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Fingertips

Abrabam Sutzkever
Translated by Ruth Whitman

... Once on a winter night,
when I put my cold fingers

into the pocket of my fur jacket,
my fingertips felt living silk—

a tender dove of paradise

in the dovecote of my pocket.

It was only a fragment of paper that I had once
gently fed

in my garret

with cooing words.

And because I felt it was a shame to part with them
and also because I didn’t trust my red cat with it,

I took the paper with me to a joyous rendezvous
outside, where black mirrors cracked in the shadows.

Then my fingertips became

drunk with tenderness. Why not? Trapped
in my pocket

was the soul of the world.

And my fingertips can swear
they have never felt such tenderness anywhere, &
even after undressing a little spring cloud

in the heart of my beloved.

Just today, when either I had lost it or someone had stolen
the world from my pocket—

they became drunk

from the tenderness again—

my fingertips.

The tenderness of young Mozart, of a Stradivarius?
The tenderness of a rose, protected by the jealousy of
thorns?

In my pocket today they brushed against my memory.

1971
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Letters

Tikkun reserves the right to select,
edit, and shorten all submissions to the
Letters section.

SINGLES

To the Editor:

I would love to see a personals col-
umn in Tzkkun, as suggested by Yael
Frimstein’s letter to the editor (Tik-
kun, Sept./Oct. 1989). It is difficult for
me to locate single Jewish men who
would be liberal enough to read Tikkun,
and placing an ad in your magazine
would be quite a “screening device”

mind: going to a big meeting of all the
people who publish and read your fine
magazine (I hadn’t yet found out about
the Tikkun Conference of Liberal and
Progressive Jews). [Editor’s Note: The
next conference will be held in Los
Angeles on Jan. 20-21. See insert this
issue.] This thought was followed by
the recognition that among this group,
there would be other singles who are
progressive, intelligent, and, in short,
“thinking, caring people who are not
afraid to take unconventional stands
on ethical and moral issues of Jewish
relevance.”

I share the “frustration and disap-
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for me. I often ask a man when getting
to know him whether he has ever read
Tikkun. If he responds, “Huh?” I feel
an internal sigh of disappointment.

pointment that intelligent Jewish pro-
gressive singles of all ages feel when
they cannot connect with potential
partners” and have secretly wished
that Tikkun would publish personal
ads for and from singles.

Carla Willis
Brookline, Massachusetts

Jeanne Witter

Coral Gables, Florida

To the Editor:

About six months ago, I set eyes on
your journal for the first time and was
immediately overwhelmed by a sense
of having discovered a community of
kindred spirits. A fantasy sprang to

To the Editor:

It is always hard to meet Jewish
people and certainly hard to meet
those Jews with a political and social
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consciousness of merit. No, this would
not be an “undignified” service be-
cause Tikkun readers would treat it
with respect.

Danielle Ofri
New York, New York

To the Editor:

You may think this a contrived
account, but it is not. I am a new
subscriber and opened my first issue
toward the back, in the hope it might
contain a singles personal ad section.
Seeing it did not, I approached the
magazine more traditionally, and be-
gan with the letters to the editor—
which began with Ms. Frimstein’s letter!

I find I face what Ms. Frimstein faces
and in some of the keener points she
makes I am her counterpart here in
sunny Boca Raton.

By all means afford us the oppor-
tunity described and so well supported
in her letter. A final thought—does Ms.
Frimstein have travel plans that might
bring her in the vicinity of Boca Raton
anytime soon?

H. George Kagan
Boca Raton, Florida

PERSONAL ADS
& CLASSIFIEDS

Rate: $2.50/word. Twelve-word
minimum. Deadline: six weeks
before cover date of issue. All
personal ads must use a Tikkun
box or commercial mail service
for replies. Phone numbers and
addresses not acceptable. Rate
for Tikkun box: $18/listing.
Send check or Visa/Mastercard
number to Tikkun Classifieds,
5100 Leona St., Oak., CA 94619,

CHoMskY, HERMAN,
AND THE PRESS

To the Editor:

Carlin Romano’s discussion of my
work with Noam Chomsky on the
American media (“Slouching Toward
Pressology,” Tikkun, May/June 1989)
brings to mind E H. Bradley’s defini-
tion of metaphysics: the finding of
bad reasons for that which we know
by instinct. Romano’s substantive cri-
tique of the book focuses on its alleged
methodological failings, which include
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everything but the kitchen sink: exces-
sive reliance on library sources, a fatal
“refusal to quote journalists on why
they report what they do,” an assump-
tion of “blackhearted” motives on the
part of journalists, “selectivity in choice
of data, dogmatism about basic prin-
ciples, contempt for the historical con-
ditions of social practices,” and so on.

Paradoxically, despite these seemingly
overwhelming methodological defects,
Romano finds that our detailed and
extensive case studies, which apply
our model to major episodes of media
coverage of the Indochina wars, elec-
tions in Central America, and other
matters, “hit home,” and he criticizes
them only on minor details. He con-
tends, however, that while we make
sense as press critics, “as press theo-
rists they founder” The quoted state-
ment is not based on an examination
of our theory and model, which he
nowhere discusses. It rests on the fact
that we “cannot accommodate such
minutiae” as why the Times covered
Bitburg so intensively, or “Would the
Times ... have been a vastly different
paper if Harrison Salisbury had beaten
out Rosenthal for the top job?” I con-

cede that our model cannot cope with
such minutiae, but it is obvious that
Romano’s criterion could never be met
by any theory of the media—or by the
theory of gravitation for that matter—
and displays a profound misunder-
standing of the logic and role of theo-
retical analysis.

Romano traces our analytical fail-
ures back to Chomsky’s linguistic the-
ories. This connection, which Romano
nowhere relates to the content of our
book, provides an admirable case of
preconceived ideas (Romano’s) shap-
ing a review in the face of clear in-
ternal evidence to the contrary. Our
first chapter, which lays out a detailed
structural model to explain mass media
behavior and performance, includes

o “innate processes” and describes
the evolution and interaction of struc-
tural relationships which are neither
universal nor static. In tracing the ori-
gin of our alleged flaws to Chomsky’s
linguistics, Romano overlooked the fact
that the author sequence is Herman and
Chomsky, which, reversing the normal
alphabetical arrangement, should have
given him pause in attributing our
methodology to Chomsky. In fact, our
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opening chapter was written by me
and our model can be traced, if one is
inclined to tracery, to a distinctly struc-
tural analysis of the workings of the
corporate system in my 1981 book Cor-
porate Control, Corporate Power.

Romano puts great stress on our
alleged failure to talk with journalists
about why they do what they do. In
actuality, we have spoken with dozens
of journalists, and the information de-
rived from such discussions, along with
the detailed examination of media con-
tent and the facts available to the media
which they used or ignored, helped
shape our model and influenced our
case studies. Two important elements
in this model are media sourcing prac-
tices and feedback pressures on media
personnel. What we do 7ot do, which
Romano implies to be a crushing defect,
is to check out why reporters handled
news stories as they did. This is, of
course, quite irrelevant to deter-
mining whether a general hypothesis
is confirmed. Many authors, for ex-
ample, have examined different forms
of corporate ownership and financial
connections for effects on corporate
performance, without thinking it neces-
sary to check out each CEO’s perceived
objective. In the present instance, if
the press follows the government’s lead
in dealing with elections in El Salvador
and Nicaragua, to a degree where they
ask entirely different questions in the
two cases, a model based on govern-
ment agenda-setting power is vindicated
no matter what goes on in journalists’
minds as they engage in this dichoto-
mous behavior.

Romano further accuses us of attrib-
uting bad motives to journalists. This
is incompatible with our structural ap-
proach and we repeatedly deny that ill
intentions have substantial explanatory
value. For example, in Manufacturing
Consent we write that the operation of
the filters in our model “occurs so
naturally that media news people, fre-
quently operating with complete integ-
rity and goodwill, are able to convince
themselves that they choose and inter-
pret the news ‘objectively’ and on the
basis of professional news values. Within
the limits of the filter constraints they
often are objective...”

Romano’s evidence that we impute
ill motives is our occasional use of the
word “suppress” to describe journalis-
tic procedure. In its relevant dictionary
usage, suppress means to “withhold
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from the public” This certainly de-
scribes reporting which presents ma-
terial on constraints on La Prensa in
Nicaragua but fails to make available
information on even more severe press
repression in El Salvador. Whether this
is based on evil motives is complicated
and requires inferences that we do not
make. The reporters may ignore at-
tacks on the press in El Salvador be-
cause they know such stories would
be killed upstairs, or because the di-
chotomous treatment is internalized,
or because of biased sourcing proc-
esses. Romano’s statement that, in con-
trast to Hertsgaard, who attributes bias
to sourcing processes, we attribute it
to “evil intentions” is thus a two-sided
error: one of our key filters is sourcing
processes, and it is simply false that
we ascribe journalists’ behavior to evil
intentions.

Romano’s selectivity is egregious.
He cites two “fellow leftists” on Chom-
sky’s deficiencies, but takes one (Pa-
rini) out of context and fails to cite
any of the scores of readily available
accolades to Chomsky by other fellow
leftists. In the few instances where he
discusses the substance of our book,
Romano chooses carefully and ignores
context: for example, he cites our claim
that the media failed to mention the
degrading use of the underwear of the
murdered US. religious women in El
Salvador, which he notes the media
might have avoided on grounds of
taste. This is possible, but he fails to
mention that the media also ignored
many less tasteless details, such as their
bruises and other physical damage;
the refusal of the official Salvadoran
doctors to examine the women with-
out face masks; the media’s failure
to interview the peasants who were
forced to bury the bodies; and their
neglect of the medical evidence at the
trial. These and other matters lend
additive weight to our claim that the
media treatment of the murder of the
women was antiseptic, and in sharp
contrast with their repeated detailing
of Popieluszko’s bruises and other in-
juries and reconstructions of the indig-
nities he suffered. Romano also fails
to mention our evidence of the media’s
continuous interest in the responsibil-
ity at the top in connection with Popi-
eluszko, and their refusal to report on
or investigate this in the El Salvador
case.

