


From The Gematria: “The Curses”

Jerome Rothenberg
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GEeMATRIA 105 the unclean.
Man )
the blasphemer. I will blot him out
with stones.
Man,
the bald locust. (3)
Sodom
in Sodom.
4
Your STUFF
My stuff
is unclean.

Gematria, a form of traditional Jewish numerology, played off the fact that every letter of the Hebrew alphabet was also a number,
and that words or phrases the sum of whose letters was equal were at some level meaningfully connected. Unlike the traditionalists
of gematria, I have seen these coincidences or synchronicities (from which these poems are built) not as substantiations for religious
and ethical doctrines, but as an entry to the kinds of correspondences and constellations that have been central to modernist and
“post” modernist poetry experiments over the last century and a balf. It is my feeling that the process used is, in this case at least, not
irrelevant to a reading of the resultant poems. [J.R.]
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Lerner: You'll never get it from Shamir. But in Israel
there is a democratic process, and if you make these
kinds of statements we can change the democratic align-
ment of forces—we can change who has power.

It would be useful if you would pay more attention
to influencing the outcome of that democratic process.
It’s too bad that the PNC didn’t issue its statement
before the 1988 Israeli elections, instead of waiting until
they were over. Instead, a day before the election Israelis
heard about a terrorist attack on a bus in which a
mother and her children were burned alive. Obviously
all this pushed the whole dynamic to the right.

If you are going to accept 242 and 338, why not do it
before the elections?

Husseini: It was my assessment that had the PLO
issued any statement before the elections, both sides
would have discounted it. In the pre-election days Labor
and Likud had built a dynamic in which the real question
was, “Who is most against the PLO?” The most suc-
cessful propaganda that Likud used was to picture
Peres with Arafat; and the Labor party spent much of
its energy trying to defend itself against this image. So
the atmosphere was nof conducive. Moreover, I felt
that if we took a new position during the elections,
once a new government came into power it would view
that as a position from the past and would seek some
new concessions. We are always trying to shape our
policies to help the Israeli peace movement, but in the
end we are discovering that they can’t deliver the vote.
After all, they told us that if we accepted 242 and
renounced terrorism this would create a huge advance.

America tells us this, you in the peace movement tell us

this, but when we do change, neither America nor you
can actually deliver the appropriate changes in Israel.

Lerner: This is one of the limits on a democratic system:
you have to win people’s minds and hearts, and people
have been terrified by a long history.

Husseini: But really, where is the end of this? First they
said to us, “Recognize the right of Israel to exist in
peace with recognized borders and security” Then some-
one came to us and said, “No, we need more. We want
you to accept the historical right for Israel to exist”
Then someone came and said, “No, that would not be
enough—we want the Palestinians to accept the moral
right for Israel to exist” I don’t know where it will
stop. Will it stop only when I finally have to say, “OK,
I admit that I have no right to exist”?

Lerner: I understand that you are saying that you want
something in return. I understand the legitimacy of
your position. But I think about this politically in terms
of how to change the situation, rather than in terms of
who is right or wrong. Politically it is necessary for the
PNC to change the charter and for the PLO to say that
it would prosecute people who engage in terrorism
against Israeli civilians. This is a principle recognized
by the Israeli army. We might both criticize the sentences
against Israeli soldiers who have committed brutal acts—
they are too light. But 7 principle the Israeli army recog-
nizes that these acts should be punished—it doesn’t, as
the PLO did in the past, issue statements claiming
credit for attacks against uninvolved civilians. So people
who beat up Palestinians can and do get prosecuted,
even if the sentences aren’t stiff enough. Finally, suspend
military actions of PLO forces trying to infiltrate Israel
through the northern border. And say that you would
accept a demilitarized state.

But you are right to say that we can’t guarantee
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dominated empire. Many of them were part of the old
Czarist empire, which Lenin once quite aptly called
“a prison house of peoples” For these republics as
well, however, the only democratic solution is to permit
them to vote on whether or not they wish to remain in
the USSR. Of course, to have even a ghost of a chance
of winning such a vote the Soviet Union would have to
undergo a radical transformation and become an attrac-
tive place in which to live.

There are obviously many difficult issues that would
arise once a democratized Soviet Union tried to construct
such a true confederation and actually live up to the
rights of secession presently guaranteed to the republics
in the Soviet constitution. These problems would concern
the rights of Russian minorities who now live in many
of the republics, and ugly conflicts between nationalities
of the sort we see today in Armenia and Azerbaijan would
abound. But then decades of Russian control haven’t
cured these problems. In fact, Moscow’s domination

has created a breeding ground in which these problems
have festered and grown.

THE CONTRADICTIONS OF (GORBACHEV

Gorbachev’s liberalization policies have opened up
space for independent initiatives throughout the Soviet
Union. With each passing month, the world learns of the
existence of new grass-roots groups and unprecedented
opportunities for such groups to organize. On the other
hand, the new liberties have not been institutionalized
or guaranteed for the future.

Moreover, there are still important day-to-day lim-
itations on these freedoms. According to Helsinki
Watch, one hundred political prisoners remain in jail —
great progress over five years ago, but nonetheless a
basic violation of human rights. In addition, Soviet
citizens are still regularly punished simply for exer-
cising their right to freedom of expression. Over the
past several months sentences ranging from fifteen days
in prison to fines amounting to one year’s salary have
been meted out to hundreds of Soviet citizens because
they distributed Samizdat literature or participated in
peaceful demonstrations.

As far as freedom of the officially recognized press is
concerned, the record is uneven. Despite the liveliness of
today’s Soviet newspapers and journals, Gorbachev felt
entitled to tell Vladislav Starkov, editor of the prestigious
newspaper Argumenti i Fakti, to get a new job simply
because he didn’t like the informal poll which indicated
that among the journal’s readers many radical members
of the legislature were more popular than Gorbachev
himself. It is testimony to the new strength of inde-

pendent critical opinion that Starkov still has his position
as of this writing.

While Gotbachev’s initial draft of a law prohibiting
all strikes did not pass in the legislature, the law that
did make it through in the fall of 1989 could not pass
muster with supporters of trade union rights anywhere
in the world. It forbids strikes by workers involved
with power plants, communication centers, government
agencies, and all major forms of transportation.

The sense of global possibility,
the sense of renewal,
was best expressed by the young
Czechoslovak who said “[This] is

the beginning of our real lives.”

These contradictory realities of Gorbachev’s govern-
ment—major liberalization coexisting with significant
limitations of civil liberties and democratic rights—
reflect his goal, which is to modernize and loosen up
the system while retaining its essential social character.
Hence his decision to allow a great deal of freedom for
independent civic associations, but to fine or imprison
people who go beyond certain limits in exercising these
freedoms. Hence his decision to allow a measure of
choice in recent elections, but to reject the idea of a
multiparty system for the Soviet Union. For a long
time, Gorbachev simply dismissed party pluralism as
“rubbish” In December 1989, however, in response to
growing pressure, he retreated somewhat and allowed
that such pluralism might be possible in the future, but
not now, since the process of perestroika needed to be
“guided” by a Communist Party facing no other com-
petitors. In the case of Soviet workers, Gorbachev’s
goal of maintaining the system explains why he has
fulfilled some of their economic demands while trying
to deny the workers essential rights such as the ability
to strike or to form independent unions.

Given the character of Gorbachev’s objectives, the
tendency of many Western supporters of democratic
Soviet reform to rely upon him is fundamentally mis-
taken. Gorbachev’s recognition that radical changes were
necessary in order to save the system from a stagnating
paralysis impelled him to inaugurate the reform process,
and his actions have had an enormous impact. At the
same time, however, the social power both to defend
the reforms already undertaken and to go further and
institutionalize democracy lies with the country’s inde-
pendent associations of human rights activists, ecologists,
trade unionists, defenders of oppressed nationalities,
and so forth. These are the only groups with sufficient
popular strength to effectively resist the threat of bureau-
cratic backlash that always waits in the wings.
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versus Slavery could not provide the unity of definition
and purpose which a popular war is good for. Maybe
we were not so virtuous after all. When cold-war proxies
went to war, the hot war cost too much. So Vietnam
spelled the beginning of the end of the cold war as a
master script. But America could only agree to lose a
war by pretending it was doing something else; the
ideological lessons stayed murky—we could only have
lost if we fought with one arm tied behind our back, in
the Rambo/Reagan version. The cold war was resur-
rected. In the latter half of the seventies, rising panic
about Soviet power rescued the script just as it was
bogging down in the third act. Enter Reagan I to stoke
up the military-industrial furnaces—to prove we weren’t
losers for lack of trying. To move us past the middle of
the end of the cold war took above all the man of the
decade, Mr. Gorbachev. Maybe we did not need to be
so paranoid after all. Even Ronald Reagan II got a whiff
of the virtues of a new scenario—deduced that if he
were going to recoup from Iran-contra and other em-
barrassments, he had better accommodate that plain
American reluctance to embrace the cold war as the

culmination of human history.

So today the master script of the cold war is in -

tatters. We are past the middle of the end of communism.
History, which the Hegel desk of the State Department
tells us is shortly to end, is in play. In certain ways, it
would be more accurate to say that history is just begin-
ning. And yet: over on this side of the world (if a round
world has sides) there is much wringing of hands and
gnashing of teeth at this amazing opportunity to redraw
the map of the world.

few words about the convulsion of communism.
A Since 1914, for three-quarters of a century, the

Leninist party has been an imposing machine
for revolution and rule. That’s what it was good for. It
laid claim to be the only working time-tested machine
that could overthrow corrupt regimes (as well as demo-
cratic ones), avert imperialist war, suppress opposition,
batter fascism, and rule justly and rationally in the name
of economic progress and—this redundancy was a tip-
off that somebody was protesting too much—People’s
Democracy. (What other democracy could there be?) The
prior tradition in Marxism, that of the Second Inter-
national, which believed in the slow parliamentary road
to socialism, stood condemned as helpless—helpless
against the nationalist war spasm of 1914, helpless
against Soviet-sponsored coups (as in Poland in 1946
and Czechoslovakia in 1948) or American-sponsored
coups (as in Guatemala in 1954 and Chile in 1973), and
recently, if this were not bad enough, helpless against
capital flight that would drive any full-blooded demo-
cratic socialism to its knees.

So Leninist theory had its plausibility and the Leninist
machine dug in. Enter Stalin, perfecting what he called
the Marxist-Leninist theory. The decrepit, debased social
system of police power and a command economy was
hitched to the Red Army and the all-responsible Party.
The Party and the state apparatus claimed to be the
prerequisite for justice, equality, peace, and socialism,
and in the process befouled every one of these values.
They did this so effectively that in large parts of Eastern
Europe today the words are polluted as thoroughly as
the forests and rivers. The system worked for nothing
but power. It ruled. Existence was its argument for
existence. And absolute power seemed to have absolute
consequence. The glacial Soviet order seemed to have
ground away social initiative, freedom, everything that

was not itself.

We can declare an end to the
nineteenth-century idea that human
reason was entitled to colonize
nature, pave it, shape it, police i,
and rule in its name over the
Other—be it nature, subject peoples,
women, whatever other materials
remain to be worked over.

But this, it turns out, was a grand illusion. While poli-
ticians and theorists and pundits were denying the pos-
sibility of upheaval, while Jeane Kirkpatrick was building
a political career on the strength of the assertion that
communism was forever, after decades when the one-
party state commanded the police and information and
organization, it turned out that that messy, ever-insistent,
ever-replenishing society had not been crushed. Or to
switch to a California metaphor, those tectonic plates,
long stuck, started moving. The whole intricate living
tissue of social relations and energies called “civil so-
ciety” revived—along with virulent nationalism, ethno-
centrism, anti-Semitism, and everything else that had
been pressed beneath stones. All of them revived just
where they were supposed to have been pulverized, just
where the theory of totalitarianism was supposed to
have proved them impossible. Marxist-Leninist theory,
it turned out, was futile.

The theory was bad and the consequences were bad.
But I think it is dishonest to say that the Left has been
exempt from their siren song. And this is part of the
reason why some of the Left has barely begun to grasp
what the new opportunities mean. Some of the Left,
some zone in almost all of us, has been stuck inside the
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Jews appeared on the German cultural scene at the
height of the late-eighteenth-century German Aufklirung,
or Enlightenment, a movement identified with the names
of Goethe, Schiller, Kant, Hegel, and Fichte. This deci-
sive encounter took place under the cultural aegis of
Bildung (self-cultivation), which in George Mosse’s words
“transcended all differences of nationality and religion
through the unfolding of the individual personality.”
German Jews from Moses Mendelssohn to Leo Baeck
(that is, right up until Hitler) profoundly believed in
the ideal of Bildung, understood as an integral faith in
education, self-discipline, aesthetic harmony, and the
moral perfectibility of man. For many secular German
Jews these ideals increasingly came to constitute the
substance of their Jewishness.

German Jews assumed that these ideals were shared
by most of the German middle class—the social group
into which Jews generally aspired to integrate. Kantian
Jewish philosopher Hermann Cohen even developed an
idealistic theory about the deep-rooted affinity between
the German Protestant and the Jewish “spirit,” which
insisted on the cosmopolitan humanism of “the nation
of Kant” Cohen saw Germany as “the teacher of the
world,” and during the First World War he proclaimed
that it was the true fatherland of all Jews because in no
other country had such a far-reaching spiritual symbiosis
taken place. Not all German-Jewish intellectuals were
that naive. Writing in September 1917, philosopher Franz
Rozenzweig observed: “To be a German means to undet-
take full responsibility for one’s people, not just to
harmonize with Goethe, Schiller and Kant, but also
with the others and above all with the inferior and
average, with the assessor, the fraternity student, the
petty bureaucrat, the thick-skulled peasant, the pedantic
school master ... Cohen confuses that which he as a
European finds in German culture with what a German
finds in it”

This confusion was characteristic of a whole generation
of Central European Jewish intellectuals who mistook
their wishes for reality. Driven by a noble impulse to
spiritualize the Germans, to popularize Bildung, and to
act as cultural mediators between the European nations,
they failed to discern how alienated the German middle
classes (let alone the masses) had become from this cos-
mopolitan vision in the 1920s. As the emphasis in German
culture moved from Geist (spirit) to Volk (nation/race),
and as the notion of Bildung itself became nationalized,
German Jews often seemed to be the last upholders of
the eighteenth-century faith in Reason and High Culture.
Moreover, as the Jews moved into the very center of
German social, economic, and cultural life during the
Weimar Republic and began to redefine German society,
the anti-Semitic backlash acquired renewed intensity.

Already in the nineteenth century German anti-

Semitism had placed strong emphasis on the allegedly
destructive and alien character of the Jewish presence
in German society and culture, its rootlessness and
abstract quality—lacking any organic link to the Volk.
Richard Wagner’s tract, Das Judentum in der Musik (1850),
was one of the earliest examples of this reaction against
the so-called Verjudung (Judaization) of German culture.
Conservative historians such as Heinrich von Treitschke
railed against the influence of radical Jews such as
Heinrich Heine, Ludwig Boerne, and Karl Marx—the
“Oriental choir leaders of the Revolution”; the anti-
Semitic Protestant court preacher Adolf Stoecker in
1879 pointed out the subversive effects of Jewish capital
and the liberal press (owned mainly by Jews) on the
Christian ethos and on the social cohesion of the German
Reich. Other anti-Semitic forerunners of Hitler blamed
the degeneration of German morality and the negative
effects of urbanism and industrialization almost exclu-
sively on the Jews. Thus, within only a decade or two of
Jewish emancipation in Germany, the whole arsenal of
modern anti-Semitism was already in place—Christian
and anti-Christian, conservative and radical, patrician
and plebeian.

uring the Weimar period this anti-Semitism was
D implicit in the political onslaught by the forces

of the nationalist and radical Right against
the Republic. That most German Jews were intensely
loyal or patriotic mattered little to the Right. Jews were
invariably portrayed as a radical, subversive interna-
tionalist element conspiring to undermine conventional
taboos, time-honored traditions, Christian values, and
national solidarity. The fact that a number of individual
Jews had beer’ prominent leaders in radical Marxist
politics and avant-garde movements, especially during
the traumatic events of 1918, ensured the broad dis-
semination of these stereotypes by the conservatives
and the Nazis. The stigmatization and demonization of
the Jews tended, if anything, to encourage and reinforce
their participation in radical, modernist, and progressive
movements in art and politics. This was especially true
of Jews who had themselves become de-Judaized, cut
off from their own tradition and heritage without being
fully able or willing to root themselves in the tradition
of their adopted society.

