. If actions are more important 
than faith in Judaism, and Ted is shar­
ing with me the actions prescribed by 
Jewish law in our home and in our life, 
then why does he need to confirm his 
faith by converting? 

2. If the main purpose of Jews mar­
rying other Jews is to produce the next 
generation of practicing Jews, and we 
are committed to bringing our children 
up with strong Jewish values in the 
home then is it really necessary for him 
to convert? His commitment to bring­
ing up Jewish children, keeping Kosher 
and following Jewish law is genuine 
and deeply felt. 

These are the issues Ted has chal­
lenged me with and I cannot answer 
them. He thinks he has given me 
strong reasons why it is not necessary 
for him to convert. He is one of these 
people who is very "neutral" about his 
religious position. He believes in God, 
not in Jesus, but he is hesitant to for­
mally accept any organized religion 
unless he can be given strong reasons 
for doing so. 

NAME WITHHELD UPON REQUEST 

Harvard Business School 
Boston, MA 

Thank you for the lovely words. It 
was wonderful to hear from you. I 
cannot make the case against inter­
marriage in the space available, but I 
would like to offer you some thoughts 
on your specific questions about con­
version. 

Precisely because actions are more 
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important than faith, Ted should con­
vert. He is the one who is saying that 
faith is more important - not you. 
You are insisting on his actions to 
show that he is a Jew, and he is saying 
that his faith is enough. 

The Jews are a nation, not just a 
religion. Therefore we have rules of 
entering our nationhood just as every 
nation in the world does. You cannot 
become an American citizen just by 
feeling American or even by doing a 
lot of things American. You must un­
dergo a specific procedure in order to 
be considered an American. 

The very fact that Ted hesitates is 
proof of how important the conversion 
procedure is. If it meant nothing, then 
obviously he wouldn't care at all 
about doing it. The fact is that it does 
mean so much and therefore he is 
hesitating. This is a very important 
statement on his part -- both to you 
and to himself 

If you want to marry a Jew, a Jew is 
either born one or converts to Juda­
ism. Converting means that the con­
vert accepts that Judaism and its 
thousands of years of laws are far 
more important than he or she. One 
who is unable to say this about the 
Jewish demand of conversion is highly 
unlikely to say this about Judaism's 
far harder demands later in life. 

And what will he and you tell your 
children? That Daddy likes some Jew­
ish practices, but is not willing to be­
come a Jew? 

I have tremendous personal empa­
thy for your and Ted's positions. So 
forgive the directness of tone. But I 
know you wanted that rather than just 
empathy. 

Your thoughts, questions, and reac­
tions, agree or disagree, are essential to 
the purpose of Ultimate Issues. Not all 
letters can be published and some may 
be shortened for the sake of space, but 
you are urged to participate in this on­
going dialogue. 

If you wish to subscribe to Ultimate Issues: 
Name~- -'--------------------- - - ---

Subscriptions are $15.00 for one year, $30.00 
,,,......___ for two years. Please make checks payable to 

Ultimate Issues and mail this form, or your 
name and address on a separate piece of pa­
per, to Ultimate Issues, 2265 Westwood Bou­
levard, Suite 508, Los Angeles, CA 90064. 

Address ----- - - - ------ ---- --- - --
City _ _ _ _ ___ ____ State _____ Zip ____ _ 

This is: for you __ a gift __ ? 

If it is a gift whom shall we say it is from? - ---------- -
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Just as many Jews are 
prouder to say, "my son 

the doctor" than "my son 
the committed Jew," so, 

too, many congregations 
feel that "our rabbi the 

doctor" has much greater 
prestige and credibility 

than just "our rabbi." 

In my talks with cantors, 
it is made abundantly 

clear that cantorial 
schools teach the primacy 

of the cantorial "art." 
Such matters as inspiring 
Jews to love to pray, and 
leading them to sing ("I 
don't want to be a song 

leader," one cantor, a 
close friend, always tells 

me) are secondary. 