While admitting that we make some
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good points and even usefully prod
establishment journalists, Romano won-
ders why we keep at it and accept
marginalization. He does not recog-
nize that exclusion from mainstream
debate is the inevitable fate of critics
who attack the media and system on
fundamental premises and call for rad-
ical structural change. And he does
not understand that we do not expect
to influence those with a large vested
interest in the status quo, and are not
eager to be accepted by them. While
we would like to reach a larger public,
we are only interested in doing this
with our central message intact. Thus
if our audience is only in the hundreds
or hundreds of thousands we must
reach it and hope to see these numbers
grow.
Edward S. Herman
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Carlin Romano responds:

Ed Herman misrepresents my article.
I'd hardly say, for example, that I
criticize his and Chomsky’s case studies
(on such matters as the Indochina wars)
“only on minor details” In fact, I sug-
gest in my article that they’ve failed to
persuade mainstream opinion on some
major claims about those wars. And I
suggest that some major claims in their
case studies may be false. Falsity is
hardly a minor detail of a case study.

I also can’t share Herman’s pride in
his structural model. At the same time
that Herman accuses me of “a profound

(Continued on p. 68)




Publisher’s Page

Nan Fink

ver the past year I have experienced a great
O deal of ambivalence aboyt remaining on as

publisher of Tzkkun. After much soul search-
ing, I have finally decided to leave the magazine. While
I am relieved that I've come to a decision, I feel very,
very sad. It is so painful for me to say goodbye that I
can hardly find the words to write this column—my
last publisher’s page.

Despite my sadness, however, I know that I need to
take this step. For a long time now I have wanted to
fully immerse myself in writing. My writing, which is
extremely important to me, has been on hold while I've
been working as publisher. In the earlier stages of the
magazine I didn’t at all mind postponing it in order to
throw myself into creating Trkkun. However, I've become
increasingly unhappy about putting it off. At this point
in my life I realize that I won’t do the writing I want to
do unless I restructure my life.

This desire to have more time to write is certainly a
major part of my decision to leave the magazine. How-
ever, there is another reason which concerns the maga-
zine’s direction. Although I am very proud of Tzkkun and
think it is doing extremely important work, I personally
have become less and less comfortable with the model
upon which it is based.

When Michael Lerner and I began Tikkun we chose
to model it after other successful intellectual magazines
that feature in-depth analyses of common concerns. We
wanted to create a vehicle through which ideas could
be introduced and debated within the liberal/progressive
world and within the American Jewish community. In
order for the magazine to be taken seriously we knew
that it had to resemble other comparable publications
in form. While we had some misgivings at the time
about the rigidity of the form, we accepted its limitations.
Our goal was to influence the important discussions of
the day, and that took priority over other concerns.

I don’t regret that we used this model. In a very
short time Tikkun has become an important participant
in public discourse on many particularly sensitive issues.
For example, Tikkun’s position on the Palestinian ques-
tion has helped to broaden the debate about Israel and
the intifada within the Jewish world.

However, as much as I support the work of the
magazine, I have felt increasingly out-of-step with this
model. There are many levels of human experience that
do not fall within its parameters. I am attracted to a
more holistic approach, one that sees things less in
terms of dichotomies and one that values personal ex-

perience. I resonate much more with expressions of
connectedness and a respect for process.

Over the years we've tried to make the magazine
more inclusive. But the model can be stretched only so
far. Unfortunately, if Tikkun were to adopt another
form it would probably be marginalized in a way that
would make it less effective in the public arena.

Because of my desire to write and because of my desire
to work within a more feminist context, I've reached
the point where I am ready to leave Tikkun. I am going
at a good time: the magazine is strong. The subscription
base is larger than ever. After last fall’s financial crunch,
the magazine is in solid fiscal shape—thanks to the
contributions of so many of you. In the future the maga-
zine will need further help from its friends and sup-
porters, but the prognosis is good. The magazine had a
very successful conference in the San Francisco Bay Area
in November 1989. Nine hundred people attended—
despite the earthquake—and the spirit was strong. From
all signs the conference in Los Angeles in January 1990
will also be a great success. The magazine has an ex-
tremely able staff and helpful volunteers, editorial board
members, and friends. And the community around the
magazine is growing— Tzkkun discussion groups, the
Committee for Judaism and Social Justice (CJSJ) groups,
and informal Tikkun salons exist in increasing numbers
around the country.

Above all, Tikkun has the leadership of Michael
Lerner. Michael’s vision, intelligence, and insight are a
great gift to all of us. He works harder than anyone I've
ever known, and his dedication to the work of Tikkun
is unflagging. With great courage he has established
himself as a strong progressive voice for peace in the
Jewish world. His contribution is enormous, and I am
grateful for having had the opportunity to have been
his partner.

The experience of working on the magazine has been
rich for me. I have been touched deeply by the generosity
of spirit of so many of our readers. I've learned that
there are an incredible number of people who care
about tzkkun olam. And once again I have found that
people can make a difference by their actions.

I want to give Tzkkun my blessing that in the years
ahead the magazine will continue to grow in stature
and wisdom; that it will increase its presence in the
Jewish world; that its readers will take the spark of
community and spread it through their lives; and that
it will continue to lead the way in healing and trans-

forming the world. [



Editorials

Michael Lerner

Toward an End to the Cold War

t still seems that the US. will have to be pulled
I kicking and screaming into the new realities posed

by a potentially post-cold-war world. It is not just
intellectual conservatism or emotional rigidity that keeps
our policymakers from imagining the good they could
do if they were to divert the vast resources wasted on
the defense budget into rebuilding our cities, providing
housing and jobs for the poor, providing adequate health
care for all, retooling our economy, and developing
comprehensive programs to address worldwide hunger
and the ecological crisis. The structure of our system
itself held them back.

In the post—World War II period we avoided dealing
with the limits of a capitalist economy by institution-
alizing massive government spending under the guise
of defense spending. Conservatives could have it both
ways: they could denounce government interference in
the economy and simultaneously use defense spending
to prop up a marketplace that little resembled the free
market ideal being touted.

That same market ideology today becomes a massive
obstacle to rational thinking. Defense spending con-
tinues at levels that are obviously unnecessary, because
many Americans believe that the only way to keep
employment high and the economy humming is to keep
up this wasteful use of our resources. Similarly, given
the failure of the elites of wealth and power to provide
adequate social support for the unemployed and for
workers who need to learn new skills, most workers
reasonably fear that closing defense plants will create
massive unemployment and enduring pain. No wonder,
then, that many Americans react with caution and some-
times hostility to the idea that the cold war is over.
They will have to be convinced that ending the cold
war may serve their interests.

That’s our task. Liberals and progressives need to
promote a public dialogue about what America could
look like now that the cold war is waning.

We propose the following: a national day to celebrate
the end of the cold war, perhaps in June or July. The
celebration should have some of the characteristics of
an “end of the war celebration” —music, dancing, games,
and so forth. But it should also provide an opportunity
for local communities to have teach-ins and small group
discussions in which people fantasize together about
their vision of a post-cold-war America.
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Nan Fink

With the same grace and dignity that she brought to
the enterprise of creating Trkkun, Nan Fink has now
decided to leave the magazine so that she can pursue
her own writing.

Nan has been a wonderful partner in the process of
creating Tzkkun. She came to Tikkun’s parent body, the
Institute for Labor and Mental Health, after years of
having worked as a psychotherapist, a teacher of social
welfare at a university, and a researcher of the problems
facing displaced workers. She brought with her an acute
sense of the injustices in American society and a deter-
mination to use her resources to change things. Together
we developed the idea for Tikkun and then went about
the challenging process of getting the magazine off
the ground.

Nan poured her energy, her smarts, her resources, and
her loving presence into the task. While her official title
was “publisher,” she was de facto co-editor of the mag-
azine, not only making important editorial decisions but
helping determine the directions in which the magazine
would move. She brought a deep feminist sensibility into
the daily operations and the conceptual framework of
the magazine. Her calming and centering presence made
it possible for us to weather the constant verbal attacks
and death threats we have received because of our
criticism of Israeli policy in the West Bank. Her wisdom
taught many of us how to think about changing the world
in a way that would embody joy and spiritual sensitivity.
As a convert to Judaism, Nan showed the Jewish world
once again how much converts could strengthen and
enrich our community. Her work as a powerful woman
leader shaped the creation of an egalitarian Tzkkun com-
munity and spurred our efforts to incorporate feminist
themes and encourage women writers.

Nan was our teacher, our guide, our benefactor, and
our friend. The Jewish people owe her deep gratitude
for her contribution to the creation of a voice for
liberal and progressive Jews. Although Nan is right to
say that the magazine is strong (in no small part because
of her efforts) and will continue without her, for those
of us who were privileged to work with her, Nan’s
departure is difficult. We will deeply miss her. [




Eastern European Earthquake,
Middle Eastern Aftershock

David Biale

evolutions represent the triumph of the unex-
R pected. Who would have predicted a few short

years ago the cascade of events in the Soviet
Union and Eastern Europe that has culminated with
the demolition of the Berlin Wall and the return of
Alexander Dubcek? The end of the cold war, which
seemed a thoroughly messianic expectation during the
first part of the Reagan era, now presents a realistic, if
uncertain, prospect. Not since 1848, the “springtime of
nations,” have so many European countries been caught
up in a wave of revolution, a wave characterized then,
as now, by democracy and nationalism. If we are lucky,
the resurgence of self-determination by Poles, Hungari-
ans, Germans, Bulgarians, Czechs, Latvians, Lithuanians,
and Estonians will resurrect the nineteenth-century ideal
of liberal nationalism, rather than recreate the fascist,
anti-Semitic nationalisms that existed between the wars.