The consequences of this loss of psychic balance
became apparent, at least a generation before the
Holocaust, in the acute identity problems and negative
attitudes to Judaism (bordering on self-hatred) of a
number of prominent German-Jewish intellectuals. Franz
Kafka, the Prague-born Jewish writer, was an expert on
this syndrome. He wrote of a whole generation of Jewish
writers in Central Europe who drew their inspiration
from the despair of having “their hind legs bogged down
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The feminist example makes clear, however, that in
failing to find certainty within traditional texts, we are
not thrown back on personal subjectivity and desire.
No feminist sits alone in her study and decides to seek
a feminist Jesus or give priority to Genesis I because

“these approaches suit her own temperament or private
view of the world. The quest for feminist role models
and authorities 7s a communal quest. It emerges out of
a movement of women and men struggling for social
and religious transformation. Feminism as a movement
teaches individual women to value their experiences
as women, to criticize and reject texts that have sub-
ordinated and demeaned them, and to lift up sources
that, even within a patriarchal tradition, seem to point
to a different way of structuring social relations. A
student recently asked me, very puzzled, why I had
written no feminist papers in graduate school, and I
answered, “Because I had no idea what a feminist paper
was.” I did not get my feminist perspective from God,
but neither did I or any other individual woman invent
it in a vacuum. We developed it together.

Religious authority rests in a
community of interpreters that seeks
to understand texts and/or
experience in ways that give meaning
and structure to human life.

The feminist case suggests, then, that religious author-
ity rests in a community of interpreters that—whether
to enhance its own power or give voice to the experience
of a larger community—seeks to understand texts and/
or experience in ways that give meaning and structure
to human life. I would claim that this is always where
religious authority has rested. When the rabbis said
that rabbinic enactments and modes of interpretation
were given at Sinai, they were claiming authority for
their own community. When Kabbalists proposed that
peshat and drash are two important levels of a text, but
that the mystical meaning is the most fundamental and
profound, they were claiming authority for their com-
munity of interpreters. And so on for every group that
has sought to shape the development of Judaism.

The knowledge that community has always functioned
as an authority may provide cold comfort in our own situ-
ation. At least earlier interpreters, so we tell ourselves,
believed that their interpretations gave the true meaning
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of Scripture and thus rooted the interpreters themselves
in divine authority. Our self-consciousness about the
authority of community, on the other hand, leaves us all
too aware of the precariousness of our moorings.

I do not see a way beyond this self-consciousness, but
I also think it need not be destructive. Awareness of com-
munal authority can foster appreciation of diverse per-
spectives, help to challenge claims to absolute authority,
and make us aware of our power to bring about religious
and social change. Particular modes of interpretation
emerge out of particular communities, but communities
of interpreters, I have suggested, seek to understand
texts and experiences in ways that give meaning and
structure to Jewish/human existence. Those who would
speak on behalf of a community are accountable to
others for their capacity to make sense and provide
meaning, to offer the possibility of a whole life. Indeed,
modes of interpretation become authoritative partly
because of their power to articulate the experience of
ever-widening communities. Authority is, or ought to
be, responsive—to the meanings in Jewish sources, to
the changing demands of Jewish and human community,
to the Eternal You that sustains and enlivens all our
efforts to give our lives purpose. There may be no way
past communal authority into the mind of this Eternal
You that would allow us to anchor ourselves in the
absolute. But then even reaching for such foundation
may entail an evasion of responsibility. “It is not in
heaven,” the rabbis remind us.

We are to be our own authorities—not against God,
not without God, but also not in such a way that we
dodge our responsibility to create the structures of
meaning we need to live our lives. []



The Rhetoric of Occupation

David Biale

hen I spoke this past November at the Tikkun
s x /. conference in San Francisco, I began my
remarks with an official disclaimer: I was
speaking, I said, only for myself —my institutional affili-
ation was for identification purposes only. One might
well ask why I began by stating the obvious. I did so
because it is no longer possible to speak out freely on
Israel without the risk of incurring venomous wrath and
threats, both veiled and unveiled, to one’s very livelihood.
There is a witch-hunt abroad in the land and many of
us in the Jewish community are the witches.

Let me cite a few cases, taken more or less at random.
e Arthur Waskow is forced to resign from the Reconstruc-
tionist Rabbinical College for advocating the creation
of a Palestinian state;

e the Zionist Organization of America maintains files
(which it publishes for its members) on American Jews
who have taken pro-peace positions such as endors-
ing the Jewish Peace Lobby and signing ads sponsored
by Tikkun;

e a branch of the American Jewish Congress loses its
funding from a major Jewish foundation because it
allows another organization to use a room in order to
hear a Palestinian speaker;

* newspapers in the Bay Area report that the Israeli
consul-general has spied on and harassed Jewish educa-
tional and communal organizations that have dared to
engage in dialogue with the insidious P-people;

¢ activists in Friends of Peace Now in Toronto report
that they regularly receive death threats whenever they
mount any kind of program or demonstration.

The list goes on and on. Who among us in public life
has not been the target of similar vilification, threats, and
pressure? I myself recently had the honor of being called
a Kapo by a worthy member of the Jewish community for
advocating dialogue with the Palestinians. Read the letters
column of any Jewish community newspaper, if you can
bring yourself to do so, and you will have the dismal ex-
perience of seeing Jews accuse other Jews of being “worse
than Hitler” for suggesting that Israeli policy might be
misguided. Or read the venomous character assassination

David Biale is director of the Center for Jewish Studies and a
professor of Jewish bistory at the Graduate Theological Union
in Berkeley, California. His latest book is Power and Power-
lessness in Jewish History (Schocken, 1986).

of Michael Lerner written by Edward Alexander and
now being reprinted in Jewish papers around the country.
Alexander’s screed is McCarthyism with a Jewish face,
an ad hominem use of selective quotations from the
distant past in place of any substantive and serious
debate over the issues. Having demonized the Pales-
tinians, the next step for these self-proclaimed defenders
of the faith is to demonize those Jews who step out of
line as Arab-lovers and traitors to the Jewish people.

Our situation in this country is not, of course, as
desperate as it is for our allies and friends in the Israeli
peace movement. For them, reaching out to the Pales-
tinians means not only censure and threats, but even
the possibility of jail sentences. Abie Natan, one of the
true zaddikim of our time, served four months in jail
for meeting with Arafat. Even the judge found it hard
to fault his intentions. The deputy mayor of Jerusalem
was arrested and charged for wearing a small lapel pin
with Israeli and Palestinian flags at a ceremony honoring
Yitzhak Shamir. And twenty-seven Israelis, including a
number of contributors to Tzkkun, were arrested and
charged with sedition for traveling to the West Bank
and meeting with Palestinians. The charges were dropped
on a technicality, but the harassment continues. And
now we read in the papers of a group called the Sicarii
that has planted bombs and threatens to execute seven
members of the Knesset for the crime of advocating
dialogue with the Palestinians.

Need one add that these severe measures come at a
time when a settler who kills a fourteen-year-old Arab
girl gets a seven-month sentence and soldiers who beat
an Arab to death have their sentences reduced to a few
months? We all know that while Israel may be a democ-
racy within the Green Line, it deprives the Arabs of the
territories of most democratic and civil rights. For more
than half of its existence, Israel has maintained this
double standard. As inevitably had to happen, this im-
possible state of affairs has begun to erode democratic
rights within Israel itself.

Jewish life today is mortally threatened by a disease
that afflicts not only the State of Israel, but the Jewish
community worldwide. The disease is the occupation
and it is attacking the cohesiveness of the Jewish people,
sowing gratuitous hatred between Jews, and poisoning
our public life. I submit that the price of continuing
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the occupation will not only be the deterioration of
democracy in Israel, but also the progressive disintegra-
tion of the American Jewish community. We can no
longer speak about the Israeli-Palestinian conflict as
though we were innocent but concerned bystanders.
The real moral and political question today, then, is
not the price of peace, but the price of the occupation.

ow, more than ever, the occupation can be
N maintained only by a process of deliberate

obfuscation, by hiding behind linguistic masks.
The official rhetoric, for example, speaks of peace when
it means occupation, of negotiations when it means
capitulation. We are sucked into a seemingly endless
process of initiatives, counterproposals, ten points, five
points—all concerned with negotiation about who will
negotiate about who will elect who will negotiate, and
so on. The real point of this dreary charade is to stall
endlessly for time and to distract attention from the
relentless entrenchment of the occupation.

Whenever we dare to raise questions, we are told not
to weaken Israel by criticizing it and not to do the work
of the PLO. When we point out the immorality of the
occupation, we are told that practices far worse exist
elsewhere in the world, and that any other country
would have ended the intifada a long time ago by much
bloodier means. There is, of course, much truth in this.
But those who make this argument never show the
slightest interest in injustices elsewhere in the world
unless they can be used to make Israel look good. Their
sudden embrace of universalism smells very fishy. We
have been constantly urged to regard Israel as a special
country, as our country, but when we pay special atten-
tion to what is happening there, we are suddenly urged
to pay more attention to the rest of the world. And
worst of all is when the Holocaust and the suffering of
our own people are invoked as a way of trumping the
obviously lesser sufferings of the Palestinians.

A variant on the rhetoric of comparison is the argu-
ment from context. The occupation must be put in his-
torical context, we are told: the refusal of the Arab states
to accept Israel and their systematic exploitation and
mistreatment of the Palestinians. Again, there is consid-
erable truth here. But there are some things that are not
permissible in any context. The argument from national
security cannot be made to justify every instance of col-
lective punishment, demolition of houses, and breaking
of bones, especially when these policies have only fueled
greater resistance. Will our great-grandchildren also be
told that the historical context justifies the occupation?

Those who criticize are admonished to remain silent
if they are not willing to move to Israel and put their
own lives on the line. A compelling argument on the
face of it, but one that quickly leads to absurdity. Who
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would argue that just because I have chosen not to live
in the Soviet Union or Nicaragua I have forfeited my
right to criticize their regimes? But more to the point,
the consequences of this argument are profoundly anti-
democratic; these right-wingers envision what used to
be called democratic centralism, in which the citizens
of Israel elect a government and all Jews around the
world are expected to adhere to the party line. But we
all remember the devastating consequences this policy
had for the moral and political integrity of Communist
parties around the world in the 1930s and '40s. For all
the differences, do we want to see the same process
happen to Zionism? Aren’t Zionism and the Jewish
people strengthened by free and open debate?

It is no longer possible to speak out
freely on Israel without the
risk of incurring venomous wrath
and threats, both veiled and
unveiled, to one’s very livelihood.

Those who wish to suppress debate are no more
eager themselves to move to Israel: they devote them-
selves to urging the critics to make aliya. I am reminded
here of the slogan from the Vietnam War: America—love
it or leave it. The slogan of right-wing Jews is: Israel —
love it or move to it. They are certainly eager to fight
to the last Israeli. Moreover, they are not really leaving
Israeli policy up to the Israelis. Their silence is a powerful
form of consent to a policy with potentially disastrous
consequences, and since they are willing to criticize the
critics publicly—often in the most vicious and violent
terms—they are not really silent. Israeli peace activist
Hannan Hever puts it even more strongly: “If American
Jews want to genuinely help this country that we all love,
then they must regard all silence about the occupation
and all support of the current Israeli regime as an attack
on those of us who are fighting for a moral Israel”

For the defenders of the occupation in this country,
the buzzword for all discussions of the Middle East is
“balance” But by balance they do not mean the reasoned
examination of the legitimate claims of both sides—that,
after all, is our position. Thus, the recent statement of
American Catholic Bishops calling for a Palestinian
homeland balanced by equal concern for Israel’s security
was automatically denounced as “one-sided.” “Balance”
is a code word for hearing only the Israeli government
line. The voices of peace from both Israel and the
Palestinian camp must be silenced.

This brings me to the most important component in
the rhetoric of the occupation: the claim that there isn’t



anyone to speak with. According to the official rhetoric,
any dialogue that attempts to find common ground
with the Palestinians must be condemned as serving
their nefarious purposes, as giving a forum to the enemy.
They must be kept silent because whatever they say is
really a clever trick aimed at destroying Israel. Even
listening to their side of the story is regarded as tanta-
mount to saying that Israel has no right to exist. In this
zero-sum game, every gain for them must be a loss for
us. But the claim that there is no one to talk to be-
comes ever more contorted as the evidence mounts
that dialogue is exactly what the PLO is ready for. As
Abba Eban has put it, Israel is only prepared to talk to
Palestinians who won't talk to Israel. And we are sup-
posed to follow suit and to refuse any such contacts
here. Instead of engaging the Palestinians in public
dialogue, instead of listening to their story so that they
might listen to ours, they must be denied any voice and
kept silent. Again, out of sight, out of mind.

The day of reckoning with reality is fast approaching.
Our role is to help create a space within the politics of
this country for the possibility of a political settlement.
We must defy the threats and intimidations and continue
to speak the truth as we see it. We will defend Zionism
as the national liberation movement of the Jewish people.
We must stand ready to criticize the rejectionists, whether
Israeli or Palestinian, and to encourage anyone who is
committed to a genuine and realistic peace process. We
must continue to meet with Palestinians in order to
find common ground, but we must also stand our ground
where we cannot agree. By our actions, we must give
courage to the peace movement in Israel as it fights for
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an ongoing fashion throughout the life cycle. While
problems such as Rachel and Adam’s are unwelcome in
their own right, they provide an opportunity to resolve
old conflicts and heal old wounds—thereby removing
barriers to the continuing development of the capacity
to love.

From Freud to contemporary object relations and
sociocultural perspectives, psychological theories on love
emphasize love’s difficulties to such an extent that satis-
fying love seems an altogether unlikely prospect. We are
told that the sexual dramas of our early development,
our damaged self-esteem, our lack of self-empowerment,
our conflicted response to rapidly changing sex roles
have all so negatively affected our ability to love that
romantic happiness seems improbable, if not impossible.

These ideas about the difficulties of love are certainly
credible, but they tend to underplay the key factors in
healthy development that motivate our loving desires.
Human beings have primal intrinsic needs to love, to
enjoy sexual pleasure, and to transcend our individuality
by being part of a greater loving community. Intimate
relationships are the setting in which we gratify these
innate needs, and, over time, develop our capacity to
love. The more completely this capacity develops, the
more capable we are of building satisfying love relations.
Psychological theory has been correct in stressing how
early deficits and conflicts affect the capacity to love:
the error lies in any implication that these experiences
pronounce a “death sentence” upon love’s promise. We
benefit from a shift of perspective when we think about
love in terms of making latent capacities manifest, rather
than of overcoming the problems of the past.

Our experiences of falling and remaining in love are
influenced most significantly by three of the six capacities
we've outlined: the capacity to idealize self and other,
to integrate good and bad images of self and other, and
to rediscover in current love relations the passions of
our earliest loves without excessive guilt or anxiety. As
a love relationship develops, each of these capacities in
turn occupies center stage.

FALLING AND REMAINING IN LOVE

hen we first fall in love, our idealization of

s x / the beloved excites the expectation that he
or she will likely meet our crucial emotional

and sexual needs. The unqualified mutual admiration
that characterizes the fantasy life of two people in a
new relationship is an essential ingredient in the process
of falling in love. Idealization is complicated, however,
by the fantasy of the “perfect mate” who not only
embodies all we want in a lover, but who, most im-

portantly, possesses qualities that we lack and desire in
ourselves. This mate must be perfect roughly to the
degree that we ourselves feel imperfect. A culture like
ours that supports “getting as much as you can” encour-
ages increasingly ambitious expectations of the ideal
mate and reinforces the use of love as a commodity to
compensate for what we feel we lack. To the extent that
we live up to the cultural ideals of youth, independence,
and success, we tend to feel freer to wait for this perfect
mate. But because such a lover is often required to ac-
commodate a collection of contradictory virtues (aggres-
siveness and gentleness, spontaneity and self-discipline),
he or she may be difficult, if not impossible, to find.

Enlisting the partner to play a role in
the old family drama guarantees
that there will be more than
two people in bed when a couple
makes love.

Returning to Adam and Rachel: No more than a few
hours after they first met, both began to feel they had
found the perfect match. Weary of men who were unable
to form deep or enduring emotional connections, Rachel
was swept away by Adam’s warmth and his easy comfort
with physical and emotional closeness. He seemed soul-
ful, strong, and caring. The compassionate commitment
to helping others she saw reflected in his career choice
easily overshadowed her momentary concern that as a
successful attorney she earned more than Adam. In
bed, Adam’s passion made her feel desirable and secure:
it seemed to free her to experience her sexuality more
fully than she ever had before.

Adam was thrilled to have found in Rachel someone
who was smart, sexy, strong, and Jewish. He had been
involved and disappointed with a number of women
whose sexual allure for him was eventually compromised
by their emotional neediness. With these women, he
had felt called upon to play an unwanted parental or
therapeutic role. He described the Jewish women with
whom he had previously become intimate as dependent,
demanding, and intrusive. Inevitably, they reminded
him of his mother—a university professor of psychology
who treated him, he said, like a loved but uncontrol-
lable research project.