When rabbis and cantors 
becotne doctors and artists 
T he New York Times, December 27,1984: 

"Cantor Morton Shames of the Conser­
vative Temple Beth El in Springfield, Mass., 
said: 'Congregations today do not want to 
hear the great music of the synagogue. In fact, 
they are ignorant of it. The demand is for 
mediocrity, for cantors to limit their art' " 
(emphasis added). 

There is a well known saying that when rab­
bis became doctors (Ph.D.'s), the Jews got 
sick. A more accurate reading is, because the 
Jews got sick, rabbis became doctors. 

The nachas that many Jews derive from be­
ing able to call their rabbi "Dr." is part of the 
larger avodah zara . (idol worship) in Jewish 
life of academic degrees and titles. Just as 
many Jews are prouder to say, "my son the 
doctor" than "my son the committed Jew," so, 
too, many congregations feel that "our rabbi 
the doctor" has much greater prestige and 
credibility than just "our rabbi." For many 
Jews, "rabbi" just isn't enough. Partially in 
response to this thinking, many rabbis have 
felt it necessary to become doctors. 

But it is not only the congregations that 
have placed this pressure upon rabbis. The 
seminaries that produce our rabbis have simi­
larly made it clear to their students that aca­
demic achievement is more important than 
being a good rabbi. A seminary professor with 
a Ph.D. is likely to receive more respect, and 
more likely to have been hired in the first 
place, than a faculty member who is "just" a 
rabbi. 

Judaism is a passionate, religious, and 
moral, as well as intellectual, way of life. But 
seminaries have increasingly rendered it an 
academic discipline. Wissenschaft des 

FYI: Dennis Prager has written, with Rabbi Jo­
seph Telushkin, The Nine Questions People 
Ask About Judaism (Simon and Schuster), now 
the most widely used English language introduc­
tion to Judaism, and Why The Jews? The Rea­
son for Antisemitism (now an S&S paperback). 
He is social and political commentator, with a 
daily program, on KABC Radio in Los Angeles . 

judentums has become an end in itself. While 
Jewish scholarship is essential, it would seem 
to me that the most important task of the sem­
inaries is to teach rabbis how to make the case 
for Judaism, how to reach unaffiliated and 
assimilating Jews, how to inspire Jews. Jews 
need inspirers in their rabbis far more than 
they need them to have a doctorate. 

The problem is very similar with regard to 
cantors. Just as it has not been enough for 
rabbis to fulfill their traditional role as teach­
ers, it is not enough for the cantor to fulfill his 
traditional role of shaliach tzibur (messenger 
of the congregation). The cantor is to be an 
"artist." 

And the seminary, again, is at the root of 
the problem. In my talks with cantors, it is 
made abundantly clear that cantorial schools 
teach the primacy of the cantorial "art." Such 
matters as inspiring Jews to love to pray, and 
leading them to sing ("I don't want to be a 
song leader," one cantor, a close friend, al­
ways tells me) are secondary. 

I am acutely aware of, and have aesthetic 
devotion to, the beauty of great cantorial mu­
sic. But, more than anything else, I want to 
sing in synagogue. I am overcome with reli­
gious feeling when the entire congregation 
sings. A cantor who makes me sing makes me 
love going to shul. I do not go to shul for musi­
cal art. For that, this music lover goes to con­
certs (and I do wish there were more Jewish 
music concerts) and listens to his many classi­
cal and Jewish recordings. 

To an unparalleled extent, the quality of 
Jewish life is affected by rabbis and cantors. 
That is why we need them to be rabbis and 
cantors, not doctors and artists. ■ 

He was a Fellow of the School of International 
Affairs and the Russian and Middle East Insti­
tutes of Columbia University. From 1976 to 
1983, he was director of the Brandeis-Bardin 
Institute in California, and he will be scholar­
in-residence there this summer. Mr. Prager 
travels coast to coast monthly lecturing on so­
cial, religious, and political issues. 
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