Whereas the 1848 revolutions collapsed when the
armies of Czar Nicholas I imposed a “Chinese solution”
in Eastern Europe, Russia today plays the opposite role
as the instigator of the revolution. In sharp contrast
to Soviet ideology of the past, however, Moscow is
now exporting liberal, not Communist, revolution. This
extraordinary turn of events renews the dream of 1848
a century and a half later.

The revolutions in Eastern Europe can also be under-
stood in twentieth-century terms as movements of de-
colonization. The first phase of decolonization started
in the 1940s, with the British withdrawal from India
and Palestine, and culminated in the 1950s and 1960s
with the dismantling of the nineteenth-century empires
in Asia and Africa. (The Vietnam War was perhaps the
last convulsion of this process.) But if World War II
sparked this first movement of decolonization, it also
created the new Soviet colonial empire in Eastern Eu-
rope. The economic relationship between the Soviet
Union and these Eastern bloc countries resembles that
of an imperial motherland to its Third World colonies—
even if in some respects the Soviet economy is more
backward than those of Eastern Europe. As the Soviet
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Union sheds its colonies, the colonies themselves are
rising up in a classic movement for self-determination.
This must be a unique case in which the colonial
motherland encourages the revolt of the colonies.

The decolonization of Eastern Europe will have
profound economic consequences for the entire conti-
nent. The Berlin Wall was built not only to keep East
Germans in East Germany, but also to protect the
East German currency. By removing the economic
barriers, Gorbachev forces the Western economies to
assume responsibility for the East. The Communist
economies will undoubtedly suffer, as Third World so-
cieties typically do when forced into the world market.
But decolonization will profoundly affect the economies
of the capitalist world as well. Just at the moment when
Western Europe was about to become, in effect, a single
supranational entity, Gorbachev forces us to consider
the possibility of the economic unification of Europe as
a whole.

The Eastern European revolution also strengthens
Gorbachev’s hand at home, where it has created a vir-
tually unstoppable chain reaction. Perestroika within
the Soviet Union can, of course, be reversed, but if
reactionary elements in the Communist Party try to
overthrow Gorbacheyv, they will inherit democratic and
nationalist revolutions along their borders. To turn back
the clock in Russia by recreating the cold war would
put the Soviet Union in an infinitely worse strategic
position: the Red Army would have to conquer Eastern
Europe all over again. The revolution in Eastern Europe,
then, constitutes Gorbachev’s “impeachment insurance”

Gorbachev’s revolutionary policy also has implications
far beyond the borders of Europe. In the Middle East,
for example, there are urgent lessons to be learned from
the tumultuous events in the Eastern bloc. Surprisingly
little has been reported in the media about Soviet policy
in the Middle East, and there appears to be an assump-
tion that the Soviet Union will play no role there until
Israel and the US. decide to allow it one. In fact Gorba-
chev has been pushing in some very interesting direc-
tions. It is generally known that a process leading
toward the reestablishment of relations between Israel
and the Soviet Union is underway. Much more impor-



tantly, Gorbachev has given the same kind of clear
messages to the Palestinians and the Syrians that he
gave to the East Germans and Czechs: perestroika must
be worldwide.

While there were many factors behind the PLO’s
recent recognition of Israel and acceptance of UN Res-
olution 242, one of the major turning points was Arafat’s
visit to Moscow in April 1988. At their meetings in
Moscow, Gorbachev evidently told Arafat that the So-
viet Union supported a genuine two-state solution and
that the PLO had better accept the existence of Israel.
More recently, the Soviets are reported to have made it
clear to Syria that they would not support a military
confrontation with Israel. For example, there are indi-
cations that the Syrian army is no longer getting the
most up-to-date Soviet military equipment. If this dra-
matic shift in Soviet policy holds, the notion of an Arab
threat to Israel’s existence will suffer a considerable
loss of credibility.

ust as the Bush administration has been slow to
fully grasp what has happened in Eastern Europe,

so the Israeli government has failed to come to
terms with the political earthquake whose epicenter
lies in Moscow. To the contrary, Yitzhak Shamir remains
dedicated to a policy of avoidance and delay, determined
as he is to leave the walls standing in the Middle East
at a time when they are coming down all over Europe.

What Shamir and many other Israelis have not grasped
is that the territories occupied in 1967 are, like Eastern
Europe, undergoing the convulsions of late twentieth-
century decolonization. The intifada, as Immanuel Si-
van has argued in a recent issue of the Israeli journal
Politika, is as surely an anticolonial revolt as were the
Algerian rebellion against the French and the Indian
struggle against the British earlier in the century, and as
is the Black South African movement against apartheid
now. Despite the important differences between them,
these revolts have one thing in common: in each case
a ruling foreign group has denied the national and
political rights of the indigenous population.

The process of decolonization becomes particularly
complex when the ruling group does not even perceive
itself to be foreign, as in the otherwise very different
cases of the Afrikaaners in South Africa and the Jews
in Israel. As Albert Memmi has argued, the creation of
Israel was itself an anticolonial act against the British
empire and a movement of national liberation by a
people who had been, in effect, the victims of colonial-
ism in Eastern Europe and North Africa. Small wonder
that Israelis should find it so hard to see themselves as
a colonial power in the territories, particularly since
the conquest of the territories in 1967 is seen as an act
of self-defense.
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In this context, one must distinguish between pre-
1967 and post-1967 Israel. The state created in 1948 gave
full citizenship to its Arab residents, even though sig-
nificant discrimination remained. In no sense could this
state be called colonial. But despite the “defensive”
nature of the occupation, Israel since 1967 has evolved
into a state in which the inhabitants of the occupied
territories possess no political rights and largely serve
the economy of the mother country. (Meron Benvenisti
has called this the “Second Israeli Republic.”)

The revolutions in Eastern Europe
can also be understood as
movements of decolonization.

In the Israeli setting, decolonization will be particu-
larly difficult since most Israelis do not define the prob-
lem in these terms. As demonstrated by the history of
other conflicts, a country’s assumption that its colony
serves vital national interests makes it hard even to
conceive of decolonizing. (If the US. was prepared to
sacrifice lives and wealth for the domino theory in
Southeast Asia, how much less likely is Israel to give up
territories which are literally next door?) It is only
when the perceived economic, political, or moral price
of continued occupation becomes greater than the per-
ceived risk of withdrawing that a colonial power will
suddenly pack its bags and go home. In most cases
of decolonization, the imagined vital national interests
that make withdrawal seem impossible vanish from sight
within a few years.

The process of decolonization does not follow an
inevitable course, but the dynamic between the colo-
nizer and the colonized, including the predictable cycle
of violence and repression, is virtually universal. De-
spite the feeling of some Jews that Israel is unique, both
the occupation of the territories and the intifada follow
well-known patterns. Although the process leading ulti-
mately to Palestinian statehood may be prolonged,
a colonial power can collapse unexpectedly and with
great rapidity, as the revolutions in Eastern Europe
remind us.

The failure of most Jews to recognize this process is
undoubtedly a consequence of the sclerosis of contem-
porary Jewish politics. The notions that Israel will re-
main permanently at war with the Arabs and that a
Palestinian state will pose a permanent, mortal threat
are very much like the belief that the cold war is eternal.
Indeed, these beliefs are all linked, for much of Israeli
policy is predicated on the permanence of the cold war.
But the argument that Israel is a strategic partner of the

(Continued on p. 71)




Between the Lines: To Beit Sahur and Back

Sidra DeKoven Ezrahi

erusalem in August 1989 was bathed in the stagnant
heat of the season and darkened by clouds of smoke
from burning tires. Saratoga Springs, New York
in September was brilliant with the maples’ turning.
The Adirondack mountains no longer echoed with war
cries over contested boundaries. I wondered, among
maples, when the faded landscapes of the Judean Hills
would regain their primary colors, when the Israeli
poet would be able to recapture metaphors that have
been mobilized too long as camouflage. (“If they show
me blood and I say ‘blood’ they say ‘paint,” says the
embattled Hebrew poet as strict nominalist.)

But the distancing that provides perspective on events
also tests the moral and emotional price of disengage-
ment. After three months away, I have come to Jeru-
salem recognizing the temptation of disengagement in
myself and in those here in Israel whose pride in Israel
has been exchanged—overnight, it seems—for shame.
(Of all the words I collected on my sojourn abroad, it is
this word—whispered to me on the pavements of New
York City by a Jewish writer who had never before
resorted to sotto voce when pronouncing a Jewish cavil
—that I have brought back to examine under the Jeru-
salem sun.)

There is active disengagement born of shame and
there is passive engagement defended by ignorance—
the kind of selective blindness that comes of wearing
lenses distributed by agencies specializing in optical
illusions. Corrective procedures do risk violating social
decorum. Casual conversation at a cocktail party in
July with an actor from California on a sentimental
family pilgrimage to Israel: “What places will you be
visiting?” “Masada. And Yad Vashem and the Diaspora
Museum.” “Will your guide also be taking you to the
Intifada?” “The what?!” “You know—the Palestinian
uprising on the West Bank and Gaza” “Oh. I thought
that was over” (Quick, talk about the cholera epidemic
in Odessa. Or the War of the Roses. Or Dustin Hoff-
man. Don’t be impolite. Israel is a monument. A symbol.
A museum. Martyrs and heroes. Simple, neat, well-
packaged.)