Rachel was different. She was abundantly self-
confident, independent, and successful. Here was a
woman who wouldn’t confront him with the criticism
and struggles for control he felt he had endured in
previous relationships. Rachel’s strength was a turn-on
for him, and she seemed to respond to his sexuality
with unrestrained pleasure. Nearly convinced he had
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met his future wife, Adam moved with due speed to
capture her heart.

In order to admire and idealize the other, each lover
must feel “lovable” —each must feel love for the self.
When one has problems in the development of sufficient
self-esteem, the resulting feelings of inadequacy can
provoke a defensive depreciation or mistrust of the
beloved. Either way, the mutual idealization that enables
the couple to get in the door, so to speak, is undermined.

Adam and Rachel nearly missed getting in the door.
After falling in love with Rachel’s unrestrained strength
and independence, Adam began to worry that she might
be too cool and distant—not nurturing enough. While
irresistibly drawn to Adam’s warmth and openness to
emotional attachment, Rachel was also mistrustful of
the speed with which he wanted the relationship to
move: she was suspicious that it might signal weakness
or a lack of self-confidence. Fortunately, past relation-
ships had enabled Adam to understand enough about
his defensive fault-finding not to be dominated by it.
For Rachel, the same was true of her wariness. Over-
coming these early obstacles made it possible for each
to idealize the other. Not all couples are so fortunate.

As we become more aware of the complex reality of
another person and his or her imperfections, our ideal-
ized view of the other can no longer be sustained. What
invariably ensues is a painful confrontation with the
rapidly dissolving fantasy elements of romance. The
capacity for integration now becomes crucial if the rela-
tionship is to survive the waning of idealization. When
integration has not been achieved, the disappointment
we feel at the fading of the initial blissfully merged
quality of falling in love can provoke black-and-white
judgments that dismiss the entire relationship as entirely
bad, inadequate, or impossible. Without a developed
capacity to integrate an understanding of the other’s
shortcomings, the lover is tempted to reject the beloved
and “cut his or her losses” before there is further hurt.

Rachel struggled with this temptation when she began
to experience Adam’s desire for emotional attachment
as oppressively dependent and controlling: “You’re
clinging to me! You want me to be your mother and it’s
a turn-off” Adam was disillusioned by her angry with-
drawal, but he was able to understand it as her way of
protecting herself. And after all, he admired her strength,
even while it threatened to expose an apparent weakness
in himself.

The capacity for integration enabled both Rachel
and Adam to tolerate the unavoidable disappointments
that come with a long-term relationship and to feel
empathy and tolerance for one another. Integration
also enabled them to tolerate the shortcomings in them-
selves, which were inevitably revealed and acted out in
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the course of developing their intimate bond. Each had
sufficient patience and compassion for his or her own
insecurities, jealousies, and unrealistic expectations to
transform the fantasy of first love into the reality of an
intimate, ongoing relationship. Having integrated a con-
ception of the other’s weakness, they were able to provide
real support and nurturance.

The fact that Adam and Rachel had each individually
developed a secure and integrated sense of identity en-
abled them to avoid some of the difficulties encountered
by partners who lack this asset. When integration of the
self is incompletely achieved, we look to the partner to
“complete” ourselves—and are predictably disappointed.
We are also prone to feel attacked and threatened too
easily when our beloved is critical. Acting out and
excess projection can then provoke intense conflicts
that severely undermine the capacity to remain in love.
In relationships of this kind, the remedy must involve
attention to the pressing individual issues, as well as
the dynamics of the couple.

THE PARADOX OF REFINDING

he ability to rediscover in our partner qualities

that were important in our initial love relation-

ships adds a dimension of depth to our capacity
to love. This refinding enables us to feel passionate inten-
sity, familiarity, and effortless rapport with the beloved.
It also represents the ultimate turn-off, the pain and
heartache of love’s disappointments, the re-creation of
past love conflicts (“oh god, not again”) in the present.
While refinding enables us to experience depth in rela-
tionships, it is often the dynamic that people most
consciously seek to avoid: the rediscovery of aspects of
mother and father in our lovers is not generally felt to
be desirable or to generate sexual chemistry.

Refinding is at work when our new relationship begins
to feel like a rendezvous with the past. As an under-
current that imbues the present relationship with what
was desirable in the intimacy of the past, healthy refind-
ing draws us to our beloved; we want to feel again the
way we did when Mom and Dad provided love and
support. Refinding that is laden with conflict, on the
other hand, casts a shadow over the relationship. Over-
whelming the defenses that shield us from the impact
of painful, unresolved experiences with those whom
we have loved in the past, it can provoke a potential
revival of these experiences in the present.

This superimposition of past on present is obviously
problematic—particularly when it occurs outside our
conscious awareness. But the refinding of old difficulties
also gives us a new opportunity to master them. Conflicts
with mother and father that may previously have been
too painful to resolve now reemerge in relationships






ECOLOGY AND SOCIAL MEANING
Critical Support for Earth Day: An Editorial

Michael Lerner

hy only critical support? When everyone

from Barry Commoner to George Bush is

on board, why shouldn’t we be equally en-
thusiastic? After all, how can it hurt to raise environ-
mental consciousness?

It can’t hurt, which is why we support it. Yet the
attempt to legitimize this event by creating the largest
possible coalition around it also diminishes its potential
impact. In the twenty years since Earth Day 1970, en-
vironmental consciousness has often been misdirected
into programs and attitudes that did more to co-opt
our indignation at the destruction of the earth than to
fundamentally change things. Band-aids on a cancer
are counterproductive—they divert energies that need
to be mobilized more effectively.

Experts in ecology are increasingly convinced that
the survival of the human race, perhaps of all life on
the planet, hangs in the balance. If we do not immediately
and decisively alter our entire relationship to nature,
there is good reason to believe that within twenty years
we will have done irrevocable damage to the life-support
systems of the planet.

Hard as it might be to accept, some forms of ecological
consciousness actually work in the wrong direction.
For example, the notion that we are a// polluters, and
that what we really need to do is to be aware of our
own responsibility for polluting the earth, is funda-
mentally misleading. Yes, it is true that many of us
could make environmentally more conscious decisions
in our personal lives—recycle, not litter, and so on.
But the real and pressing danger to the planet comes
from corporations and governments that decide to use
resources and develop products in environmentally
destructive or irresponsible ways. By focusing attention
on the smaller issues in our personal lives, we get to
feel good about ourselves and close our eyes to the
larger structural issues which we sometimes feel power-
less to change.

“But surely if people did not choose to purchase
environmentally destructive products the corporations
wouldn’t produce them,” runs one typical argument.
“Similarly, if the people did not choose to spend hun-
dreds of billions of dollars on wasteful weapons sys-

Michael Lerner is the editor of Tikkun.
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tems and other environmentally hazardous governmental
projects, they could elect different representatives who
would choose different priorities. So it’s really people’s
attitudes that have to be changed.” True enough, as far
as it goes, but it doesn’t go very far. The argument
misses the economic and political realities that help
shape our choices, and hence unfairly blames the people
for choices that are at least understandable given the
options they face.

Take, for example, one of the heaviest polluters—the
automobile. The immense power of the auto and oil
industries around the world has been mobilized to
block the development of a rational system of mass
transportation. In Los Angeles, for example, a rail transit
system was bought up and dismantled by an automobile
manufacturer—so that people would become more
dependent on cars. Other powerful corporations, using
their resources to encourage the election of sympathetic
legislators, managed to prevent the introduction of
serious auto-emission restraints, thus polluting major
industrial areas and threatening the population with
the cancer that emissions cause. In circumstances such
as these, it makes sense for people to choose to live far
away from the areas in which they work, and to rely on
automobiles to get there. It misses the point to blame
the individual consumers for making this choice or to
ask them to raise their environmental consciousness.

Or take the defense industry worker. Faced with the
end of the cold war and the possibility of massive
unemployment, and knowing full well that this society
does not provide adequate unemployment benefits,
reasonable retraining, or any serious attempt to provide
alternative employment, this worker is not being en-
vironmentally insensitive to insist on continuing massive
defense spending. He or she may care just as much
about the environment as any environmental demon-
strator from the upper-middle-class universities, but
that worker also suspects that the actual alternative to
defense spending is likely to result in a personal tragedy.
Again, it makes little sense to blame such a person,
given the available choices framed by the current polit-
ical system.

Similarly, we will hear increasing talk about the damage
being done to our environment by Third World polluters,
those who are cutting down the rain forests, for example.



















who claims to know something about what my graduate
students are supposed to be learning: philosophy and
ecology. So someday, like the Celts, we may set aside
places that we all may climb to greet the equinoctial
sun, each of these places a holy place, a center of the
world, not a mere margin temporarily unsubdivided
for more ranch houses.

some galactic version of the United Nations, that

old science-fiction fantasy replayed in a thousand
cheap novels and films, and in this dream too I am
surrounded by talking birds, cats on two legs, beings
modeled after horses, and the occasional ambassadorial-
looking locust and conspiratorial-looking snake. Like
everyone else, of course, I know that precisely this
imitation of the familiar animal forms makes this sort
of imagery “cheap”: good science fiction is supposed to
understand that truly alien life forms are likely to be so
unrecognizable to us that we might not even distinguish
them from the expected background, even if, as in
Nietzsche’s mocking image of God, they were gesticulat-
ing wildly in an attempt to break through to us. The
bind is made worse by the fact that this macabre fate
actually befalls some animals: chimps who were taught
American Sign Language, for instance, and then, after
the funds for the experiments ran out, were abandoned
to keepers who couldn’t sign. Chimps not only share
our world but share our lineage, yet we decline the
proffered connection so readily, so readily refuse even
to recognize it. What chance would any true alien have?
But from this last point we might also turn the bind
inside out. Suppose that the submerged, latent meaning
of the dream —mine, and all those cheap science fiction
stories too—is that this imagined council of beings
invokes a different possible human relation to the rest
of the living world. Perhaps we first have to leave even
our own planet before we can truly recognize it. Now,
anyway, we are back again, on a reimagined Earth

S ometimes in my dreams I walk the hallways of
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where all beings come together with some sort of
mutual recognition and some sense of mutual responsi-
bility. Except that we can no longer imagine an in-
terspecies translation service dutifully rendering the
oratory from the podium into the multiform earphones
of the assembled delegates. The task is at once harder
and easier. We are looking at the expressions of organic
beings, beings made of the same stuff as we are, moving
to the same rhythms; but there is no translation service
either. Already, in the dream, the podium is dissolving,
maybe into some sort of tree, and this snake who was
moments ago holding forth in the most languidly, liquidly
flowing oratory now flows serpentine upon a carpet
that begins to look suspiciously like grass. The high-
flown sentiments of the bird-people begin to take wing.
Then I notice the wind, and now I realize that the
hermetically sealed chamber, the old Star Trek set one
always imagines as the backdrop for intergalactic fan-
tasies, is falling away, and the sky is opening up, our
sky, with its clouds that, according to Lovelock, are
controlled by life itself, acting as a whole over eons,
keeping temperature and atmospheric gases constant
despite massive volcanic eruptions and steadily rising
heat from the sun. Gaia herself reemerges, with her
own characteristic expressions—though actually these
clouds look much more carefree, as clouds are wont to
do, like how extraterrestrial beings might look if we
could begin to imagine them.

In the “real world” we know, sober men train their
telescopes on the stars and look for “life” somewhere
else. Florida’s dusky seaside sparrow was pushed over
the brink into extinction by the construction of Cape
Canaveral. Now our children learn even about Gaia from
television. But outside of our very own doors there still
lives a far wilder and yet more familiar world than we
have yet imagined. At night the televisions flicker and
the telescopes do their ghostly work, but the living
world still calls to us as the owls question the dark, the
breezes toss the trees, and our children dream. []



EcoLoGY AND SocCIAL MEANING

Earth Day Revisited

Robert Gottlieb

here is a new movement spreading throughout

the land—a movement reemerging from earlier
expressions in a new and potentially more
dynamic and embracing form. Still without strong
organizational roots or political definition, this set
of neighborhood-based, often family- or community-
centered groupings can best be characterized as a kind
of fledgling new environmentalism, a “Movement for
Environmental Justice,” as some of its participants call it.
These “locals,” distinct from the big national main-
stream environmental organizations, have increasingly
set the agenda around such issues as toxics, garbage,
pesticides, and urban growth. They tend to be single-
issue-oriented while searching to place their concerns
and related questions of urban and industrial develop-
ment in a larger perspective. Though they have not
identified their struggle within an explicit historical
framework, they see themselves as embodying both a
democratic and populist spirit. And although they
have yet to develop a full-bodied vision based on their
emerging politics, they nevertheless resonate with the
language of participatory democracy—and social and
industrial restructuring—which could lay the ground-
work for such a vision. As we enter the 1990s, this new
environmentalism challenges us with one of the most
exciting and inspiring forms of political engagement. It
captures in its organizing, networking, and broad politi-
cal vision an approach most reminiscent of the early civil
rights and New Left movements nearly thirty years ago.
While many of these movement participants are
identified as “environmentalists,” they have little to do
with the largest “Group of Ten”* environmental organi-
zations such as the Sierra Club, the National Wildlife
Federation, or the Environmental Defense Fund. These
national, staff-based organizations, which gather together
periodically to issue national documents signed by their
“chief executive officers,” are the ones who get the big
media play as representative of the environmental posi-

*The term “Group of Ten” refers to the ten largest national
environmental organizations. It was first used by those groups in
their 1985 “Environmental Agenda for the Future,” subsequently
published by Island Press.
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tion. And while the leading Group of Ten organizations
continue to concentrate on fund raising, lobbying, litiga-
tion, and document production as their dominant mode
of activity, they have nevertheless also moved to adopt
some of the language and concerns of this new grass-roots
movement, in recognition of the groundswell of concern
and issue-oriented politics that has occurred outside
the Group of Ten’s traditional agenda-setting process.

While both sets of groups can be seen as part of an
“environmental movement,” their differences and ten-
sions are a reflection of a different political style and
constituent base and a different starting point in the
evolution of their politics. These tensions are also rooted
in differing interpretations of both the past and future
of environmentalism. They relate back to the pivotal
events of Earth Day 1970 and the subsequent interpreta-
tion of that celebration, and forward to the equally
crucial events unfolding around Earth Day 1990 and
how it will come to be interpreted and understood in
the context of an environmentalism still to be defined.
These matters not only involve a question of how these
two events should be interpreted as historical anchors,
but whether and in what forms a new kind of environ-
mental politics—and beyond that, a larger politics of
social change—will ultimately emerge.

EArTH DAY 1970: END OF AN ERA,
BEGINNING OF A MYTH

As an event, Earth Day 1970 was the culmination of
a rich and complex political era that would soon exhaust
itself with the collapse of the New Left and the con-
servative counterattack of the 1970s and 1980s. The
interpretation of Earth Day 1970, however, served as a
kind of creation myth for the new Environmental Decade
which immediately followed. Beyond that, Earth Day
legitimized a form of politics that has come to underlie
American environmental organizations and the policies
they have developed.

The inaugural Earth Day was framed by the move-
ments and concerns of the 1960s, many of which, in
turn, constituted a response to the enormous changes
in the structure of urban and industrial society since
World War II. A set of new concerns about the quality
of daily life were brought to the fore by the advent and
rapid development of the aerospace, automotive, nuclear,
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and petrochemical industries, to name several, and by
related changes in the patterns of urban, suburban,
and rural life. These concerns were distinctly “environ-
mental” in the way the term is used today, though in
the late 1950s and 1960s they were identified as social or
cultural issues which articulated the discontent of the
children of the middle class who became the constituent
base of the New Left. Initial concerns around such
issues as radiation release, thalidomide, DDT, auto-
centered life styles, the anomie of suburbia, and so
forth tend today to be forgotten in the wake of the
political explosions around civil rights and the war in
Vietnam. But these concerns ultimately prefigured a
kind of opposition to both consumerism and the decline
of community that continued to be articulated even in
the midst of the more visible and sharp-edged protests
about Vietnam and racism.

By the mid- to late 1960s, a kind of premature environ-
mentalism was tentatively set forth in and around the
New Left. Phenomena such as the high-tech horrors of
Vietnam, the burning of Cleveland’s Cuyahoga River,
or the Santa Barbara oil spill highlighted the idea that
the “environment” itself —an extension of the concerns
of daily life—was at stake. In that context, many New
Left groups seemed more capable of responding to the
industrial and urban character of the environmental
crisis than were the traditional conservationist groups
such as the Sierra Club or the Audubon Society, which
still focused on natural resources and scenic protection.
For the New Left, environmental degradation was one
more reason to be angry at the System. Indeed, there
seemed to be a direct trajectory from the blowout at
Platform A in the Santa Barbara Channel to the burning
of the Bank of America building just a year later.