Sidra DeKoven Ezrabi is a member of Tikkun’s editorial board
and the author of By Words Alone. She teaches comparative
Jewish literature and is writing a book on exile and the
modern Jewish imagination.

Shall we dare to ruffle our brothers’ and sisters’
feathers by arranging alternative tours of the Land of
Israel —featuring Nahalin, where townspeople were
taunted for days last year by border policemen who
then shot four of them dead outside a mosque early one
Ramadan morning; or Beita, where a resident who
broke the gun of one settler during a bloody skirmish
was given an eight-year sentence; or the refugee camp
where a woman died after being deprived of medical
treatment during a curfew? Day trips can be arranged
to the detention centers at Dahariya and Ketziot.
The road to Dahariya passes Dehaisha, a town behind
barbed wire. A few kilometers further, the road passes
Elazer, a town behind barbed wire. The first, a Pales-
tinian refugee camp, and the second, a Jewish settlement,
are the landmarks of a warped Zionist territorialism.
“Welcome to the Dahariya Installation,” reads the cheer-
fully painted sign in front of the prison....

But I would like to offer yet another sort of tour—
a walking tour through the streets of Beit Sahur, visiting
the homes of Ghassan Andoni and Jamal Hilal, where
on numerous occasions over the past year we would
sketch our visions of the future over cardamom-spiced
coffee. Beit Sahur is one place where the efforts of a
small but determined group of Israelis and Palestinians
committed to ending the occupation and accepting a
Palestinian state alongside Israel seem to have made
a difference.

Today, Ghassan and Jamal won’t be there to greet us;
they are in administrative detention at Ketziot, along
with more than a thousand other Palestinians. In be-
tween prison stints this summer, Jamal managed to
taste the first ten days of matrimony. Most probably,
since in these cases there are no such amenities as
charges or trials or verdicts, we can only speculate that
Ghassan and Jamal have suffered for the crime of talk-
ing peace with Israelis. We might be hosted by Eleas
Rashmawi who, today at least, is outside prison. It is a
short walk from his pharmacy, with its empty shelves,
to his home, where the scuff marks on the floor signify
the place where the sofa should be.

When I returned to Jerusalem at the end of October,
I discovered that, like a Greek tragedy whose second
act I had missed, the general situation in the occupied
territories had followed an inevitable course, and hos-
tilities were escalating along a predictable curve. The



“masked youths” now roaming the streets of the West
Bank and Gaza are a sure harbinger of the unbridled
violence that will, sooner or later, erupt if the present
impasse is not broken. But the one place that had been
singled out for irregular treatment was the town of Beit
Sahur. Primarily known until a few months ago as the
site of Shepherds’ Field, where the Star of Bethlehem
appeared to the three wise men, this predominantly
Christian, middle-class town of twelve thousand people
who have lived for generations just a stone’s throw from
Bethlehem has become the focus and the symbol of a
hitherto invisible aspect of the intifada: the tax revolt
and the government’s concerted effort to crush it.

he dialogue between residents of Jerusalem and

Beit Sahur, which celebrated its first anniversary

this past September, originated out of resistance
to the forces of depersonalization and mutual demoniza-
tion that had begun to grip the Israeli and the Palestinian
communities. Soon after the onset of the intifada—
a seismic tremor that exposed deep layers of self-
delusion—dialogue groups initiated by a few Palestin-
ians and Israelis proliferated in the occupied territories.
Most of these groups were meant to be convened only
once or twice—just enough to begin to dislodge grossly
stereotyped notions of the other. Those groups that
have persisted are an anomalous presence in a place
still largely immured within hermetic codes. Behind
their mufflers, the masked Palestinian youths afoot in
the streets echo (or parody) the menacing anonymity
of Israeli soldiers behind their visors and helmets.
The clothes of your neighbors are as varied as their
personal tastes; the clothes of your enemy are uniform.

Within the semiotics of segregation in this region
some of us appear, then, as cross-dressers. Often mis-
taken for settlers heading for the town of Tekoa, our
people, many with head coverings, are waved through
Beit Sahur (the most direct route to the Jewish settle-
ment) by Israeli soldiers on the alert for the seditious
appearance of “the peace forces.” On one of our visits
to Beit Sahur, the young son of our Palestinian host
looked around the crowded room impatiently and asked
his father what had happened to the Jews who were
supposed to arrive. His father pointed to the people
sitting on the couch. “No,” the boy insisted. “They’re
not Jewish; they don’t have guns” The kaffiyeh on the
dashboard of a car driven by an unarmed Jew with a
beard and skullcap can be as much a sign of the per-
meability of his lines of defense as of camouflaged or
forfeited identity.

Dialogue that began in curiosity and mutual suspi-
cion became, over time, an exercise in redrawing geo-
political borders while safeguarding the boundaries of
human dignity. At the heart of this enterprise is a
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“theory of remainders” which defines the struggle in
terms of its limits—Ilimits that could leave both sides
enough dignity to begin, somewhere down the road,
the long task of reconstruction. No one who has watched
Israeli society slip back into the grip of an ancient
rhetoric of martyrdom and fear of demonic others
should minimize the long-term pathological effects of
persecution on all the participants and (in communities
stricken with long memories) their descendants. Each
time the Israeli army crosses another “red line” in the
humiliation of the occupied population, the remainder
shrinks.

There are, then, lines to be crossed and lines to be
held fast. Red lines, green lines. A riot of color. In their
quiet rerouting of the main arteries of transportation
around the city, many Jerusalemites have effectively re-
instated the old Green Line—some, admittedly, out of
fear for their own safety, but some as a gesture of
respect for the divided territorial claims of two peoples.
When such individuals cross the border into what will
someday be the state of Palestine, they do so only as
invited guests.

The distance from the outskirts of Jerusalem to Beit
Sahur is about five kilometers. But just beyond the
invisible border, the scenery changes dramatically—
armored cars and troops are the semaphores of a novel
traffic control system, stopping random vehicles with
variegated Palestinian license plates; stone-throwing Pal-
estinian youths are the shadowy presences behind every
tree, targeting cars with yellow Israeli license plates;
trigger-happy Jewish settlers patrol the roads in their
own vigilante groups—so that the fifteen-minute jour-
ney, though often uneventful, is negotiated on roads
exposed to the ballistics of Palestinians, soldiers, and
settlers. We pass Rachel’s Tomb (Rachel, Rachel, we
need your tears, your sons have returned to their bor-
ders and forgotten so quickly the pain of homelessness)
and turn left down the hill leading to Beit Sahur.

As we drive, those who understand Arabic strain
their eyes to decipher the writing on the walls. Their
walls, like ours, are scarred with signs and portents;
they stand firm and ominous while elsewhere in the
world the walls between the east and west banks of
enmity are crumbling. Traveling through the occupied
territories one learns, with time, to read the landscape.
The graffiti on every wall, door, and shutter in Beit
Sahur and other towns is a palimpsest of messages
inscribed under the cover of night, painted over at
gunpoint in the morning (“We use white paint; it pro-
vides a good backdrop for the next layer”), and re-
inscribed that night. The intifada even has its local Tom
Sawyer, the Palestinian shopkeeper whose slow-motion
swipes at the inscription on his lintel displeased the
commanding officer. “Here, let me show you how it’s




done,” the officer said, taking the brush and, with effi-
cient strokes, whitewashing his little corner of Palestine.

Many of the Israeli soldiers on graffiti detail cannot
read the Arabic inscriptions. “Do you know what it is
you are forcing me to strike out?” one resident of Beit
Sahur asked the soldier in charge. “No,” the soldier
admitted. “It says, ‘“We Want Peace’” The soldier blushed.
“Who could object to that?” he asked. “Shamir, I guess,”
answered the man. “To hell with Shamir. I want peace
too,” said the man in khaki, and walked away.

Of course not all the texts are innocuous. Youths
whose white hoods glow in the nighttime streets paint
slogans and distribute leaflets sponsored by the various
factions, including extremist nationalist and fundamen-
talist groups (Hamas, Islamic Jihad), calling for vio-
lence and holy war.

(This war is being fought over texts almost as much
as over territory. An Arab student from Beersheba was
discovered to have removed the parchment from a me-
zuza and replaced it with passages from the Koran. ... )

In a land so saturated with the authority of scrip-
tures, one learns both the power and the intractability
of conflicting narratives. Stereotypes of the other prove
easier to relinquish than the incompatible chronicles of
the history of this land. Eventually we found a way, as
the long winter of the intifada gave way to spring, to
direct our dialogue away from the vast and exclusive
dreamlands of our youth to the possible territory of an
inclusive future.

Given the private, often clandestine nature of our
meetings and the absence in the early stages of any
media coverage, the initial posturing could yield over
time to less ritualized gestures. Within the rhetoric of
the conflict, the incredulous, then grudging acknowledg-
ment by the Palestinians of “Jewish fear,” along with the
equally hard-won Jewish acknowledgment of a Pales-
tinian claim to the vocabulary of exile and homecom-
ing, transformed the formulas of coherent competing
narratives into fragments of discourse making their way
into new domains. Fully invested in our role as neigh-

bors engaged in dialogue, rather than politicians en-
gaged in negotiations, we also allowed ourselves the
luxury of exploring but not attempting to resolve some
of the more stubborn points.

Significant distinctions can be drawn between these
local discussions in Beit Sahur and elsewhere in the
occupied territories, and parallel encounters between
Israelis and Palestinians abroad. There is a palpability
to claims to homeland that we make—or forfeit—in
each others” homes, especially when the houses of some
of the Israeli hosts have dubious biographies. (And the
lemon tree in the yard, whose fruit nobody refuses—
who planted it several generations ago?)

Because of the private, often clandestine, nature of

our meetings and the absence in the early stages of any
media coverage, the initial posturing could give way
within a relatively short time to real communication.
As neighbors engaged in dialogue rather than politi-
cians engaged in negotiations, we also allowed ourselves
the luxury of acknowledging but not attempting to
resolve some of the more stubborn points of contention
between us, such as the Right of Return and the status
of Jerusalem.

ialogue led to a series of exchange visits be-
D tween the two communities—one in a church

in Beit Sahur in December 1988 (at which the
mayor declared a day of peace—and not a stone was
thrown) and another, several weeks later, at a synagogue
in Jerusalem (where the teenage shebab of Beit Sahur
and the soldiers-to-be from Jerusalem squared off on
the basketball court). Even the landscape took on softer
contours; coming for a visit, we could be touched again,
after so many years, by the magic of the setting sun over
the terraced hills.

Of course the horizon never remained clear for very
long. Intimidation took the form of repeated arrests
and, it appears, physical harassment as well. Between
jail terms, Palestinian members of the dialogue group
reported being warned by the military authorities not
to resume their contacts with Israelis.

And yet, life in Beit Sahur began to assume a kind of
normalcy, if punctuated by harassment and occasional
tragedy. An “intifada economy” had evolved when the
people began boycotting Israeli products and raising
their own crops. (Granted, the authorities did not look
favorably on such enterprises. Jad Is’hak, professor of
biology at Bethlehem University, was imprisoned in
Ketziot for assisting the townspeople in planting back-
yard gardens.) It began to seem, though, that the real
hero of the intifada was a cow. Declared illegal by the
military authorities, she was “deported” to an unknown
destination. After her departure, the continued appear-
ance of local milk and freshly churned butter in the
homes of the residents of Beit Sahur was that much
more of a miracle, even in a corner of the world so
practiced in miracles.

Suddenly, in September, the miracles ceased. A crack-
down began that has added another mark of shame to
the visage of modern Israel. The refusal to pay taxes to
the occupier for services never rendered may be the
most natural and at the same time the most remarkable
strategy in the Palestinian uprising. It had reached the
point where there was almost no civil activity in the
West Bank and Gaza that was not contingent upon the
payment of a special surcharge. There were even “stone
taxes” and “broken glass taxes” It became clear to the
residents of Beit Sahur that they were, in effect, helping
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to defray the costs of the occupation. Their economic
boycott met with massive retaliation. Under siege, their
telephone lines cut and supply trucks turned back from
the heavily patrolled entrances to the town—even as
moving trucks bearing their goods and means of liveli-
hood rolled out of town daily—the people of Beit
Sahur managed to send a communiqué to their Israeli

friends:

Today we are meeting you under circumstances
which differ from those under which we met through-
out the year of our dialogue. ... You have told your
own people of our protest against occupation and
our commitment to a national Palestinian identity.
You have seen how Beit Sahur is a safe and welcom-
ing place where any Israeli who comes as a visitor
and not an occupier can sleep and pray and break
bread. Today we must meet you halfway between
your homes and ours, for your army will not let you
into our town while its tax raids continue.

In their manifesto entitled “Taxation Without Repre-
sentation,” the citizens of Beit Sahur declared their
resolve to continue their civil disobedience at whatever
personal costs to themselves:

Taxes are paid by people to their legitimate [elected]
political bodies to cover the cost of services pro-
vided. ... The services provided to the Palestinian
people by the occupying authorities include: open-
ing new jails and detention centers to humiliate and
terrorize us and our children; purchasing and devel-
oping weapons and equipment to kill and maim us;
the deliberate retardation of development of our
economic, health, and social institutions. ... The
Israeli tax authorities are robbing the Palestinian
people and depleting their economic resources in
the name of tax collection.

The response of the Israeli authorities demonstrated
the propensity of misdirected power to disengage from
the most elementary restraints of human compassion—
a failing reflected in the faces of the children for whom
even a confiscated teacup can leave permanent symbolic
wounds. One family that had recently acquired a used
piano for their young daughter reported pleading fu-
tilely with the soldiers to take their new dining room
set, of far greater value, in its place. The child watched
helplessly as Jews carried her instrument into the wait-
ing truck. The chattel of Beit Sahur—the sofas and
refrigerators, the televisions and pharmaceutical drugs
and carpenter’s bench—sitting at Lod airport waiting
to be auctioned to the highest bidders, are the ran-
domly dispersed icons of disrupted lives.
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s of this writing, both the six-week tax siege
A and nightly curfews in Beit Sahur have been

lifted. Still, the interdenominational “Prayer
for Peace” on November 5 was conducted in a Catholic
church totally surrounded by Israeli troops who denied
access to their own compatriots, including rabbis, who
had come to pray along with the Palestinians, and to
those journalists from around the world who had come
to bear witness. The town’s priest, addressing the hand-
ful of Israelis who had managed to cross the barricades,
spoke in Hebrew and referred to the Israeli peace camp
as “the conscience of the Jewish people” When Hillel
Bardin, an Israeli of American origin, rose to speak, he
was greeted by deafening applause. Why, he asked,
were journalists barred from attending this event, at
which three thousand Palestinians who had been sub-
jected to the most relentless humiliation were dem-
onstrating peaceably for their rights? Why is it that
messages of peace are consistently intercepted by the
military authorities to prevent them from reaching the
Israeli and the international public? (Why, indeed? Can
it be that the gospel that goes forth from Jerusalem
these days is that good news is 70 news?)

I think we can say that the people of Beit Sahur,
denuded of nearly all their worldly possessions, have
won this battle—for both sides. The massive response
of the Israeli authorities that was so disproportionate
to the provocation underscored the struggle for control
which is the very essence of the iptifada. As Beit Sahur
began to take its fate into its own hands, the govern-
ment, in turn, attempted to reassert its control through
force. If peaceful resistance ultimately fails and violence
comes to rule the streets, both our peoples will be the
losers. At least let the record show, then, that on both
sides of this Green Line, our fault line, there were
people who dared to explore alternatives to carnage
and xenophobic visions of indivisible space.

Today the newspapers are right.. .. After the months
of summer drought, the rains have finally come. Rain is
general all over the Middle East. It is falling on Jeru-
salem and Beit Sahur, on every part of the dark central
plain, on the treeless, rocky hills, on the vineyards and
olive orchards, on the lonely graveyards, on the villages
and settlements, on the prisons and detention camps,
on the army bases and the storehouses of confiscated
goods. It is falling upon all the living and the dead, on
those who are alive today and will be dead tomorrow,

and on all the unborn. [




Random Reflections of a Second-Rate Mind

Woody Allen

ining at a fashionable restaurant on New York'’s
D chic Upper East Side, I noticed a Holocaust

survivor at the next table. A man of sixty or so
was showing his companions a number tattooed on his
arm while I overheard him say he had gotten it at
Auschwitz. He was graying and distinguished-looking
with a sad, handsome face, and behind his eyes there
was the predictable haunted look. Clearly he had suffered
and gleaned deep lessons from his anguish. I heard him
describe how he had been beaten and had watched his
fellow inmates being hanged and gassed, and how he
had scrounged around in the camp garbage for anything—
a discarded potato peel—to keep his corpse-thin body
from giving in to disease. As I eavesdropped I wondered:
If an angel had come to him then, when he was scheming
desperately not to be among those chosen for annihila-
tion, and told him that one day he’d be sitting on
Second Avenue in Manhattan in a trendy Italian res-
taurant amongst lovely young women in designer jeans,
and that he’d be wearing a fine suit and ordering lobster
salad and baked salmon, would he have grabbed the
angel around the throat and throttled him in a sudden
fit of insanity?

Talk about cognitive dissonance! All I could see as I
hunched over my pasta were truncheons raining blows
on his head as second after second dragged on in un-
relieved agony and terror. I saw him weak and freezing—
sick, bewildered, thirsty, and in tears, an emaciated
zombie in stripes. Yet now here he was, portly and
jocular, sending back the wine and telling the waiter it
seemed to him slightly too tannic. I knew without a
doubt then and there that no philosopher ever to come
along, no matter how profound, could even begin to
understand the world.

Later that night I recalled that at the end of Elie
Wiesel’s fine book, Night, he said that when his concen-
tration camp was liberated he and others thought first
and foremost of food. Then of their families and next
of sleeping with women, but not of revenge. He made
the point several times that the inmates didn’t think
of revenge. I find it odd that I, who was a small boy
during World War II and who lived in America, unmind-
ful of any of the horror Nazi victims were undergoing,
and who never missed a good meal with meat and
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potatoes and sweet desserts, and who had a soft, safe,
warm bed to sleep in at night, and whose memories of
those years are only blissful and full of good times and
good music—that I think of nothing but revenge.

Confessions of a hustler. At ten I hustled dreidel. I
practiced endlessly spinning the little lead top and
could make the letters come up in my favor more often
than not. After that I mercilessly contrived to play
dreidel with kids and took their money.

“Let’s play for two cents,” I'd say, my eyes waxing
wide and innocent like a big-time pool shark’s. Then
I’d lose the first game deliberately. After, I'd move the
stakes up. Four cents, maybe six, maybe a dime. Soon
the other kid would find himself en route home, gutted
and muttering. Dreidel hustling got me through the
fifth grade. I often had visions of myself turning pro. I
wondered if when I got older I could play my genera-
tion’s equivalent of Legs Diamond or Dutch Schultz for
a hundred thousand a game. I saw myself bathed in
won money, sitting around a green felt table or getting
off great trains, my best dreidel in a smart carrying case
as I went from city to city looking for action, always
cleaning up, always drinking bourbon, always taking
care of my precious manicured spinning hand.