Earth Day 1970 was first conceived in those somber
days of 1969, when protest—any kind of protest—elicited
fears of continuing social upheaval. At the time, there
was no easily identifiable environmental politics as such.
The idea of Earth Day—a series of teach-ins culminating
in one large event—was to adapt some of the New
Left’s protest techniques in order to focus attention on
an issue that had yet to find its full political expression.
The traditional conservationist groups were not central
to this process. The Sierra Club, for example, was at
that moment embroiled in its own protracted internal
battle over nuclear power and organizational tactics,
with the majority of its board taking a pronuclear,
anti—direct-action stance. Some of the newer, staff-based
groups of lawyers and technical experts such as the
Environmental Defense Fund, though initially support-
ive of the politics of protest, nevertheless grounded
their own efforts in the politics of litigation and lobby-
ing. Even the ad hoc coalitions set up to promote the
Earth Day event had no organizational or political roots
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as such. Organizationally, Earth Day resembled more
“moderate” protest actions, such as the Vietnam Mora-
torium of the previous November. It was a shell for an
event rather than an event that reflected an organiza-
tional and political dynamic. The event itself in fact had
no center; rather, it was a series of teach-ins, rallies,
guerrilla theater activities, protests, and happenings
spread throughout the country.

Contrary to later impressions, the mood at these
events was militant. At one gathering, for example,
then Secretary of the Interior Walter Hickel was booed
off the stage after announcing the administration’s sup-
port for the Alaska pipeline. Presidential candidate
Senator Edmund Muskie employed the hothouse rhetoric
of the period when he declared in a speech at the
University of Pennsylvania that “those who believe that
we are talking about the Grand Canyon and the Catskills,
but not Harlem and Watts, are wrong. And those who
believe that we must do something about the SST and
the automobile but not ABMs and the Vietnam War are
(also) wrong.” Even Rennie Davis of the Chicago Seven
was given a platform at the rally in Washington, D.C.
(though his speech was largely gibberish). The prevailing
mood at the hundreds of events throughout the country
reflected the need for dramatic change and the powerful
impulse of direct action; but there was neither a central
platform nor an organizational headquarters to channel
the available energy. Like so many missed opportunities
of the 1960s, Earth Day 1970 was an event unto itself.

Among corporate and political elites the response was
ambiguous. Much was made of the fact that Earth Day
would divert attention from the controversies around
Vietnam and abuses of civil rights; it would, therefore,
be a consensus-building issue. A few right-wing groups
fulminated that this was one more New Left-cum-
Marxist plot since the date chosen for Earth Day was
in fact Lenin’s centennial birthday! A number of com-
panies developed a public relations approach to the
event. They sent out speakers, donated funds to offset
costs, and created gimmicks, such as New York utility
Consolidated Edison’s donation of an electric bus for
Mayor John Lindsay to ride around in during the day.
But corporate speakers were also subject to hostile
attacks, frequent interruptions, and creative protests.
At the University of Illinois, students came on stage to
disrupt a Commonwealth Edison speaker; they threw
soot at each other, and coughed away vigorously. A
dead octopus was presented at the headquarters of
Florida Power and Light, a utility responsible for the
thermal pollution of Biscayne Bay.

Perhaps most striking about Earth Day was the media
presence, which in some ways upstaged the event itself.
Buffeted both by criticism over their failure to cover
the movements of the 1960s and by an impatient and



angry alternative press which was addressing several
million people, the media saw in Earth Day an oppor-
tunity to extend its coverage to a new, albeit ostensibly
less threatening and more consensus-building movement.
Media coverage not only highlighted the event as a
kind of “spectacle,” but sought to grant it most-favored-
issue status. Suddenly, debates around legislation such
as the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act, and the
Resource Recovery Act, each of which were extensions
of previous legislation passed during the 1950s and 1960s,
were described in crisis terms. Meanwhile, media cov-
erage generated much expectation that these legislative
efforts would somehow create a new “pollution regula-
tion system,” as then EDF executive director Roderick
Cameron put it. This interpretation of environmentalism
as an after-the-fact cleanup strategy to be molded by
experts was reinforced by the creation of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency—designed to administer this
system—and by the transformation of the earlier and
barely debated National Environmental Policy Act into
a major policy instrument to sustain pollution regulation.

Tue Group ofF TEN, NIMBYSs, AND
THE GREENS

prelude to a new politics of environmental contain-
ment. Groups such as the EDF and the Natural
Resources Defense Council, along with now-rejuvenated
traditional groups such as the Sierra Club and the
National Wildlife Federation, immediately staked out
territory on the new environmental map that was being
established through legislation, litigation, and adminis-
trative action. During the early and mid-1970s, these
forces were still perceived by their corporate and political
opponents as engaging in a form of adversarial if not
confrontational politics. By the Carter presidency, how-
ever, the Group of Ten-type environmental organiza-
tions, several of whose leaders (including Earth Day
organizer Denis Hayes) had received midlevel appoint-
ments in the new administration, began a cautious
retreat. This caution applied even in the context of
their modest pollution regulation and control strategies.
The Group’s defensive mood was created by a major
corporate counteroffensive. Administration reversals on
such issues as water and energy policy, along with the
President’s reliance on the concept of individual respon-
sibility as the basis for environmental change, reinforced
the corporate reaction. Subsequently, the Reagan ad-
ministration’s frontal attack on the pollution regulation
and control system caused many of the Group of Ten
outfits to redirect their focus to include “market” mech-
anisms and polluter incentives, such as the air pollution
credit system, as part of their containment strategy. As

I n this setting, Earth Day came to be defined as the

the post-Earth Day era entered its second decade, the
Group of Ten brand of environmentalism came to be
increasingly and successfully identified as a form of
“special-interest” politics led by organizations that
now relied entirely on professional experts, lobbyists,
and lawyers.

As a set of events with organizing
potential, Earth Day 1990 will
essentially strengthen the notion of
environmental politics
as a politics of mobilization
at the local level.

While this semiofficially sanctioned version of en-
vironmentalism came to be recognized and legitimated
through the policy process, a dispersed though still
potent form of locally based, direct-action environ-
mentalism emerged around a range of issues such as
utility rate reform, nuclear power, and housing. Many
of these movements came to be identified in other
terms—consumer protest, counterculture protests, and
community-related organizing. Such groups were linked
by their local, democratic character, their reliance on the
politics of mobilization, and their focus on daily life con-
cerns. Even the 1960s-style anti-nuclear power protests
were complemented by the parallel participation of
downwind neighborhood-based activists who ultimately
came to be characterized as NIMBYs (Not In My Back
Yard). This derisive term was later used against anti-
toxic protesters.

Isolated or ignored by the press and policymakers,
this parallel version of environmentalism was limited
both by its organizational instability and its lack of a
larger political framework that would take it beyond
the local protest. Its lack of historical rootedness was
magnified by the organizational and political dissipation
of the New Left. These problems were further com-
pounded by the lack of a social democratic political
tradition in this country. Consequently, environmental
politics continued to be perceived here as an extension
of the pollution regulation and control system. This
contrasted strikingly with the political evolution of
environmentalism in Europe, where the remnants of the
New Left were able to recast a politics based on an en-
vironmental analysis that challenged the existing political
discourse and industrial arrangements. The emergence
of the Greens, who were strengthened by their ability
to link such issues as the arms race, social policy, and
environmental degradation, appeared to signal the ad-
vent of that new political paradigm that many one-time
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New Left activists here so eagerly awaited.

But establishing the basis for a “Green” politics in
this country proved to be more difficult than anticipated.
Under the aegis of the Citizen’s Party, and counting on
the energy of the antinuclear, anti-arms race constitu-
encies which appeared to be at their height in 1979-80,
Barry Commoner’s 1980 presidential race ended up like
nearly all electoral third-party efforts—with a minu-
scule and discouraging showing. A hodgepodge of
organizations and movements that appropriated the
term “Green” for their organizing splintered into vari-
ous “groupscules,” as the French New Left used to say.
These groups ranged from the militant and moral-witness
stance of Earth First (with a dose of racism and macho-
style ecoadventurism to boot) to the abstracted counter-
culture notions tied to bioregionalism. None of these
groups were adept at organizing. Green gatherings,
moreover, tended to alternate between discussion groups
and marginal (often third-party) electoral activities. Col-
lectively, they were but a shadow of their European
counterparts.

While self-defined “Green” politics stood at the margin
of environmentalism, a feistier, more expansive and
rooted form of environmental organizing began to take
hold during the 1980s. Mostly based on neighborhood
concerns over toxic hazards, these NIMBY -identified
movements took policymakers, industrial interests, and
the Group of Ten environmental organizations com-
pletely by surprise. Although the pollution regulation
and control system had been extended to the toxics
arena in the late 1970s and early 1980s through Group of
Ten-backed legislation, actions at the local level proved
more effective. With great spirit, intense community-
based organizing, and a probing democratic impulse, a
new movement rapidly and unexpectedly came onto
the scene.

Unlike the Group of Ten organizations and the fledg-
ling Greens, these community-based groups, most of
them created around opposition to a particular landfill
or incinerator, were led by people who were new to
environmental protest and other forms of political action.
More often than not their leaders were women—many
of them housewives. Several of the groups were rural-
based; many others involved Blacks, Latinos, and other
minorities as well as whites. While the groups ranged
from relatively poor to middle class in composition,
they were largely removed from the professional-based,
upper-middle-class constituencies from which the Group
of Ten drew its staff and leadership. Leaders like Lois
Gibbs from Love Canal, Penny Newman from the String-
fellow Acid Pits in Riverside, California, or Wendell Paris
from Emelle, Alabama (the site of the largest hazardous-
waste dump site in the country) comprised a new breed
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of activist. These activists were strongly attached to the
notion of community; deeply mistrustful of corporate,
governmental, and environmental elites; and willing to
entertain the notion that the way to deal with a particular
dump site ultimately led -to the notion of industrial
restructuring and dramatic political change.

Pollution prevention and toxics-use reduction became
their primary goal. Organizationally, they espoused a
deeply rooted notion of participatory democracy—the
Movement for Environmental Justice. The movement
spirit, akin in its own way to the civil rights “beloved
community” framework of the early 1960s, resonated in
their organizing and activity. “When I travel to meet with
a new group that’s sprung up, no matter where the loca-
tion, a small town in Nevada, a mid-sized community in
the California Central Coast, or inner-city Los Angeles”
Penny Newman declared of their antitoxics organizing,
“I'm taken in, the language is the same, the anger is
visible, and I feel at home.”

This Movement for Environmental Justice, unlike
earlier single-issue protest groups, was quickly becoming
more expansive not only in its analysis of such issues as
toxics and garbage, but in its willingness and ability to
link its movements to other political concerns, such as
the homeless issue, child care, or questions of public
health. Furthermore, its focus around the toxics and
garbage issues, though conceived from a community
point of view, ultimately led to production questions,
including the problem of workplace hazards and indus-
trial decision making. Out of this context could be seen
the beginnings of a new discourse, albeit one still limited
by the local, single-issue nature of the movement.

The rapid-fire growth of the toxics movement was
paralleled by rising concerns about a range of other
urban and industrial environmental hazards of daily
life, from gridlock to pesticides to the absence of afford-
able housing. These concerns, in turn, complemented
the fears and anger around the higher-profile “global”
issues such as the depletion of the ozone layer, global
warming, the destruction of rain forests, and acid rain.

This expanding base of issues tied into the growing
public support of environmentalism. Despite eight
years of Reagan and the Group of Ten’s misplaced fears
that the pollution regulation and control system would
be dismantled, huge and increasing majorities (accord-
ing to polling data) continued to demonstrate support
for a wide variety of environmental positions. Environ-
mentalism in both its semisanctioned and rough-edged,
democratic form was ascendent once again. As many
observers noted, the situation was beginning to recall
the heady days of Earth Day 1970, when everything
seemed possible.



EARTH DAY 1990

gainst this background of optimism the events

planned for Earth Day 1990 have begun to

unfold. On a political and organizational level,
the event seems likely to be cast in terms that will
conjure up the media version of Earth Day 1970: the
emphasis will most likely be placed on recapturing
consensus and identifying environmental cleanup as a
global priority. Media rhetoric will be on the theme of
individual responsibility and will call for a strengthening
of the pollution regulation and control environmental
agenda. Framed as a twentieth-anniversary spectacular,
Earth Day 1990 will be an Event designed for the
media. Organizational letterheads will become repre-
sentative of the effort, as they reflect the concurrence
of celebrities, Group of Ten chief executive officers,
and corporate and political elites. Consensus means
that everybody can agree—including George Bush and
William Reilly.

Though Richard Nixon didn’t participate during Earth
Day 1970 (he only wandered out among demonstrators
and talked football), his cabinet members did. If Bush
doesn’t show up on Earth Day 1990, you can bet that
Reilly will. The administration has (mostly) been suc-
cessful in convincing the media and some Group of Ten
organizations that, thanks to the former president of
the Conservation Foundation, there has been, as the
New York Times put it, a “greening of the White House.”
Reilly’s “environmentalism” is indeed a well-developed,
albeit exaggerated, version of pollution regulation and
control politics: attack the greenhouse effect by bringing
back nuclear power; focus on hazardous waste disposal
by building incinerators; and, when necessary, use the
power of the federal government to force communities
(and states) to accept such technologies. Reilly, in fact,
has become the most aggressive exponent of trade-offs,
environmental sacrifices, and hostility toward grass-roots
environmentalism that the Environmental Protection
Agency has ever known. His presence could ultimately
become a polarizing force not only between the differing
strands of environmentalism but even within the Group
of Ten itself.

This polarization in fact has already begun to occur,
and Earth Day 1990, as a political moment in the evolu-
tion of environmentalism, might well reflect it. But as a

set of events with organizing potential it will essentially
strengthen the notion of environmental politics as a pol-
itics of mobilization at the local level. This activist defi-
nition might well become most pronounced on campuses
throughout the country, where events are being planned
in the context of a developing, nationwide environmental
student coalition. Establishing a full-blown environmen-
talism on campuses is a necessary ingredient for any effec-
tive national movement, though student environmental
groups until recently had been relatively insignificant
(even within the Movement for Environmental Justice
and other expressions of grass-roots environmentalism).

Moreover, unlike 1970, grass-roots environmentalists
have today been able to develop the rudiments of an
organizing strategy, an analytic framework, and a long-
term perspective. Using the Earth Day forum this coming
April could strengthen the ability of the New Envi-
ronmentalism to initiate more permanent (especially
campus-based) groups and link the immediate enthusi-
asm for environmental action to that necessary and
compelling Long March through the institutions critical
to the success of the Movement.

The next several months and years will be an exciting
and volatile time for environmental politics. The politics
of pollution prevention will increasingly challenge the
problematic system of pollution regulation and control.
The politics of democratic mobilization, both locally
and in its national forms, will contrast with the politics
of expertise and insular policymaking. Issues will be
joined, new coalitions created, and the budding Move-
ment for Environmental Justice will have the opportunity
to evolve toward a Movement for Social and Environ-
mental Justice. Even the Group of Ten, with its own
concerned and at times uneasy constituent base, could
well polarize along the lines of the new environmental-
ism. It too may find itself an invigorated force on the
political scene.

With extraordinary change in Eastern Europe our
country’s biggest polluter (the military and its industrial
complex) is beginning to signal a retreat, and analysts
everywhere are proclaiming the arrival of a new political
era. The idea of environmentalism as a potent, radical
social force is no longer the fancy of despairing activists.
Though planned to reinforce the existing environmental
strategies, Earth Day 1990 might well be an historic
opportunity for the transformation of the current polit-
ical discourse. [
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hile some naive environmentalists have fanta-

sies of a new breed of yuppie capitalists

grooving on the socially responsible job of
cleaning up toxic wastes, the reality is that capital will
go anywhere it smells high profit margins. Thus, we
now have a new growth industry of toxic cleanup firms
which rake in enormous profits from government supet-
fund contracts. These do slipshod work and use the EPA
to impose cleanup mechanisms on communities. The
mechanisms include, for example, trash- and hazardous-
waste-burning incinerators that exist because of the
production of waste and toxics. Needless to say, the
industry opposes all solutions that demand the elimina-
tion of such efforts.

A recent Nation article by Jim Sibbison (“The EPA’s
Revolving Door”) explains how the two cleanup giants,
Waste Management and Browning Ferris, are guilty of
price fixing, while their superfund cleanups tend to be
“sloppy, makeshift, stretched out for maximum profit
and prone to contaminate the environment again” Dur-
ing this historical period in which everything is up for
sale, the future corporate cleanup artists will not be
members of a hippie food co-op but, rather, corporate
extensions of General Motors, Monsanto, DuPont, and
Union Carbide, with ad agencies concocting slogans like,
“It takes a polluter to know how to clean up pollution.”