On the cover of this magazine, under the title, is
printed the line: A Bimonthly Jewish Critique of Politics,
Culture & Society. But why a Jewish critique? Or a
gentile critique? Or any limiting perspective? Why not
simply a magazine with articles written by human beings
for other humans to read? Aren’t there enough real
demarcations without creating artificial ones? After all,
there’s no biological difference between a Jew and a
gentile despite what my Uncle Max says. We're talking
here about exclusive clubs that serve no good purpose;
they exist only to form barriers, trade commercially on
human misery, and provide additional differences
amongst people so they can further rationalize their
natural distrust and aggression.

After all, you know by ten years old there’s nothing
bloodier or more phony than the world’s religious history.
What could be more awful than, say, Protestant versus
Catholic in Northern Ireland? Or the late Ayatollah?
Or the expensive cost of tickets to my local synagogue
so my parents can pray on the high holidays? (In the
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end they could only afford to be seated downstairs, not
in the main room, and the service was piped in to them.
The smart money sat ringside, of course.) Is there any-
thing uglier than families that don’t want their children
to marry loved ones because they're of the wrong reli-
gion? Or professional clergy whose pitch is as follows:
“There is a God. Take my word for it. And I pretty
much know what He wants and how to get on with
Him and I’ll try to help you to get and remain in His
good graces, because that way your life won’t be so
fraught with terror. Of course, it’s going to cost you a
little for my time and stationery.. ..

Now, I have frequently been accused
of being a self-hating Jew,
and while it’s true I am Jewish
and I don’t like myself very much,
1t’s not because of my persuasion.

Incidentally, I'm well aware that one day I may have
to fight because I'm a Jew, or even die because of it, and
no amount of professed apathy to religion will save me.
On the other hand, those who say they want to kill me
because I'm Jewish would find other reasons if I were
not Jewish. I mean, think if there were no Jews or
Catholics, or if everyone were white or German or
American, if the earth was one country, one color; then
endless new, creative rationalizations would emerge to
kill “other people” —the left-handed, those who prefer
vanilla to strawberry, all baritones, any person who
wears saddle shoes.

So what was my point before I digressed? Oh—do I
really want to contribute to a magazine that subtly
helps promulgate phony and harmful differences? (Here
I must say that Tzkkun appears to me as a generally won-
derful journal—politically astute, insightful, and cou-
rageously correct on the Israeli-Palestinian issue.)

I experienced this type of ambivalence before when
a group wanted me to front and raise money for the
establishment of a strong pro-Israel political action
committee. I don’t approve of PACs, but I've always
been a big rooter for Israel. I agonized over the decision
and in the end I did front the PAC and helped them
raise money and get going. Then, after they were off
and running, I quietly slipped out. This was the com-
promise I made which I've never regretted. Still, I'd be
happier contributing to T7kkun if it had a different line,
or no line, under the title. After all, what if other
magazines felt the need to employ their own religious per-
spectives? You might have: Field and Stream: A Catholic
Critique of Fishing and Hunting. This month: “Angling
for Salmon as You Baptize.”
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I have always preferred women to men. This goes
back to the Old Testament where the ladies have it all
over their cowering, pious counterparts. Eve knew the
consequences when she ate the apple. Adam would
have been content to just follow orders and live on like
a mindless sybarite. But Eve knew it was better to
acquire knowledge even if it meant grasping her mortal-
ity with all its accompanying anxiety. I'm personally
glad men and women run to cover up their nakedness.
It makes undressing someone much more exciting. And
with the necessity of people having to earn their livings
by the sweat of their brows we have a much more
interesting and creative world. Much more fascinating
than the sterile Garden of Eden which I always picture
existing in the soft-focus glow of a beer commercial.

I also had a crush on Lot’s wife. When she looked
back at the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah she
knew she was disobeying God. But she did it anyway.
And she knew what a cruel, vindictive character He
was. So it must have been very important to her to look
back. But why? To see what? Well, I think to see her
lover. The man she was having an extramarital affair
with. And wouldn’t you if you were married to Lot?
This self-righteous bore, this paragon of virtue in a
corrupt, swinging city. Can you imagine life with this
dullard? Living only to please God. Resisting all the
temptations that made Sodom and Gomorrah pulsate
with vitality. The one good man in the city. Indeed. Of
course she was making it with someone else. But who?
Some used-idol salesman? Who knows? But I like to
think she felt passion for a human being while Lot felt
it only for the deep, pontificating voice of the creator
of the universe. So naturally she was crushed when they
had to leave town in a hurry. And as God destroyed all
the bars and broke up all the poker games and the
sinners went up in smoke, and as Lot tiptoed for the
border, holding the skirts of his robes high to avoid
tripping, Mrs. Lot turned to see her beloved cingue a
sept one more time and that’s when unfortunately the
Almighty, in his infinite forgiveness, turned her into a
seasoning.

So that leaves Job’s wife. My favorite woman in all of
literature. Because when her cringing, put-upon husband
asked the Lord “Why me?” and the Lord told him to
shut up and mind his own business and that he shouldn’t
even dare ask, Job accepted it, but the Missus, already
in the earth at that point, had previously scored with a
quotable line of unusual dignity and one that Job would
have been far too obsequious to come up with: “Curse
God and die” was the way she put it. And I loved her
for it because she was too much of her own person to
let herself be shamelessly abused by some vain and
sadistic Holy Spirit.




I was amazed at how many intellectuals took issue
with me over a piece I wrote a while back for the New
York Times saying I was against the practice of Israeli
soldiers going door-to-door and randomly breaking the
hands of Palestinians as a method of combating the
intifada. I said also I was against the too-quick use of
real bullets before other riot control methods were
tried. I was for a more flexible attitude on negotiating
land for peace. All things I felt to be not only more in
keeping with Israel’s high moral stature but also in its
own best interest. I never doubted the correctness of
my feelings and I expected all who read it to agree.
Visions of a Nobel danced in my head and, in truth, I
had even formulated the first part of my acceptance
speech. Now, I have frequently been accused of being
a self-hating Jew, and while it’s true I am Jewish and I
don’t like myself very much, it’s not because of my
persuasion. The reasons lie in totally other areas—Ilike
the way I look when I get up in the morning, or that I
can never read a road map. In retrospect, the fact that
I did not win a peace prize but became an object of
some derision was what I should have expected.

“How can you criticize a place you've never been
to?” a cabbie asked me. I pointed out I'd never been
many places whose politics I took issue with, like Cuba
for instance. But this line of reasoning cut no ice.

“Who are you to speak up?” was a frequent question
in my hate mail. T replied I was an American citizen
and a human being, but neither of these affiliations
carried enough weight with the outraged.

The most outlandish cut of all was from the Jewish
Defense League, which voted me Pig of the Month.
How they misunderstood me! If only they knew how
close some of my inner rages have been to theirs. (In
my movie Manbhattan, for example, I suggested break-
ing up a Nazi rally not with anything the ACLU would
approve, but with baseball bats.)

But it was the intellectuals, some of them close friends,
who hated most of all that I had made my opinions
public on such a touchy subject. And yet, despite all
their evasions and circumlocutions, the central point
seemed to me inescapable: Israel was not responding
correctly to this new problem.

“The Arabs are guilty for the Middle East mess, the
bloodshed, the terrorism, with no leader to even try to
negotiate with,” reasoned the typical thinker.

“True,” I agreed, with Socratic simplicity.

“Victims of the Holocaust deserve a homeland, a
place to be free and safe”

“Absolutely” I was totally in accord.

“We can’t afford disunity. Israel is in a precarious
situation.” Here I began to feel uneasy, because we can
afford disunity,

“Do you want the soldiers going door-to-door and
breaking hands?” T asked, cutting to the kernel of my
complaint,

“Of course not.”

“So?”

“I'd still rather you hadn’t written that piece” Now
I'd be fidgeting in my chair, waiting for a cogent rebuttal
to the breaking-of-hands issue. “Besides,” my opponent
argued, “the Times prints only one side.”

“But even the Israeli press—”

“You shouldn’t have spoken out,” he interrupted.

“Many Israelis agree,” I said, “and moral issues apart,
why hand the Arabs a needless propaganda victory?”

“Yes, yes, but still you shouldn’t have said anything.
I was disappointed in you.” Much talk followed by both
of us about the origins of Israel, the culpability of Arab
terrorists, the fact there’s no one in charge of the enemy
to negotiate with, but in the end it always came down
to them saying, “You shouldn’t have spoken up,” and
me saying, “But do you think they should randomly
break hands?” and them adding, “Certainly not—but
I'd still feel better if you had just not written that
piece.”

My mother was the final straw. She cut me out of her
will and then tried to kill herself just to hasten my
realization that I was getting no inheritance.

At fifteen I received as a gift a pair of cuff links
with a William Steig cartoon on them. A man with a
spear through his body was pictured and the accom-
panying caption read, “People are no damn good”
A generalization, an oversimplification, and yet it was
the only way I ever could get my mind around the
Holocaust. Even at fifteen I used to read Anne Frank’s
line about people being basically good and place it on
a par with Will Rogers’s pandering nonsense, “I never
met a man I didn’t like”

The questions for me were not: How could a civilized

(Continued on p. 71)
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The collapse of Eastern European dictatorships and
the delegitimation of cold-war ideology open up spectacu-
lar possibilities for liberal and progressive social change
movements. The demands for social transformation that
emerged in the West in the 1930s have long been kept on
a back burner—first because of World War 11 and then
because of the need to divert resources and energies to
counter what was supposed to be a major threat from
Communist expansionism. As that threat recedes, funda-
mental questions about our own society reappear on the
nation’s agenda.