Both Sibbison’s important article and Jim McNeil’s
In These Times account (“Sellout at the EPA”) outline
a chilling vision of an interlocking directorate of right-
wing environmentalists, corporate polluters, cleanup
executives, and conservative corporate think tanks.
Sibbison and McNeil envision this directorate moving
through a complicated process (similar to the military-
industrial complex and the Pentagon) in which a com-
mon self-interested ideological perspective has created
a new colossus that is in turn directed against community-
based, grass-roots environmental activists.

McNeil points out that EPA Administrator William
Reilly, secretly lobbied by officials from Waste Manage-
ment Inc., is working to gut strict environmental stan-
dards in North Carolina that would prevent the firm
from building a huge solid-waste incinerator. While in
theory the federal government is supposed to guarantee
a minimum floor so that states do not undercut each
other, Reilly is worried that in practice individual states
might in fact set standards oo bigh, thereby jeopardizing
the new “waste management” industry.

Similarly, the EPA is now deferring disputes between
community activists and toxic polluters (so-called toxic
waste managers) to Clean Sites, a supposedly indepen-
dent arbitrator. Clean Sites receives contributions of
$100,000 or more from Dow Chemical, DuPont, Mon-
santo, Shell Oil, General Electric, and Union Carbide.
Its founder, one should note, was Reilly, who got his

job as head of the EPA through a recommendation of
William Ruckelshaus, a former head of the EPA who is
now the CEO of Browning Ferris. The chairperson of
Clean Sites is Russell Train, EPA administrator in the
Nixon and Ford administrations.

The new “environmental” corporate establishment
has managed to reduce both the production and cleanup
of toxins to opportunities for profit and career, thus
creating another layer of institutional control in which
the problem will prove even harder to solve. As more
radical demands for the elimination of the production
of toxins become widespread, both corporations that
profit from producing them and corporations that profit
from cleaning them up will have a strong material inter-
est in their continued existence.

In the wake of incidents such as Bhopal, Three Mile
Island, the Exxon Valdez spill, and the Phillips Petroleum
explosion, there is a growing movement within the
corporate world for each board of directors to appoint
a token environmentalist. It was made clear that militant
activists need not apply. The preferred environmentalists,
according to a July Los Angeles Times article, would be
people sensitive to corporate profitability objectives.
Not surprisingly, the omnipresent William Ruckelshaus
was recruited onto the board of the chemical giant
Monsanto; Reilly, then president of the Conservation
Foundation, joined the board of Northeast Utilities;
and Alice Rivlin, chairperson of the governing council
of the Wilderness Society, was welcomed onto the board
of Union Carbide.

The trouble with the “greening of the boardroom” is
that since boards of directors are specifically charged
with maximizing the profits of their corporations, the
corporate environmentalists will comprise nothing more
than a new layer of corporate apologists to attack grass-
roots environmental movements. In a parallel devel-
opment, former UAW President Douglas Fraser was
brought onto the Chrysler board not to restrict corporate
behavior but to rubber-stamp the 57000 permanent
layoffs and eleven plant closings Lee Iacocca was about
to implement.

So the institutional matrix is frightening: corporate
polluters derail environmental regulations in Congress;
corporate pollution managers make lucrative deals that
neither restrict polluters nor effectively clean up the
toxins; government agencies set up ostensibly to protect
the environment become captive to the polluters and
pollution managers; and corporate boards of directors
co-opt the most malleable and greedy environmentalists
to clean up their image—but not their products. In this
context, talk about grass-roots organizing must extend
beyond a romantic populism to an analytical and strategic
long-term perspective that challenges institutional power
and asserts democratic policy.
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care, low-cost and high-quality public education and
transportation systems, and the use of tax revenues for
recreation and the support of new cultural endeavors.

The deepening ecological crisis requires that we move
beyond narrow and allegedly more realistic approaches
to strategies that can actually address the full depth of
the crisis. This necessarily will involve a more rational
planning of production and uses of resources. Yet only
a powerful grass-roots movement could plausibly develop
the strength to counter those corporate interests which
will continue to oppose rational planning. After almost
two decades of bipartisan eulogizing of the civilizing
role of “market forces,” our political, material, and
ethical environment is deteriorating rapidly. So despite
the fact that many on the Left have abandoned a trans-
formative vision and have placed much of their energy
into more narrow self-interest struggles, the reality of
the ecological crisis requires the reemergence of a more
visionary and radical movement. Environmentalism—
in the sense of a comprehensive politics that addresses
the nature and quality of work, the products we produce
and the processes of production, and the political insti-
tutions that determine social policy—is in urgent need
of a Left perspective. Conversely, a democratic, militant,
and grass-roots environmentalism that brings working
people and people of color into the mainstream of the
political debate can contribute to the reemergence of a
vital American Left.

The environmental crisis is not solvable locally. Thus,
while grass-roots movements are essential building blocks
and catalysts, they cannot be substituted for a broader
political strategy to transform policy and power at the
national level.

During the 1980s, the retreat of many “movement”
organizers into single-issue specialization was partially
a product of the loss of confidence in Democratic party
reform, social democracy, Marxism-Leninism, or any
broader worldview that could give coherence and op-
timism for social transformation. Today, however, in the
wake of the invigorating movements in Eastern Europe
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and the futile efforts to “regulate” increasingly concen-
trated corporate capital, many of the upstream swimmers
who have survived the 1980s seem once again willing to
explore the complexities of macrostrategies for economic
and political democracy.

As progressives once again debate the merits of a
radically reformed capitalism versus new models of
democratic socialism, it is important that the content of
“economic democracy” center on the replacement of our
present model (in which private corporate power dom-
inates public life) with new models of public power and
decision making rooted in workplaces and communities.

Long before Earth Day, visionary environmentalists
were ridiculed as alarmists when they warned that the
future of the planet itself was in danger. Today, as Earth
Day approaches for the twentieth time, there is wide-
spread understanding that the ecological viability of the
earth is truly hanging in the balance. Environmentalists
need another infusion of courage and vision to break with
tepid reformism and corporatist co-optation, and to con-
front the logic of the problem they have posed. Radical
social problems demand radical political solutions. []
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Ecorocy AND SociAL MEANING

Gaia’s Last Gasp

Carolyn Merchant

East and West and the native peoples of America

saw the earth as a mother, alive and responsive to
human action. Ancient Greeks and Renaissance Euro-
peans conceptualized the earth as a living organism with
respiratory, circulatory, reproductive, and elimination
systems. For the past three hundred years, however, West-
ern mechanistic science and capitalism have seen the
earth as inert, manipulable from outside, and exploitable
for profits. Colonial extractions of resources along with
industrial pollution and depletion have pushed the planet
as a whole to the brink of ecological destruction.

In 1979, atmospheric chemist James Lovelock revived
the idea of the earth as a living organism with his Gaia
Hypothesis, named after the Greek earth goddess. Ac-
cording to Lovelock, life on the earth’s surface evolved
and maintains a comfortable habitat for its own continu-
ance. The chemical constituents of Gaia’s abiotic air,
waters, and soils interact with her biota as if they were
a single organic, living entity. For millions of years, the
planet managed quite well along these lines. But can
planetary life sustain itself in the face of industrial
assaults? Gaia is still alive, but she is deeply wounded
and suffering. Her lungs are clogged with smoke, her
pores are filled with acid rain, her hair is shorn, her
flowered gown is tattered and torn. As we approach the
twenty-first century, perceptions of planetary destruction
and calls for the earth’s renewal abound. A new partner-
ship between humans and Gaia is needed.

The environmental crisis of the 1990s overwhelms that
of the 1970s. From Chernobyl radiation to the Alaskan
oil spill, from tropical rain forest destruction to polar
ozone holes, from Alar in apples to toxins in water, the
earth and all its life are in trouble. Industrial production
accentuated by the global reproduction of population
has severely strained Gaia’s capacity for regeneration.
Pollution and depletion are systematically linked on a
global scale not previously experienced on the planet.

l s the earth dead or alive? The ancient cultures of
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In the ancient world, the earth mother respired daily,
inhaling the pneuma, or spirit, from the atmosphere.
The earth’s “copious breathing” renewed the life on its
surface. Today the hotter air of the so-called greenhouse
gases threatens Gaia’s respiratory balance. As the amount
of carbon dioxide and other gases in the atmosphere
increases from the burning of fossil fuels and industrial
processes, global temperatures are expected to rise three
to ten degrees Fahrenheit. “The greenhouse effect is
already here and it will worsen,” warned scientists and
policy analysts at congressional hearings held in the
summer of 1988. “The greenhouse effect is the most sig-
nificant economic, political, environmental, and human
problem facing the twenty-first century,” according to
Senator Timothy Wirth. Half of the world’s dioxide
emissions are produced by three countries alone: the
United States (21 percent), the USSR (19 percent), and
China (10 percent).

With acceleration of the greenhouse effect, winters
worldwide are predicted to become stormier, summers
hotter and drier. Seas will rise one to three feet over the
next half century, and hurricanes will become more
powerful as the oceans warm. Waterfront homes and
villages will be flooded, droughts will increase in severity,
grain-growing regions will move north, and whole forests
and wild species will be lost. Although there is much
debate over the timing of the effect, a series of measures
to slow it have been recommended: stopping global
deforestation, planting trees, conserving heating fuel,
and shifting to alternative energy sources.

Ozone depletion is another disruption of the Gaian
respiratory system by industrial production. In 1985
scientists reported a hole in the ozone layer over the
Antarctic. The production effects of chlorofluorocarbons
(CFCs) in the northern industrialized countries were
suddenly manifest at the South Pole. CFCs are used as
refrigerator and air conditioner coolants, as primary
components of Styrofoam, and as propellant gases in
spray cans (banned in the US. in the 1970s, but still
used in other countries). Whenever we buy a hamburger
or a cup of coffee in a Styrofoam container, whenever our
automobile leaks or we turn in an old refrigerator for a


















Alyeska, the consortium of seven oil companies that
built and now operates the Trans-Alaska pipeline,
promised to have enough containment booms and
skimmers to handle any size oil spill and to have equip-
ment and personnel on line within five hours of a
disaster. None of this happened. There has not been a
full-time oil spill coordinator in Valdez since the mid-
eighties, though one is mandated. The barge designated
to take on oil from spill sites was down for repairs; it
was also much smaller and older than the promised
craft. For two days the waters of Prince William Sound
were preternaturally calm, and the spill sat—first in a
four-mile area, then, as the hours ticked away, in a
widening pool—while Exxon did nothing to contain
and skim it. On the third day, sixty-six hours after the
tanker ruptured, a storm came up and oil raced down
the coast for a thousand miles. Recovering the bulk of
it became virtually impossible.

According to estimates from the Alaska Department
of Fish and Game, the initial kill comes to half a
million seabirds and five thousand otters—about half
the population in Prince William Sound. The number
of dead wolves, moose, deer, and bear which feed on
oiled kelp and prey is difficult to gauge because these
animals die in the woods, out of sight. Dead sea lions
and seals tend to sink, but it has been assumed thousands
have perished. (It was reported that Exxon employees
burned dead animals; these corpses, naturally, couldn’t
be added to mortality tallies.)

Half the bald eagle population, equaling two thousand
birds, has perished. Eagles possess a highly complex
central nervous system which enables them to target
prey and swoop, but it also renders them extremely
sensitive to petroleum toxicity: one microliter can kill
the embryo in a developing egg. The prospects for this
year’s offspring are dismal: only 10 percent of the trees
containing eagle nests show viable young.

All experts agree that the fates of surviving animals
are uncertain. Fatal hemorrhages and ulcers as well as
lung and liver diseases can develop months after original
contamination. It’s also not likely that animals so trauma-
tized will be able to reproduce. Before the spill, for
reasons not entirely known, the seal population had
already declined 40 percent since 1984.

The long-term effects on the food chain are likely to
be dire as well. A sizable amount of oil has sunk and
will slowly release dangerous hydrocarbons that contam-
inate microorganisms—the basic components of the
food chain. After about a year, unrecovered oil turns to
asphalt. THANKS EXXON FOR PAVING THE MARINE
HIGHWAY, reads a spill T-shirt.

Native Alaskan villagers have for centuries subsisted
off the seafood and wildlife they gather and hunt; their
villages, most of which can be reached only by boat or
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plane, aren’t equipped with supermarkets. There is no
telling how long this population will remain severed
from its food supply.

s I moved through the animal centers filled
A with screaming birds and wearied, oil-sickened

otters, as I walked tarred beaches, saw mounds
of dead animals piled in plastic bags, and gazed at a
dead baby seal with blood pouring out of its mouth—a
twin in appearance of a rescued pup I'd helped care
for—the statistics acquired bold corporeality.

In Alaska, I found three basic responses to the spill.
The first group—the vast majority of which live in
coastal towns—felt utterly betrayed; they hoped the
catastrophe would end Alaska’s compliant relationship
to Big Oil and the rest of the country’s tolerance for
Reagan/Bush pro-industry environmental policies. A
second, smaller group was skeptical about environ-
mental protection. They believed technology could fix
whatever it broke. Their goal wasn’t to prevent disaster
but to manage it with MASH-style animal hospitals and
high-powered hoses and drills; they saw themselves on
the cutting edge of a growth industry. The third group,
made up mostly of Exxon employees, denied the disaster’s
severity and repudiated responsibility for it: the American
people, with their voracious appetite for energy, were
the culprits.

This mentality steered the public-relations-oriented,
largely ineffectual cleanup. Again, much of this has
been reported, but Exxon’s ability to weasel out of its
responsibility is prodigious and mind-boggling, and the
details bear reviewing until the company’s practices are
stopped. When the federal government elected not to
step in, Exxon was left in control of all operations. The
US. government relied on the same goodwill as could
have been expected had the Nazi high command been
asked, after World War II, to relocate surviving Jews.
Their thinking went something like this: you made the
mess, now you clean it up. If laws exacted huge fines for
every barrel of oil /eft in the environment, the cleanup
would have proceeded differently—the spill might never
have occurred. But as the laws stand, it is cheaper for
Exxon to leave spilled oil than to retrieve it and dispose
of it in costly toxic waste dumps. The crux of the problem
with the current situation is as simple as that. When
Exxon arrived in Homer it commandeered and ultimately
sabotaged the volunteer effort. Government officials
told me that Exxon instructed work crews to cut down
on the amount of oily debris they were collecting; too
few barges had been ordered to cart it off.

Veco, Exxon’s main contractor, was recently penalized
both for coercing employees to pay into a campaign
fund and for illegally contributing the money to Repub-
lican candidates who backed oil interests. Veco recently
























keep these corporations from investing in the economy,
and thus precipitate depression. At the same time people
fear that national investment, through projects such as
the Tennessee Valley Authority or outright welfare grants
will inevitably create a large, unresponsive bureaucracy
and a disempowered, irresponsible underclass.

If investment capital were taxed from corporations
and recycled not through giant bureaucracies but rather
through grass-roots community-controlled enterprises,
we could avoid such dilemmas. The capital recycling tax
would encourage investment—indeed, it would stimulate
creative forms of investment by shifting capital to new
hands—and empower, rather than subjugate, the recip-
ients. It would strengthen community rather than the
culture of individualism.

SABBATICALS ON RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT

ost government programs that focus on the

environment have concentrated on the end

products of industrial activity—how to recycle
and clean up waste. Very little attention has been paid
to the decisions society makes about what to produce.
The biblical Jubilee program, however, teaches us to
confront issues around production. In an agricultural,
pastoral society this entailed pausing from production
altogether. But what would the Jubilee program mean
for a technological, scientific society such as our own?

I offer two proposals, both of which draw on the
Jubilee notion of pausing from production for a period
of sacred, reflective time. Both proposals are intended
to prevent us from treating production and technology
as ends in themselves, and to train ourselves to re-
consider them in the light of their environmental and
social effects.

First, all corporate investments of more than a specific
amount—one billion dollars? —slated for a single pro-
gram, such as the production of a new car, or the
invention of a new pesticide, would be subject to
a one-year “sabbatical” delay while a public review
studied the effect of the proposed program on society
and the environment.

Second, all scientific and technological research and
development would halt one year out of every seven,
and society would provide a real sabbatical for scientists
and engineers.

What do I mean by a real sabbatical? It would be a
time for scientists, engineers, and those who allocate
capital to reevaluate our use of technology. The intent of
this real sabbatical is not to stop technological develop-
ment, but to interrupt it periodically, so that it can be
reconsidered in terms of purpose and effect.

Both proposed sabbaticals would help us catch our
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breath and would soon bring about both physical
changes in the environment and profound effects on
our culture. In the physical sphere, the sabbaticals would
slow down our invasion of the web of planetary life and
perhaps encourage a change of direction. Culturally,
these pauses (and the campaigns to get them adopted)
would teach society that there are values other than
producing, making, doing; and indeed that even the
values of producers need to be governed by larger
issues of long-term effects on human beings, the earth,
and community.

CELEBRATION OF NEIGHBORHOOD
EMPOWERMENT

The provisions of Leviticus 25 are designed to
strengthen grass-roots communities: in ancient times,
such communities took the form of clans within a tribal
region. For us, community is probably best represented
by the concept of neighborhood.

Public policy has not been shaped with an eye
to strengthening community or compassion. Just one
example: all the efforts to cut down demand for drugs
have focused on creating more fear—despite (or be-
cause of?) the likelihood that more fear and despair are
quite likely to encourage more drug use. What would it
mean for public policy to focus on creating stronger
communities, rather than greater fear?

A Jubilee-style proposal: empower neighborhoods
to choose one day a month, one week a year, for a
neighborly celebration. Give seed-grants to neighbor-
hood institutions to plan such events. Make this folk
festival a decentralized but universal event.

Create a national “Sabbath,” on at least two occasions
a year—July 4 and New Year’s Day? Or on the newer,
more globally and environmentally conscious occasions
of Hiroshima Day and Martin Luther King Day? Or a
revitalized Earth Day? Shut down all but life-preserving
emergency services; close highways, hotels, television
stations, newspapers, factories, offices; suspend train,
bus, airline services. Let us rediscover walking and
talking, singing and cooking. Let us rediscover our
neighbors. Better than a day or two would be an entire
week, so that we can experience the meaning of rest
and celebration.

These three proposals make up a Jubilee program.
What about a strategy to bring them about? All the
proposals challenge powerful institutions in our society.
Without the empowerment of people at the grass roots,
none of it will be possible. How to begin?

It seems to me that the initiators of a Jubilee program
should be the churches and synagogues, partly because
the approach comes from the biblical tradition, but
not only because of this. Also because we know that















Stony Creek Road to Troy where he handed his store
over to Segesta. I mean it. Gave it to this younger
fellow, very honest. Shouted, ‘Go ahead and take it all
away from me. You've been stealing me blind right
along. Segesta pleaded with Jake to let him pay for it.
Later, the fellow brought money to your grandmother
on the sly.

“Now what kind of sense does that make? When it’s
his daughter he’s mad at. Or me maybe, for marrying
her. And that store, how he loved it. Another thing I
never understood: if Jake wanted to retire, why not take
his half of the store and sell it, like normal people do?
What was all the rage about? I don’t believe in Freud.
But I think the reason that your mother hated him was
syphilis. He got it from the Polish girl, who cleaned for
them. In those days, they thought it was hereditary”

“I was pregnant,” from my mother. “We lived way
out in Bensonhurst, in Brooklyn. Papa was in the hospital
uptown. Mama had just died. He was in Flower and
Fifth Avenue or some such place. It took an hour and
a half on the BMT to get there, but I went to see him
every day. Troy was a one-horse town as far as medicine
went, said Papa. But really, I think he was ashamed. His
hands shook. I felt sorry for him, so I stood, big as a
house, on the subway to go and visit. Nobody offered
me a seat.

‘At the hospital, he kept two lists. The people who’d
come to see him or sent cards on one list. The ones who
had forgotten on the other.

“Maybe I had to go to the obstetrician. I've forgotten
why I didn’t come one day. The next afternoon he
picked up his betrayers list and pointed to my name on
top. Then he covered his face with his hands and cried
and cried. I was a rotten daughter. I'd never loved him.

“After that, I made your father come with me. So
Papa would have someone to talk to.

“A few weeks later, I was in the hospital myself and
he was back in Lake Mohican. I'm not ready for this, I
thought. My legs open. Interns, everyone, could come
and take a peek. How resentful I felt. Then it came to
me with the pushing that it didn’t matter if I was ready
or resentful, the child was ready to be born. That was
the difference between Papa and me. Between men and

women, maybe.”

“Come quick,” shouted Jake’s neighbor. “You've got
a grandchild”

But Jake refused to come to the phone to speak to his
son-in-law, the man who couldn’t hammer a nail through
butter and the husband of the daughter who didn’t
love him. Instead, he went back into the bungalow and
came out with a spade in his hand, which he carried
down the dusty road into the forest.

A seedling came back beneath his arm.

After the planting, he washed his hands. “Bring up

the baby,” he called the hospital in Brooklyn. “There’s
something I want to show him in the yard.”

“It was typical,” according to my mother. “Why plant
the tree on his property? Why not on mine? And why
not say he was sorry, at least, for all those awful scenes
he’d put me through?”

Nobody pointed out that she had no property. That
she spent her winters in a rented flat in Brooklyn and
her summers, after that pine got planted, at her father’s
bungalow here. And nobody pointed to the brilliance
of my grandfather’s ploy, the problems he had solved
with that pine, the apologies and pleas he had avoided.

And how unhappy my grandfather was when he found
the first pine was a girl and not a grandson will be
skipped over. He’d had enough daughters. For me, his
unhappiness had been a puzzlement. My fascinating
grandpa’s lack of interest in my fascinating being and
accomplishments. Jealousy reached retrospectively to-
wards my roots when the second pine he planted turned
out to be my brother Jonathan, golden-haired and bright
blue-eyed, like Grandpa and the Russian ballerina.

And like a toothless, stubble-chinned Rumpelstiltskin
in an undershirt, Jake stood beside my brother’s crib.
“He’s too good-natured. Why doesn’t he cry a little? Is
he retarded?”

For only idiots, according to Jake, were ever satisfied.
Only fools were ever happy. To be smart was to be critical.
Then no one could pull the wool over your eyes.

T he two pines before me now are more or less
the same height, despite the difference in their
planting times and the thin and rocky soil on
this lot. “These things even out,” my pacific father
murmured once, “in adult pine trees”

“Jake was'mad for your brother” My father. “What a
smart kid. How quick. The usual. Your grandma had
died by then. His love, I'd say, was aggravated by his
loneliness. He dragged Jon around in that Rival Dog
Food Wagon. Jonny hollering, Faster, go faster, and
poor Jake, he must have been seventy-something, would
work himself into a lather. Then he’d come inside and
boast, ‘That’s some smart kid. Already he’s got me
working for him.”

But one day Jonathan climbed out of the wagon and
ran across the road to the ball field to watch some bigger
boys play catch. Faster, faster towards the playing field,
away from Grandpa running after him in his old man’s
shapeless carpet slippers. Then the old man stepped on
a nail or something sharp on the road. The nail pierced
the slipper and the skin inside, but Jake, who barely
noticed, kept on running. Then catching Jonathan by
his skinny polo-shirted shoulders, he smacked his grand-
son’s face. Two sets of blue eyes stared at each other
appraising, astonished.

“I was surprised he cared that much about me,”
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reported Jonathan. “Weird how at that age, I knew it.
Then we both went back to the bungalow and kept our
mouths shut about what happened. It seemed too inti-
mate in a way to talk about, and the old man maybe was
ashamed, chasing what he loved instead of running
from it.”

“He didn’t say a word about the foot, of course”
from my mother. “The toes cut out of his carpet slippers.
I schlepped him back to the city when I noticed how
much he was shuffling and they dangled his leg from
the ceiling, dripping bottled stuff into his veins, but it
was hopeless, he was diabetic. They had to cut the leg
off by October”

“I still dream,” added Jonathan, “of Grandpa chasing
me. He’s legless, with an axe. I wake up and thank God
I live in California. But really. It was time to get out of
there, out of that family. I made up the mountains here
before I'd ever seen them.”

E veryone has agreed that Grandpa in the hospital

refused to see Jonathan, waiting in the hall, but

no one knew why. Was the boy like Hebrew or
that pine forest in Riga, something to flee from, and then
encircle? Or something he loved, like his daughter or his
store, that he threw away for fear of losing? His daughters
entered the darkness of the hospital room and found
the only light was a wrestling match on television.
Gorgeous George versus somebody not so gorgeous
named Hans. “Turn it off” Grandpa shouted as he
stared mesmerized by two hulking bodies with their
arms around each other. Hair pulling. Thuds on the
mat. Someone in the corner being sponged. Then some-
body’s hand held for a second before somebody flipped
them upside down. “It’s so brutal, I don’t see how
anyone can watch,” Jake muttered as he leaned forward.

“And how he learned at eighty,” said my mother, “to
walk with a prosthesis I'll never know. I saw him do it.
Down the hall towards the light above the nurses’ station.
The nurses, they were wonderful women, cheered him.
They held his hand up like a champion. ‘Get me out of
here, he muttered. ‘“There’s only old people and cripples
in this place’

“But I'll never figure it out. Did I admire his self-
delusion or despise it?”

His last instructions, written in a shaky syphilitic
hand: “Burn me, if I don’t commit suicide first. No
funeral” He handed them to my mother, who obeyed
him when he died a few years later, as she’d obeyed in
life. He went up in smoke. My brother and I forgot him
for a long youthful while, then began in middle age to
make calls across a continent to talk about a man who
was now ashes.

Nobody remembered whether he died the year my
mother cut her foot or whether Jonathan was in high
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school then. Jonathan remembered my mother’s cut
foot. “I had to cry to get her to a doctor. I was a boy in
high school, crying. And she was diabetic. She could
have lost the thing, like he did. How many times, I
thought, do we have to go through this same story?
Only there was penicillin now. Or some wonder other
drug. “You didn’t have to get upset, she told me in that
little girl’s voice she uses sometimes. ‘Still, it’s nice to

’»

know you love me.

I worry about those pines my grandfather planted. I
worry about my mother selling the bungalow to strangers
who look for the source of the darkness at the centet
of their house and find it, find them, lined up outside,
A man arrives in a truck with a buzz saw and cuts the
trees down, stacking logs neatly in a pile by the chimney
outside. All of us will feel relieved for a moment,
Jonathan in California, me in New York, and my mother
flying between us, visiting grandchildren. Then freed
from something, blander, less contentious, more content,
we'll feel what? Be what? Say what to each other and
our children?

The strangers will sit, warming their hands at the
fireplace, poking at pine logs to make the fire burn
brighter until the woodpile is gone.

But now I get up off the stoop and start down the
road to where the forest is. The road is dusty, but
there’s mud on the path through the woods, soft and
then harder. Then ruts appear and finally an impasse.
Branches too heavy to lift lie piled, trapped between
trees they’ve broken from in some storm, and the trees
on the other side. I stand before the woodpile, listening
to bird calls, then something thrashing through the
forest—a deer, raccoon, porcupine, or wolf.

Often after my father has said something that infuriates
me, he’ll add, “It’s only words. I don’t see what you’re
getting so excited about”

I've calmed myself by blaming the soldiers who criss-
crossed his town and his tongue, dropping languages
like pine needles for him to pick up, Russian, Polish,
German, besides his Yiddish, Hebrew, Aramaic. My
father, like my grandfather, uses words for what he
knows already: doing business, praying, telling well-
worn jokes. While for saying what he’s never heard
before, he takes to gestures.

But that animal is coming closer. And I spot a place
to put my foot up on the branches. Twigs scratch my
palms as I climb up the pile, then stumble and pitch
forward, sliding down the other side. My knees get
banged against the stony ground. The dirt on my hands
is damp and full of pine needles. In the darker, wetter
part of the forest later on, I find logged patches, scorched
places, scars deep as Riga in the ground. [



United Jewish Appeal

Michael Blumenthal

My grandmother was 89 and blind

and I was a young boy hungry for quarters
50, in the waning light

of Sunday afternoons, my parents gone,

I would ring the doorbell

(my friend Raymond smirking

from behind the stairwell) and listen

for the slow shuffle of slippers

on the linoleum, the soft thump

of her body against the closet.

She would come to the door,

my parakeet Jerry trapped in her hairnet,
stammering a Who's there?

in minimal English, between the chain

and the doorjamb and, without hesitancy
or shame, in a cracked, mock-Hasidic voice,
I'd answer: United Jewish Appeal

swaying my hand, like a small plane

moving over an airstrip, toward her.

She would open the door—tentative,

timid, charity having won out over terror—

and reach her palms into the hallway

the way she reached out under the candles

to bless me on Sabbath. My daughter ...

she would stammer, she is not home now,

poking her eyes like Borges into the vastness.

A better heart than mine was

might have stopped there, but I was a boy
ravenous for malteds and baseball cards,

so I repeated the words of my small litany,

United Jewish Appeal, and reached my hand out again
until it almost touched the blue print of her smock.

Michael Blumenthal is the director of the Creative Writing
Program at Harvard. He has just finished work on a novel
entitled Weinstock Among the Dying.

All the while the parakeet sat there,

dropping its small coils of birdshit onto her hair
until she retreated again

down the long yellow hallway,

reading the braille of the walls with her hands
as she made her way, and I would wink

at my good friend Raymond behind the stairs
when the rattle of change clanged out

from my parents’ bedroom, and we heard again
the slow sweep of her feet, and, at last,

the shiny fruit of my cleverness and hunger

fell into my palm, and my grandmother Johanna,
the parakeet still flapping like a crazed duck,
closed the door behind her,

leaving me and my friend Raymond

to frolic off into the sun-licked

agnostic streets of Washington Heights,

full of the love of grandmothers

and of change, forever singing the praises

of the United Jewish Appeal. [
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Current Debate: Abortion Politics
The Left’s Wrong Turn on Abortion

Michael |. Quirk

he recent discussion on abortion
in Tikkun, while refreshingly free
of the shrill polemic that usually graces
the rhetoric of pro-choice and pro-life
advocates alike, strikes me as being yet
another example of “prepackaged poli-
tics” There is an unstated assumption
in all these articles that any respec-
table leftist position on abortion must
include, however ambivalently, support
for legal abortion on demand. Those
on the Left who have their doubts
about abortion, such as Christopher
Hitchens, are castigated as sexists for not
voicing “politically correct” opinions.
I worry about this sort of divide-
and-conquer rhetoric, for it plays di-
rectly into the hands of the Right,
which also believes in “prepackaged
politics” and does not hesitate to grab
the moral high ground so often ceded
by the Left. As a communitarian, I am
troubled by the Left’s insouciance
toward abortion, and by its reluctance
to question whether the agenda set by
Roe v. Wade squares with its own prin-
ciples and hopes. But I am even more
troubled by the Right’s refusal to con-
sider the ethical and legal complexi-
ties of abortion, and by its predilection
to moralize in a social and political
vacuum. Those who think the Left has
taken a wrong turn on abortion need to
engage in sympathetic criticism and en-
courage constructive discussion; other-
wise support for the Left’s agenda may
suffer serious erosion.

Ruth Rosen and Carole Joffe both
define the political dimension of abor-
tion in terms of women’s reproductive
rights. In this they are the mirror
image of orthodox pro-lifers, who de-
fine it in terms of the fetus’s right to

Michael ]. Quirk is an adjunct associate
professor of philosopby at Pace University,
New York, and the author of a number
of articles on contemporary moral and
political theory.
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life. What nobody dares to question is
the shared idiom of this political battle,
the very idea of self-evident and inalien-
able rights. For both the pro-choice
and pro-life orthodoxies, rights are
above politics and beyond dispute.
No one should be too surprised, then,
that abortion is less a matter for dis-
cussion than for verbal war: rights,
whether those of women or the unborn,
are brandished as conversation-stoppers,
as manifest truths that only the morally
or intellectually deformed would fail
to recognize.

The rights-based

pro-choice stance must
be judged defective. It is
radically individualistic.

I think it is high time to ask: What
is the nature of such rights? Does it
make sense to keep on introducing
such rights as “givens” when the very
idea of self-evident and incorrigible
truths has been discredited by almost
all of twentieth-century philosophy?
If the moral theory of the eighteenth-
century Enlightenment is no longer
viable, then is there any reason to
think that we can use its moral con-
cepts, such as rights, without fear of
distortion, anachronism, or inconsis-
tency? Might not the discourse of rights
carry with it a very real danger—that
of serving as an ideological smoke
screen behind which all sorts of harm-
ful and self-serving behavior might be
justified?