A perfect moment for radical transformation? Not if
liberals and the Left remain stuck in a self-defeating
ideological framework. Reviewing the failures of leftists
in the past, Michael Lerner argues that their hostility to
religion, their insensitivity to psychological needs, and
their failure to attend to the ethical crises of daily life

After the Cold War:

may continue to thwart human liberation in the twenty-
first century. The necessary struggles against coercive forms
of community, religion, and the family, as well as the
important struggles for individual autonomy, human rights,
and freedom of choice may have contributed to the develop-
ment of a culture of liberalism that is unprepared to meet
the challenge of a society where the greatest oppression
may no longer be economic or political.

The destruction of the moral and spiritual environment,
the undermining of our ability to form or sustain loving
relationships and families, the creation of an ethos of
“me-firstism,” the elimination of communities with a
shared ethical vision—these may be the central issues of
the coming period. Only a fundamental rethinking of
liberal cultural assumptions might save the progressive

forces from being irrelevant to the politics of the twenty-
first century.

Possibilities for Human Liberation

Michael Lerner

the liberal and progressive forces in the United

States have defeated themselves. At first I thought
the problem was merely a matter of not being clever
enough at addressing the realities of working-class life.
In the early 1970s I tried to convince activists in the
social change movements that we should take the tax
issue and make it our own—by placing on the ballot in
several states an initiative that would relieve the tax
burden on middle-income people and shift it onto the
rich. We could, I thought, build an alliance between
the interests of poor people and middle-income people
against the interests of those who actually ran things
and who were benefitting most from the then current
tax situation. Most lefties dismissed this kind of think-
ing as irrelevant. Why should we care about the inter-
ests of middle-income people, they argued, when the
problems of poverty, racism, and imperialism are so
much more pressing? Only a few years later the Right
developed its own tax initiative, first in California and
then later with the Reagan administration. The Right’s
tax plan managed to build precisely the kind of alliance
I had feared—an alliance that paired middle-income

F or the past twenty years I've been studying how
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people and the rich (both groups benefitting from the
tax reduction) against poor people (whose social service
benefits were dramatically reduced).

Though I still think we might have been wise to take
up a progressive tax program, I now think that my
underlying thinking was misguided. It shared the fun-
damental assumption that has made the liberal and left
forces increasingly irrelevant in the politics of the last
part of the twentieth century: the notion that human
beings are primarily motivated by economic and mate-
rial considerations, and that once you address their
economic needs you have spoken to their deepest prob-
lems and will win their allegiance. This materialist as-
sumption is shared not only by Marxists but by the
bureaucrats who run the AFL-CIO, by the “realists”
who shape the Democratic party, and even by the left-
ists who rallied to Jesse Jackson and the party reformers
who now believe that a “new populism” is all that is
necessary to revive the Left. This same kind of con-
sciousness is reflected in liberal policy journals, in vari-
ous attempts to create a coherent liberal voice inside
the Democratic party, and in an array of left-leaning
policy institutes in Washington and money-granting
foundations sponsored by liberal donors.

I don’t blame anyone who has fallen into this eco-




nomic trap—it allows those of us who have been moti-
vated by moral sensitivity and outrage at injustice to
think of ourselves as more than softheaded idealists.
By using the seemingly “hard” language of economics
and political rights, focusing on “the economy” or “the
law,” we seem to be just as realistic as any conservative
industrialist or banker, hence equally legitimate. The
hitch is that this way of thinking produces a politics
that leads liberal and progressive forces to misunder-
stand the people whom they have to organize.

I discovered how wrong my own political approach
had been once I began to work as a psychotherapist for
the Labor movement in the mid-1970s. Having created
the Institute for Labor and Mental Health to explore
the psychodynamics of American society, a group of us
who were psychologists, psychiatrists, social workers,
and community activists began to discover a peculiar
phenomenon: Americans agreed with the liberals, the
progressives, and the social change activists on many of
the domestic issues they addressed but still did not
trust the Left because of what it ignored or misunder-
stood. And what the Left ignored or misunderstood
was the ethical, spiritual, and psychological crises facing
most people in their daily lives.

When, in the late 1970s, people turned to religious
communities to help address these questions, the jeers
from the Left about the reactionary quality of all religion
only further reinforced the general consensus of Ameri-
cans that these liberals and lefties had no real under-
standing or sympathy for their lives or their concerns.
Of course, I shared with most lefties a distaste for
religious movements that allied themselves with racist,
sexist, and nationalistic tendencies in the society, and
that seemed indifferent to the fate of the poor and the
oppressed. Yet we found in talking to people who were
attracted by the religious revival that they were attracted
to religious communities because these communities
addressed their hunger for meaning and purpose—de-
spite the reactionary elements in some of the religious
traditions involved. Why couldn’t the Left see this?

At first I thought this was a mere oversight. But as
we began to raise these issues with the Democrats and
with liberal and progressive social change activists, we
encountered massive resistance. The issues that seemed
to be at the heart of Americans’ estrangement from the
Left were dismissed as “merely psychological” (And
from hard-nosed East Coast realists there were over-
tones of suspicion that since we were based in Northern
California—though our research had included inter-
views with workers from all parts of the US.—perhaps
we had fallen victim to the psychological trendiness
that had produced various “flaky” California visions.)
The needs that were being addressed by religious com-
munities were nothing but illusory, we were told, the

product of reactionary desires for patriarchal stability
or for fantasies of idealized communities that had never
existed and which could not be reconstructed today.

Yet our own research showed us that the people who
were being dismissed by the Left were often much
more complex—that their concerns about the disinte-
gration of families and ethical values, their yearning for
deeper meaning and spiritual truth, were 7ot covers for
reactionary desires or a primitive “fear of the inevitable
complexity of the modern world” On the contrary, we
discovered that there was a basic longing for meaningful
lives embedded in communities with a shared ethical
framework and a deep hunger for loving families, rela-
tionships, and friendships. While these desires were
being expressed in a conservative framework (because
the political Right seemed to be the only force that
bothered to address these issues), there was nothing
fundamentally reactionary in the desires being expressed.
In fact, they were quite often articulated by people who
made absolutely clear to us their abiding commitment
to social justice, sexual and racial equality, and a basic
openness to experimentation, change, playfulness, and
respect for others.

Somehow the intellectual framework for understand-
ing politics maintained by liberals and progressives could
not accommodate the realities of contemporary life.
Liberatory theories seemed to lead in the wrong direc-
tion. Liberal and progressive activists seemed remarkably
obtuse—insensitive to the inner life of most Americans.
Those in the liberal world who d7d address these issues
tended to do so through the language of psychoanalysis,
framing issues primarily in terms of individual pathol-
ogies, rarely addressing the social realities that impinge
on the development of a healthy inner life or that make
loving relationships difficult. Moreover, in their different
ways, both those who derived their liberatory zeal from
Marxist approaches and those who were nourished by
the Freudian tradition shared a reductionist account of
human life that had little room for ethical or spiritual
concerns.

This was not just a momentary aberration, but a
central flaw in the entire schema of liberal and leftist
thought. It is deeply rooted in the entire way that
progressive thought emerged and found expression in
the Enlightenment and in the emancipatory movements
of the past several centuries. No wonder, then, that the
heathens rage—that is, that the forces of reaction are
celebrating a triumph at the current moment. They can
sense that the Left has managed to render itself obsolete
with regard to the great issues that will dominate poli-
tics in the next decades. Democrats may be able to
dress themselves up as born-again Republicans and
win an election or two, but they are not part of a social
movement with a compelling vision that might win the
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lasting allegiance of most Americans.

Getting out of this mess requires more than a new
slogan or a new program. It requires a fundamental
rethinking of the basic assumptions that have dominated
the liberatory movements since the Enlightenment. We
can only understand our current predicament if we can
situate ourselves historically in relationship to the dis-
tortions that have gradually determined the course of
liberatory movements.

Tae HistoricAL FRAMEWORK

s we enter the last decade of the current millen-
nium the celebration of the status quo in the
Western world has reached a new level of deliri-
ous self-deception. The self-satisfaction of the well-to-do
burgher may indeed be shared by enough middle- and
upper-middle-income people in the Western world to
allow court intellectuals to declare that they have
reached the best of all possible worlds, but anyone with
a sense of history recognizes that this delusion has
recurred often enough in the past two hundred years to
require more than a little skepticism. A State Depart-
ment operative writes an article about the recent ad-
vances for democratic regimes and hails the period as
“the end of history” Nathan Gardels’s New Perspective
Quarterly dedicates an entire issue to celebrating “the
triumph of capitalism.” The illusions nurtured on a well-
stuffed stomach are endless and frighteningly naive.
The celebration of the status quo may turn to mourn-
ing quickly enough if the freedom of the marketplace,
currently being toasted in the corporate and media
boardrooms, continues to prevent the development of
a worldwide system of rational allocation of the world’s
resources and productive capacities. I'm not talking,
for the moment, about the fact that every year thirty
million children die of hunger as a consequence of our
current system of resource allocation. Such “merely”
moral outrage is not likely to divert the ideologues
from their festivities. Rather, I make reference to the
fact that the much touted marketplace has encouraged,
some would say required, a pillaging of the world’s
resources and a wildly irresponsible destruction of the
physical environment. Just as people in a twentieth
century dominated by world wars and unparalleled
human destructiveness looked back on the “gay nine-
ties” with a sense of incredulity that nineteenth-century
intellectuals could have been so unaware of the tragedy
they were helping to set up in the last decade of that
century, so in the next century our half-hearted belief
that we might save the environment without interfering
with the freedom of the marketplace will be looked
back on as the ultimate in stupidity. Indeed, one might
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write a history of the human race and its relationship
to the planet that would point to an escalating destruc-
tiveness which reached its apex in the past several
decades. Framing history in terms of threats to the
survival of the human race might find us defining this
period as one of history’s worst.