For any appeal to rights to be intel-
ligible, such rights must be placed in
an entirely different conceptual context
than that of the Enlightenment-inspired
idea of self-evidence. To respect a per-
son’s rights is to perform one’s duties
toward that person, which in turn are
dependent upon and given content by

virtues which secure the good of both
the individual and the community. In
this interpretation, “having a right” is
a highly refined, derivative notion: one
cannot introduce rights without defin-
ing and describing an entire complex
of moral and political goods. Indeed,
each right presupposes the truth of an
entire systematic vision of “the good
life” embodied in and determined by
the life of a concrete community. In
short, one cannot begin to address
any issue concerning rights unless one
has some idea of the sort of person
one ought to be, and the sort of com-
munity one wants to create. One must
also determine the kind of character
that constitutes a full and exemplary
human life, and the shared ideals to
which the community can aspire. One
could not begin to tabulate the rights
of fetuses or pregnant women without
a prior awareness of how one ought to
act toward them, dand this in turn can-
not be specified without some shared
story about how good persons and
good communities treat women and
the unborn.

If this vision of community is the
sole context in which one can make
sense of rights, then the rights-based
pro-choice stance must be judged defec-
tive. It assumes that the right to an
abortion is more basic than any bene-
fits the community might secure by
limiting or regulating abortion. It is
radically individualistic. Rosen, for
example, assumes that the right to a
“personal decision” on abortion is
more basic than reforms designed to
“encourage fewer abortions”; Joffe
makes a similar argument when she
brushes off Ruth Anna Putnam’s nega-
tive moral appraisal of most post-Roe
abortions, describing it as mere subjec-
tive preference. “Reproductive rights”
thus become trumps in any discussion
of the community’s efforts to achieve
the collective goal of lessening reliance
on abortion, which no one, pro-choice












debate. Right-to-life advocates have
used these techniques to make it seem
that the fetus walks among us, a being
who can capture our compassion. Yet
these same techniques are being mar-
shaled in support of the right to abort.
Women are being encouraged to under-
go prenatal screening tests to ascertain
the condition of the fetus and to abort
“defective” fetuses. The public is per-
haps most accepting of abortion in such
cases; fear of disability, repugnance
toward the mentally retarded, and firmly
embedded cultural ideas about health
combine to shape the attitude that
sanctions abortion in cases of “fetal
defects.” This argument for legalized
abortion, no less than the arguments
against legalized abortion, focuses not
on the woman, but on the fetus within.

I t is important to remember that
just as not all arguments against
abortion come from the Right, not all
arguments for legalized abortion are
either feminist arguments or arguments
from the Left. The feminist pro-choice
voice has been only one of the forces
for legalized abortion. Margaret Sanger
made her alliances both with the pop-
ulation control movement and the eu-
genics movement of the twenties. The
contemporary feminist reproductive
rights movement does the same, mak-
ing its own uneasy alliances with the
new eugenics movement, which looks
at embryos and fetuses as products
suitable for quality-control testing, and
with the population control movement,
whose agenda is often implicitly class-
ist and racist.

That the politics of abortion in
America has made for some strange
bedfellows does not constitute an argu-
ment against legalized abortion. I be-
lieve, however, that it demands great
clarity from those of us who support
the right of access to abortion for
every woman in any pregnancy. Such a
position must support all women who
decide that an abortion is their solution
to a particular pregnancy. That includes
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women who have abortions for reasons
some of us may not like. We must stop
apologizing for our support, stop feel-
ing abashed by “repeaters,” and stop
paying obeisance to the potential life
in a fertilized egg. We need to turn
away from the patriarchal focus on
the “seed,” or product of conception,
and toward a woman-centered under-
standing of pregnancy and abortion.

Sure this dilemma is
translated into wearisome
discussions of “rights,”
of individual freedoms,
and of privacy. But
when people feel trapped,
they do take
the problem personally.

There is no contradiction, no need
for embarrassment, in saying that
women take motherhood very seriously
and yet may choose to have abortions
relatively “casually” Abortion is one
way a woman prevents herself from
entering into an unwanted relationship,
one way she can avoid the serious,
lifetime commitment of motherhood.
Women must have ways of avoiding
such a commitment precisely because
we do take it so seriously. It is because
of this commitment, not in spite of it,
that some abortions are relatively easy.
The meaning of a pregnancy for a
woman is what shapes the meaning an
abortion holds for her.

It is time to reject absolutely the pat-
riarchal principles—principles deeply
embedded and perhaps inherent in
Judaism—that have shaped our think-
ing about abortion. The trajectory of
life in a patriarchy is from father to
son: we trace back the person to the
moment of fertilization, as if before
that there were nothing. This is not the
experience of women. We hold poten-
tial life within us month after month.

Ovaulate in January and there is a po-
tential life to be born in September, a
life already shaped by its genetics. Have
we a right not to give that “life” what
Quirk called the “benefit of the doubt,”
to allow that brown-eyed, brown-haired
September baby with dimples not to
come to birth when all it needs is a
chance to be fertilized? But we don’t
conduct a great moral debate about the
cutting off of the children of women
in their potential; we don’t ask every
fourteen-year-old, every nun, every
grandmother, to run out and seek
fertilization.

From a woman-centered perspective,
we don’t have to make such an enor-
mous distinction between contraception
and abortion. As part of contracep-
tion, as a backup to safe barrier
methods, as the response to contra-
ceptive oversights and errors, failures,
and foolishnesses, abortion expresses
an unwillingness to make a baby, a
decision to stop the division of self, to
keep a bit of oneself from going on to
become someone else. From a woman-
centered perspective, such an abortion
is an easier choice than the ending
of a pregnancy because the fetus has
been tested and found wanting.

From a woman-centered perspective,
we could accept the fact that for one
woman, experiencing one pregnancy,
an abortion is a minor inconvenience
and a small price she expects to pay
now and again for an active sex life
and the use of a barrier contraceptive;
and that for another woman, or for
the same woman who is pregnant at
another time, an abortion feels like
the death of a loved baby.

Having accepted this seeming con-
tradiction, we could get on with the
business of providing women with ac-
cess to abortion, along with access
to child care, health care, and other
human needs. Such a goal could be
understood to be not in opposition to,
but very much a part of, a consistent
ethic of life, very much a part of the
moral climate we seek. []



A RESPONSE TO MICHAEL J. QUIRK

Who's Directing Traffic?

Isabel Marcus

self-confessed communitarian, Mi-
chael Quirk is concerned about
what he views as the Left’s unquestion-
ing acceptance of the feminist agenda,
which he describes as “abortion on
demand.” Already we must be wary of
Quirk, for the phrase “abortion on de-
mand” hardly does justice to the fem-
inist position on abortion, which is just
one element of a broad agenda on repro-
ductive rights. Although Quirk claims
he wants to engage in “sympathetic
criticism™ of the Left for its “wrong
turn” on the abortion issue, his piece
is harshly dismissive of the bases for
the Left’s choice to support the feminist
agenda for reproductive rights.
“What does the label ‘communitar-
ian’ mean in both theory and practice?”
Quirk tells us that a communitarian
acknowledges that community is prior
to the individual, from which several
principles follow: First, society’s claim
on the citizen overrides the claim of the
individual on society; second, whatever
rights the individual has must be de-
rived from an understanding of what
is “good” for society; and third, that
the practice of politics should not be
limited by procedural norms (by which
I assume that Quirk means to criticize
the liberal emphasis on form of the
law over substance). Clearly this ab-
breviated set of beliefs raises numerous
important questions. How is the com-
munity defined? Is “citizen” a formal
category or a substantive one? By
what procedures does a society arrive
at a notion of the good? And what
place, if any, is made for those who
dissent from a community’s determina-
tion of the “good”? Quirk does not
consider these questions. He does,
however, state that commitment to
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a communitarian perspective necessi-
tates scrapping the tired old “rights”
discourse, which is premised on En-
lightenment notions of self-evident and
incorrigible truths.

At the core of the feminist vision,
however, is the charge to articulate
an inclusive identity for women, who
throughout history have been excluded
or marginalized. Such a charge requires
questioning the entire existing social
order. No wonder critics demand that
feminists set aside this vision in the
name of the good of the community,
for feminism has appealing and terrify-
ing transformative potential. Quirk’s
blast is yet another instance of men
telling women that an emphasis on
rights is misplaced because it forswears
community in the name of creating
and protecting a separate identity.

Of course the feminist vision ascribes
to rights-based theory. A group which
is seeking access to the resources of
American society would be foolish to
eschew a philosophical system that
has great cultural and legal power.

True, Quirk considers rights-based
theory philosophically salvageable.
When rights are dependent on and
derivative from a vision articulated
presumably both about and by per-
sons who are good or at least seek
to be good in a community that is
oriented toward the good, Quirk finds
such rights perfectly acceptable. Pre-
sumably only after this vision has been
articulated can one identify rights for
anyone, though in this context Quirk
is quick to jump in with his concern
for the rights of “fetuses and pregnant
women.”

Note here that Quirk shifts param-
eters seemingly ever so slightly, yet
with profound consequences. The first
parameter he creates is “women and
the unborn.” Many women would ar-
gue that the term “the unborn” tilts
the proposed discussion. The unborn
blastocyte, zygote, fetus, embryo, or
child? Clearly in all but the latter case,

the term is not applicable. This is far
more than a semantic quarrel. The
second parameter Quirk creates con-
sists of fetuses and pregnant women.
This is a device designed to define a
subclass which is determined by bio-
logical function, and to further divide
the subclass of women from fetuses—
thereby elevating the fetuses.

A woman who considers
whether she is able to
care for a fetus which she
carries to term in
her own body is not just

thinking of herself.

Quirk condemns the rights-based
pro-choice stance because he believes
it assumes a hierarchy of rights, of
which a right to abortion is the most
basic; in other words, it is an attempt
to bypass the prerequisite discussion,
which he has already cast in highly
charged terms. Here Quirk dismisses
the widely discussed feminist issue of
reproductive rights, of which abortion
is only one aspect. By separating abor-
tion from other reproductive issues,
Quirk does violence both to history
and to contemporary discourse. Fem-
inists emphasize abortion rights be-
cause these rights are under attack. Yet
feminists are committed to overarching
issues of bodily integrity, autonomy,
and self-assertion, all of which play an
integral part in their understanding of
sexuality and reproduction. The fem-
inist agenda is broad. It demands that
women have access to safe and effective
contraception; that the range of avail-
able contraceptive choices must be ex-
panded; that there should be careful
consideration of the role and impact of
alternative reproductive technologies
which experiment on women'’s bodies;
that there must be no abuse of steril-

93






FiLMm REVIEW

Women’s Business

Bérénice Reynaud

I n 1978 director Claude Chabrol cast
a talented young actress, Isabelle
Huppert, in the title role of his Violette.
The film was based on the case of
an eighteen-year-old Parisian woman,
Violette Noziére, who poisoned her
parents in 1933 to get their money
and spend it with her gigolo-cum-pimp
lover. Two years ago, Chabrol (one of
the original members of the French
New Wave) and Huppert (now a major
star) collaborated again on one of
the most morally challenging French
movies in recent years: Story of Women.
Also based on a true story, Chabrol’s
new film tells of Marie Latour, the last
woman guillotined in France.

Whereas Noziére was made a hero-
ine by the surrealists—who saw in
her crime a revolt against bourgeois
morality—nobody spoke for Marie
Latour in 1943 when she was sentenced
to death by a special court that had
been created to consider crimes against
the state. Marie’s crime? In a period of
two years, she had helped some twenty
women terminate their pregnancies—
for her, strictly “women’s business”
(which is how the French title reads in
a more literal translation).

Marie’s crimes were committed with
boiled water and rationed soap in a
provincial kitchen. She performed her
first abortion to help a neighbor, but
Marie soon began to run her “clinic” as
an increasingly lucrative business which
enabled her to buy fruit preserves for
her kids, nice clothes to make her pretty
again after years in a loveless marriage,
and champagne to drink in bed with
her newfound lover. The Latour trial
had none of the dark glamour of the
Noziére case; instead, it reflected the
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grayness, cowardice, and uneasy selfish-
ness of its time. Like Violette, Marie
was an implicit rebel, and her lust for
pleasure and money similarly led her
beyond social norms. The wotld she re-
volted against was, however, no longer
the self-satisfied Third Republic; it was
a ruined country that had been occu-
pied and humiliated—its men taken
away to distant POW camps and its
government given over to collaborators.

According to Jacques Lacan’s psycho-
analytic theory, women entertain an
ambiguous and problematic relation-
ship with the social structure: not being
defined by the “phallic function,” they
are both within and without what he
calls “the symbolic order,” which is to
say the Law. Hence, in a period of
crisis, the behavior of some women will
tend uncannily to reflect the specific
malaise of the time in a distorted or
“deviant” way—which turns them into
easy targets for a witch-hunt. Violette’s
mercantile selfishness mirrored the “get
rich” ethics of the Third Republic’s
bourgeoisie—though the acceptable
(male) way to realize that dream was
to invest in stocks or to exploit workers,
not to kill one’s parents. In occupied
France, however, an ethos of survival
prevailed, and a petty, frightened,
and obdurate egoism permeated most
social relationships. Marie, for example,
agrees to help her neighbor without
any reward in mind. But she makes
sure not to use more of the rationed
soap than necessary and asks to keep
what is left.

The murkiness of Marie’s political
discourse is outlined in several in-
stances. One day, going to her usual
cafe, she discovers that her best friend
Rachel has been arrested by the Ger-
mans. Why? She is a Jew. “This is ab-
surd,” says Marie. “Rachel couldn’t have
been a Jew. She would have told me”
Her sincere pain at her friend’s disap-
pearance finds expression neither in
revolt against, nor a questioning of,

the fate inflicted on the Jews in general.
The only thing she minds is that her
friend is gone.

In other instances, her political
naiveté is contrasted with the more
politically realistic views of the men
around her. She smiles happily when
Lucien, her lover, explains to her why
he wasn’t sent to work in Germany: “I
do them little favors. ... I keep my ears
open and help them clean the town.”
Later, through Lucien’s connections,
she finds a surveillance job for her un-
employed husband. The latter accepts
because “it might reduce sabotage, and
thus the number of hostages shot,”
and bitterly scolds her ignorance of
the Germans’ policy in the matter.
“There is @ war going on!” “I know,
says Marie, sulking. “Anyhow, I am for
the partisans.” “Poor girl! You're for
nothing! You're for yourself!” Her
husband is correct, but Marie’s weak,
ridiculous stance “for the partisans”
mirrors that of an entire nation of
closeted patriots who decided to “join
the Resistance” at the Liberation.

In a third instance, Marie literally
collides head on with history. A par-
tisan escapes from a Gestapo interro-
gation by jumping through a window
and running through a street fair where
Marie, her children, her hooker friend,
and her lover are having fun. The par-
tisan is eventually shot and collapses,
with his eyes wide open, in Marie’s
arms. “He was looking at me,” she
remembers later, “as if he k7ew me?”
Did he indeed know that Marie was
performing abortions, renting rooms
to prostitutes, sleeping with a collab-
orator? Of course not, but Marie’s
reaction can be read as a cross section
of the film as a whole: men tend to
think that they &7ow what Marie is
about, while her entire being resists
their analysis. Her half-defiant, half-
no-nonsense attitude (in which “You
don’t know me” equals “You don’t
own me”) wages an implicit struggle
against male discourse. At the begin-
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cording to Wolfe, neither liberalism
nor socialism, the two dominant idioms
of modern political discourse, is ca-
pable of understanding this problem.

Wolfe begins his book with a brilliant
critique of “the dubious triumph of
economic man” in social theory and
social life. Countering the rosy portraits
of liberal individualists, he argues that
the market destroys most social prac-
tices and values, including those nec-
essary to sustain itself. In Part Two,
Wolfe levels a symmetrical charge
against what he variously calls “the
left” or “liberalism,” which, in its pro-
gram of economic justice, exalts statist
institutions whose authoritative power
similarly corrodes any sense of moral
obligation.

He aims his most concerted criticism
at the Scandinavian social democracies.
While acknowledging that Norway,
Sweden, and Denmark have almost ban-
ished economic insecurity, Wolfe is quite
critical of the bureaucratism of the wel-
fare states. For example, he claims
that the public monopoly of child-care
centers and foster homes and the gen-
eral ideology of “a public family” ac-
tually weaken families, increase crime

and alcoholism, and lead to a decreas- -

ing sense of personal responsibility.

conservative or antimodernist
conclusions. “Overall” he writes, “the
Scandinavian welfare states are far more
successful at organizing modern moral
obligations than are market-oriented
societies like the United States” Yet
there are times when the rhetoric of
the book belies his intentions, and his
arguments come perilously close to
those of neoconservatives. This is es-
pecially true in his discussion of the
family, where he questions “turning our
moral responsibilities over to institu-
tions” like day care centers. Because
his analysis of civil society neglects the
rule of patriarchal structures, one can-
not help feeling that, whatever his in-
tention, lurking behind his critique is
a model of family responsibility that
would place the main burden of child-
rearing on mothers.