There is a danger, however, in relying on this kind of
formulation—the danger of falling back into an exter-
nal account of reality that misses what we learned from
the experience of the thousands of normally function-
ing Americans whom we at the Institute for Labor and
Mental Health interviewed in the 1970s and 1980s. “Eco-
logical catastrophe” may simply take the place of “eco-
nomic collapse” in the lexicon of the Left, while the
more subjective and experiential issues may once again
be ignored. If people are able to hear over and over
again the “facts” about the way we are destroying our
natural environment, and find themselves st:// unable to
respond, that may well be because they are in so much
pain in other parts of their lives that they don’t have the
emotional energy to give to this larger problem.

In this sense, solving the ecological crisis may require
solving another crisis first: the sense of powerlessness
and alienation that make people so despairing of them-
selves that they are unable to engage in politics. This
crisis in personal life may be the distinctive feature of
the contemporary historical period, brought into even
sharper relief when contrasted with the collective action
of millions of people in Eastern Europe. Given how
powerless we feel to join together with others to change
our situation, we may recognize the beginning of the
1990s as a particularly sad moment in the collective
history of the West.

ven these preliminary remarks force us to un-
derstand that there is no way to take an “objec-
tive” look at our historical situation because
there is no such thing as “objective” history: How we
situate ourselves historically depends on what our val-
ues and goals are as we approach the task. From a
Tikkun perspective, the goal is “to heal, repair, and
transform the world.” Articulating the goal in that par-
ticular way immediately distinguishes us from those
whose primary energy focuses on salvation in some
other world or realm of existence, or those who think
that the primary focus must be on transformation or
transcendence of self. It equally distinguishes us from
those who use the religious traditions of the West to
justify or “flow with” the current social order (“God’s
in His heaven, all’s right with the world”).
A Tikkun perspective is rooted both in the moral
outrage that characterized the Prophets of the ancient
Hebrews and in those Prophets’ urgent call to change

(Continued on p. 72)




It was inevitable that the intifada should renew interest
in the origins of the Palestinian problem. For decades
most Americans and Israelis accepted the claim of the
official or Old Israeli Historiography that the Palestinians
bad voluntarily left their homes in Palestine/lsrael in
1948 at the urging of their own and other Arab leaders.
Subsequently, Israel—viewing the refugees as a potential
Fifth Column—refused to allow them to return. According
to the Old Historiography, Israel entered the 1948 war
enthustastically accepting the 1947 UN partition plan
while the Arab states all bluntly rejected it and embarked
on a concerted campaign to drive the Jews into the sea;
young Israel was a pacific, barely armed “David” opposed
by a giant, malevolent Arab “Goliath,” but nonetheless
(almost inexplicably) prevailed; Israel vigorously strove
during 1948 and in the immediate postwar years to attain
peace with its neighbors, but these neighbors were uni-
formly bell-bent on Israel’s destruction and with equal

The Eel and History: A

vigor rejected all peace overtures; and so a state of war
has reigned between Israel and most of its neighbors ever
since.

A quite different viewpoint emerges from the work of
a new generation of Israeli historians who have researched
1948 using material from recently opened archives. Benny
Morris, the most respected of these New Historians,
summarized his findings in the Nov./Dec. 1988 issue of
Tikkun (“The New Historiography”). The New Historians,
the Tikkun article, and Morris’s book, The Birth of the
Palestinian Refugee Problem, 1947 -1949, generated vigor-
ous debate in Israel. The most vociferous critic, Ben-Gurion’s
biographer Shabtai Teveth, published a series of articles
in the Israeli daily Ha'aretz, and then republished his
attack in Commentary in September 1989. Commentary
refused to print a rebuttal, and so Benny Morris responds
here to the Teveth attack.

Reply to Shabtai Teveth

Benny Morris

Teveth has taken his shop-soiled and worn wares

to America, where he has dusted them off and
put them out for the unwary readers of Commentary in
an article entitled “Charging Israel with Original Sin”
(Commentary, Sept. 1989). Teveth attempts to respond
to the Tzkkun article and the wider debate around the
New Historiography. His outpouring in Commentary
and the Israeli daily Ha'aretz, some thirty thousand
words all told, represents a rearguard defense of the
Old Historiography which, as we will see, in major
points is indistinguishable from propaganda. Teveth’s is
an impassioned attempt to assail the effort by a younger
generation of Israeli historians to describe fairly and
accurately what happened in Palestine/Israel during
1947-1949.

The Old Historiography, whose essence and guide-
lines were early laid down by Ben-Gurion’s own volumi-
nous “histories” and memoirs, is embodied in such
works as Sefer Toldot Ha’Haganah (The History of the
Haganah), the Haganah’s multivolume in-house history;
the Palmah’s two-volume anthology of reminiscences

and chronicles, Sefer Ha’Palmabh (The Book of the
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Palmah); the successive “histories” of the 1948 war
Israel Defense Forces (IDF) brigades, published by the
Israel Defense Ministry Press; and the memoirs of many
former IDF officers and Israeli officials. These works,
almost without exception, were written by people who
participated in the tumultuous, heroic epic of 1948.
Indeed, for these chroniclers, who include Netanel
Lorch (author of The Edge of the Sword), 1948 was the
golden moment of their lives. Their publications pre-
sented an official Israeli history, a tale devoid of error
or malice or baseness, a tale of (Jewish) good guys and
(Arab and, usually, British) bad guys, a tale of white
and black, with never a shade in between.

Forty years have now passed. A new generation of
historians, born around 1948, has grown up in Israel—
an Israel that has passed through the 1973 war, the
Lebanese adventure of 1982-1985 and, most recently,
the intifada. This generation is able to look back at 1948
and, perhaps, at the whole Zionist enterprise, more
objectively than the generation of 1948 fighters and
state-builders. By and large, the New Historians feel
untrammeled by considerations of propaganda and
image, considerations that so clearly figure in the writ-
ing of the Old Historians. Israel in the Old History
could do no wrong, and any facts or episodes that cast
Israel in a less than warm, white glow were summarily
swept under the carpet and into historical oblivion. For
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example, Elhannan Orren, a former director of the
IDF’s History Department, was able to write a whole
book—Ba’Derekbh El Ha’ir (On the Road to the City,
Israel Defense Ministry Press-Ma’arachot, 1976)—on
the IDF’s July 1948 conquest of the Arab towns of
Lydda and Ramle without once mentioning that tens of
thousands of the towns’ inhabitants were expelled by
the conquering troops.

But even more important to the emergence of the
New Historiography has been the opening of the ar-
chives. The early and mid-1980s saw an unprecedented,
massive declassification and release of millions of letters,
memoranda, reports, and minutes from the late 1940s.
These documents were stored in the Israel State Archives,
The Public Record Office (that is, the British state
archive), and the US. National Archive. Many thou-
sands of documents deposited in semipublic and pri-
vate- Israeli archives (municipal and kibbutz archives,
political party archives, and so on) were also released
during this period. For the first time historians have
been able to write about 1948 on the basis of massive,
contemporary documentation. These generational and
archival developments underlie the emergence of the
New Historiography.

New Historians exhibit “a sympathy somewhat in-

clined to the side of the Palestinians,” and that
these histories seek to “delegitimize Zionism.” He
“demonstrates” this by quoting from a favorable review
of my book by the PLO propagandist and Palestine
National Council member, Professor Edward Said. Said,
says Teveth, claims that my book shows that it was “a
sequence of Zionist terror and Israeli expulsion that
were behind the birth of the Palestinian refugee prob-
lem.” Said, of course, is incorrect, and he misrepresents
my conclusions. But quoting Said serves Teveth’s dema-
gogic purpose, which is to show that my book can be
and, indeed, is being used by PLO propagandists—
thus blackening me by association. I am held respon-
sible for what others write about me or for what others
claim to be the conclusions of my book.

Perhaps it is worth noting at this point that many
Palestinians of my acquaintance are unhappy with my
book —in large measure, I fear, because it fails to prove
or support the traditional Palestinian thesis that what
occurred in 1948 was one big, systematic, preplanned
expulsion. It should also be pointed out that Israel’s New
Historians are far from being politically of a piece; in-
deed, the species includes such right-wing anti-Palestinians
as the military historian Dr. Uri Milstein.

Israeli historians, Teveth seems to imply, must beware
of writing anything that could be utilized by the Pales-
tinian enemy; they must “trim their sails,” that is, their

I n his Commentary article Teveth charges that the
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findings and conclusions, to suit the current needs of
the ongoing Israeli- Arab propaganda battle.

I would submit that Israeli historians, the Old His-
torians, have been doing just that for close to thirty-five
years, and that the time has come for researchers to
cleave to the facts and try to disregard such extraneous
considerations as Israel’s national interests and image
when composing their books. Israel is now strong and
established enough to take the truth about the circum-
stances of its conception, a truth, incidentally, by no
means more bloody, dastardly, or base than that of
most nations in times of great upheaval and revolution
(and such was 1948). The moment the historian looks
over his shoulder, begins to calculate how others might
utilize his work, and allows this to influence his findings
and conclus