However, Wolfe does make us aware
of problems that have not received
sufficient attention in modern socialist
discourse —matters concerning what
Gramsci called the “hard shell of civil
society” He appreciates the importance
of the existing traditions and local

Wolfe deliberately disavows any

conventions of “traditional” milieus—
families, neighborhoods, charitable in-
stitutions, synagogues, and churches.
Wolfe is correct to assert that many of
our most vital values and commitments
are attached to these institutions, and
that the socialist Left “no longer speaks
a resonant moral language” because it
neglects to nurture the roots of civil
society.

This failure helps to explain the
difficulties confronting Harrington’s
progressive and universalist vision.
Democratic socialists have long argued
that any decent social system must allow
maximum freedom of expression and
association. But they have not recog-
nized the kinds of moral resources that
might be tapped within the existing in-
stitutions of civil society. Marx’s vision
of human emancipation—hunting in
the morning, fishing in the afternoon,
criticism in the evening—is mirrored
in Harrington’s own discussion of lib-
eration from labor and the importance
of free time. Such a view, while iron-
ically inspired by certain premodern
activities, seems to envision a human
being choosing his or her pursuits vir-
tually ex nibilo and unencumbered
by any abiding moral commitments.
For Harrington, this liberation would
mean “the expansion of free time in
which people act on their own projects
and desires,” permitting people to be
“spontaneous” in the enrichment of
their lives.

That vision articulates the most im-
portant accomplishment of modernity—
the value of human autonomy and self-
determination. But what will—indeed
what should—people choose to do? It
is notable that Harrington discusses the
economic and educational prerequisites
of such liberation but says nothing
about religions and community obliga-
tions. Nor does he say anything about
obligations toward one’s children. Such
obligations are, as any parent knows,
quite demanding and, indeed, enrich-
ing. But they are hardly spontaneous
and freely chosen. They are typical of
the kinds of commitments which, in a
freer society, would continue to remain
central.

Yet there are also significant limits
to Wolfe’s critique, and to communi-
tarianism more generally, for which
Harrington’s socialism provides a rem-
edy. Even if one agrees with Wolfe’s
account of how both state and market
threaten “civil society,” we still need to

ask how to organize a political and
economic system which would avoid
that outcome. How should production
and distribution be structured? Who
should control and operate the econ-
omy? It is telling that the concept of
“democracy,” central to Wolfe’s earlier
work, receives no discussion in this
book. Absent are Harrington’s com-
pelling concerns—the democratization
of all aspects of social life, beginning
with the political economy.

Any political program
that envisions the
complete transcendence
of a distinction
between the public and the
private is hopelessly
and dangerously romantic.

Second, Wolfe’s discussion of civil
society often lacks specificity. Central
to his discussion are such ideas as
“intimacy” and “moral passages,” terms
referring to the types of choices people
make in their daily lives. But noticeably
absent is any account of power, either
in the civil society or in the institutions
of economy and state. Moreover, Wolfe
says nothing about the Third World or
world politics in general and its im-
pact on advanced capitalist nations.
By avoiding such matters, Wolfe’s book
seems at times strikingly apolitical, ob-
livious to the world of parties and
movements, and to strategies of em-
powerment directed both at the state
and within civil society.

The problem is not that Wolfe fails
to provide an alternative to the World
Historical Proletariat. The myth of that
Proletariat and the imagery of complete
and global transformation it entailed
are best left dead and buried. But this
does not mean that politics is dead.
Some political agencies, however plu-
ralistic and democratically organized,
are still necessary as a means of com-
bating the ills of our world. Wolfe
leaves us feeling caught between market
and state, dogmatic Right and Left,
without any sense of there being any
alternative political traditions.

The modern conception of civil so-
ciety makes possible the flourishing in
diverse forms of interaction, emotional
commitment, and moral agency. But
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raised. They want to win acceptance,
find a home, end the status of lesbians
and gays as marginal outsiders. But
they also stress a wish to retain and
deepen their affiliation with Judaism
because they see it as having long been
the preserve and refuge of outsiders.
Indeed, the essayists in Twice Blessed
see their gayness and their Jewishness
as two parts of a single tradition: the
struggle to broaden established notions
of acceptability.

In this regard, Adina Abramowitz em-
phasizes in her essay that Maimonides’
levels of tzedaka taught her about “em-
powerment,” and the Prophets taught
her about “social justice.” Trkkun olam
—repairing the world—is cited by sev-
eral of the essayists as simultaneously
at the core of their Jewish identity
and at the heart of their gay protest
against “things as they are” One can,
in fact, argue that Jews and gays have
shared similar fates throughout Euro-
pean history. In societies that have not
tolerated religious diversity, sexual vari-
ation has also been repressed, and Jews
and gays have been lumped together as
threats to the social fabric. The history
of both groups has been marked by re-
sistance and survival against great odds.

Rachel Wahba, a psychotherapist,
puts it this way:

The parallels between being a Jew
and a lesbian are obvious. We
struggle against prejudice and for
civil rights, and we struggle for
the right to be visible without
fear. We strive to preserve self-
respect and maintain self-esteem
in the face of bigotry and ignorance.
As lesbians, gays and Jews, we face
issues of assimilating, “passing,”
or coming out.

Profound though the similarities are
between gayness and Jewishness, the
compatibility founders on questions of
sexual ethics, The Jewish tradition as-
sumes and demands that sexual desire
be channeled into heterosexual mar-
riage and procreation; historically, that
tradition has shown no tolerance for
same-gender eroticism and love, Faith
Rogow invokes “gay midrash” to inter-
pret the biblical friendship of Jonathan
and David as a prototypical homosexual
love story, and the marriage of Rachel
and Akiba as a convenient “cover” for
two homosexuals who wanted to win
credibility in a homophobic society.

But these interpretations are not

persuasive. Rogow acknowledges that
there is no evidence of genital contact
between Jonathan and David, but none-
theless feels able to claim their relation-
ship as homosexual by conveniently
insisting that passionate friendship,
not sexuality, is central to homosexual
bonding. Others before Rogow have
argued for such a definition, but it has
always seemed to me that if we broaden
the designation “homosexual” to in-
clude all intense, loving, supportive
relationships between people of the
same gender, we will be left without
any specifying concept or language
for describing a relationship that in-
cludes genital arousal. Indeed, the ef-
fort to broaden the definition of homo-
sexuality in this way may be a strategy
for rendering it more palatable (that
is, nonsexual) to the mainstream.

ody Hirsh, a graduate student in

modern Hebrew literature, is more
successful in her attempt to reclaim
gay experience from the world of
medieval Jewry. Although I am not
familiar with the literature she cites,
I found her excerpts from several of
the best-known poets of the Golden
Age of Spanish Jewry—Judah Halevi,
Moses Ibn Ezra, Solomon Ibn Gabirol
—to be demonstrably homoerotic in
content. Less convincing is her effort
to interpret Betula of Ludomir, Hannah
Rochel, as “a significant lesbian figure”
The fact that Betula “acted like a man”
is not sufficient to warrant calling her
a lesbian—especially in the absence of
any suggestion of active sexuality. There
is now a considerable body of evidence
from several cultures about women
who “passed,” and the evidence makes
clear that some did so to gain entry to
the world of male privilege and not to
woo females into their beds.

But finally, those gays and lesbians
who wish to argue for their accep-
tance within Judaism have to confront
directly the biblical injunctions against
homosexuality. One of the chief ac-
complishments of the many-faceted
Twice Blessed anthology is its forth-
right engagement with the key biblical
passages that have long been used—
by fundamentalist Protestants no less
than by the Orthodox rabbinate—to
reject homosexuality as an aberration
and a sin. The preeminent passage, of
course, is Leviticus 18:22: “Do not lie
with a male as one lies with a woman;
it is an abomination.”

In perhaps the best essay in the
anthology, Rebecca Alpert engages the
Leviticus passage with profound inter-
pretive skill. An ordained rabbi at the
Reconstructionist Rabbinical College,
she begins her essay with a plaintive
evocation of what it has been like for
gay and lesbian Jews to hear read aloud
in synagogue three times a year (on Yom
Kippur and twice during the annual
cycle of Torah readings) a passage call-
ing “that which is central to your life
an abomination. What could be more
terrifying,” she asks, “than to know
that what for you is a sacred loving act
was considered by your ancestors to
be punishable by death?”

Radical gay men
continue to affirm the
rightness of a sexual
revolution which insisted
that human nature
is not monogamous and
that a variety of
sexual experiences are
essential to self-discovery.

Alpert suggests various ways for
coming to terms with Leviticus. One
is to treat the text, in the spirit of
biblical criticism, as a document cre-
ated by human beings who were the
product of a particular historical pe-
riod. From that perspective, Leviticus
is accepted as meaning what it says
(homosexual acts are forbidden), but
its authority is confined to the ancient
Near East, and its relevance for con-
temporaries is denied. The Bible, after
all, also countenanced slavery and the
strict separation of the sexes, and pro-
hibited both the mixing of certain kinds
of fabric and plowing with two types
of animals. Just as most of us no longer
accept these strictures, so too we re-
gard biblical pronouncements on ho-
mosexuality as anachronisms.

Alpert also points out that the key
word in Leviticus, t0’evah—abomina-
tion—is etymologically obscure. With
an impressive display of erudition, she
traces the varying interpretations of
the word through time. According to
the second-century commentator Bar
Kapparah, to’evah meant to’eh ata ba—
“you go astray because of it.” From Bar
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rael’s constitution. The reason Israel
has no constitution has less to do with
the familiar argument that it would
precipitate a rift with the forces of
religious Zionism (an oxymoron for
Evron) than with what the real crisis
would be:

A constitution would enable a
non-Jewish citizen of the state to
claim—and for the [Israeli] Su-
preme Court perforce to uphold—
that the state should not accord
preferential treatment of any kind
to one ethnic group, members of
which are not citizens of the state,
over another [who are].... It
could declare successfully that the
legal status of the Jewish Agency
in the state is unconstitutional,
since it is authorized by the state
to serve the interests of one ethnic
group. It could challenge a whole
range of laws and statutes the
purpose of which is to favor Jews
over non-Jews, even though their
wording does not specify this
(e.g., housing allowances given
through the Jewish Agency to
“ex-army personnel” or to new
immigrants). . ..

hatever reservations we may

have about Evron’s analysis,
Hakheshbon Hale'umi forces us to
reconsider the central issue of the
Israeli enterprise—its definition and
mode of existence as a Jewish state.
Here we find the most trenchant nu-
ance of Evron’s contention that Israel
is not really a nation in the modern
and Western sense of the term but a
recrudescence of Jewish sectarianism.
In the ongoing Who-Is-a-Jew crisis,
for example, the state has refused to
exercise its authority to determine who
is a Jew. The Israeli experience has
shown that at every turn the state has
resisted and eschewed a national, sec-
ular definition of Jewishness in favor
of the halakhic one. In effect this
means that the state has ceded its
authority to the norms of Orthodox
Jewish religion or, more precisely, to
those who would claim to speak in the
name of Orthodox Judaism. This pre-
eminence of Jewish religion over the
secular state buttresses Evron’s con-
tention that real secular and national
sovereignty in Israel has yet to be
achieved. There is a certain congru-
ence between this argument and Mi-
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chael Walzer’s (“What Kind of a Jewish
State?” Tikkun, Jul./Aug. 1989). Both
are clear that, whatever else it may be,
Israeli statehood is part of the legacy
of the Emancipation; and Emancipa-
tion, as Walzer reminds us, “is an irre-
versible experience.” But whereas for
Whalzer the meaning of Israel as a Jewish
state has not yet been conclusively
determined, and the possibility of such
a liberal definition still exists, for Evron
the die is cast: there can be no Jewish
definition beyond the religious one and
this is ipso facto incompatible with the
requirements of modern statehood.

What Evron has in mind now comes
into view. He aspires to

an Israeli nation whose connection
with the land is not spiritual or
ideational or “historical” and does
not come from any “historical
right” or from “Judaism,” but
[from] the natural connection of a
nation like all nations.

What will inspire the Israeli citizen to
live there? Not idealism or any sense
of mission, be that Jewish or Zionist,
but the simple and natural desire to
feel at home.

Just as the emphasis on “the cen-

trality of Israel for the Jewish
experience” distorts ... the spiri-
tual and cultural identity of the
diaspora Jew, provides him with a
means to avoid coming to terms
with and resolving the problems
of his identity, and allows him to
maintain an illusory, vicarious,
and infantile form of existence,
$0, too, does the “Zionist moti-
vation” create a barrier between
the average Jewish Israeli and his
land, call his natural patriotism
into question, and serve [instead]
to [co-opt him into] ... becoming
a member of a worldwide Jewish
sectarian community. In other
words, for both the Israeli and the
[diaspora] Jew, Zionist ideology
subverts the formation of the
“natural” identity required by the
respective social, spiritual, politi-
cal, and national situation [of each].

It would be easy to label such think-
ing “Canaanite,” and thereby dismiss
it as an irresponsible simplification of
Jewish history. After all, apprehending
the Jewish and Israeli experiences
solely in territorial terms will strike
most informed observers as fundamen-
tally misleading. Evron’s reading of
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Book REVIEwW

Beauty and the Nazi Beast

Adina Hoffman

See Under: Love by David Grossman,
translated by Betsy Rosenberg. Farrar,
Straus & Giroux, 1989, 452 pp.

AHAVA: LOVE
See under: SEX

OMETZ: NERVE

The quality of audacity, courage,
or pluck [see under: GROSSMAN,
DAVID].

1. In the case of See Under: Love
this term [NERVE] refers specifically
to the scale of Grossman’s task which,
it would seem at times, borders on the
temerarious [see under: CHUTZPAH].
Miraculously, Grossman has managed
to lure and tag the following decidedly
undomestic creatures: salmon, trauma,
prooftext, suicide, masturbation, the
Messiah, and that most wily of jungle
beasts, Jove. From the palm of his
hand, Grossman feeds them all.

See Under: Love is a complex render-
ing of the coming to terms, both artistic
and more crudely quotidian, of a child
of Holocaust survivors, fed from his
infancy with only the leanest scraps of
knowledge concerning the fate of the
Jews from Over There (Europe). Momik
Neuman’s own parents, now the chas-
tened proprietors of a Jerusalem lottery
ticket stand, have banished their past
lives into ellipses, and in so doing denied
Momik even the most perfunctory ex-
planation of the trauma so central to
their lives. One day his grandfather,
Anshel Wasserman—formerly the re-
nowned Hebrew author of the “Children
of the Heart” adventure stories—arrives
in a reduced and drooling state on the
Neumans’ front step. Momik is des-
perate to understand more about his
parents and the odd assortment of
Holocaust survivors who live on his
Jerusalem street. These neighbors seem

Adina Hoffman is a writer living in San
Francisco.

capable of communicating with each
other in a strange shorthand of screams,
laughter, and an occasional hushed
reference to places Momik cannot find
on any map. His grandfather is the
latest addition to this disturbed clique
(whose members will later team with
the Children of the Heart in a different
kind of action story) and Momik’s new
hope for an entree into the shadowy
world of Over There. Momik begins
to piece together fragments of Wasser-
man’s aphasic mumblings and discovers
in them a STORY [g.2.] of a highly
mysterious nature and origin. He de-
cides that “his poor grandfather was
locked up in the story,” and launches an
earnest campaign to set Wasserman free.

The task, it turns out, is not as
simple as this rather constipated little
boy at first imagined. He pushes his
glasses up the bridge of his nose and
reasons, ... it's just a question of
logic, there’s always an explanation. ...
What the young Momik does not un-
derstand, and what the elder Momik
must learn the hard way, is that the
imagination might indeed release one
from a barrack, but it could just as
easily confine.

Momik’s forays into the cut-and-
paste world of the Holocaust as he
imagines it eventually render him nearly
psychotic. When pushed by Momik,
Bella, a chain-smoking friend of his
parents and herself a survivor, “let it
slip out that the Nazi Beast could
come out of any animal if it got the
right care and nourishment.” So Momik
sets to trapping unsuspecting hedge-
hogs, toads, and ravens in his basement
where he taunts them and concocts a
series of elaborate charms and rituals
designed to wake the Nazi Beast from
its slumber. Momik longs to steal just a
glimpse of this monster. One could say
that in his own fierce determination to
call forth the phalanx of dybbuks that
inhabit the post-Auschwitz world, David
Grossman has offered with See Under:
Love a similarly nervy incantation,
howled into the imagination’s abyss.

2. OMETZ also refers to Grossman’s
chosen form, namely, four distinct sec-
tions with seemingly disparate ends
and certainly various means [see under:
MOMIK; BRUNO; WASSERMAN;
and THE COMPLETE ENCYCLO-
PEDIA OF KAZIK’S LIFE]. Momik’s
wrestlings with his literary and imagin-
ative forebears give shape to See Under:
Love’s four complicated sections. As
previously mentioned, the book’s first
quarter concerns Momik’s childhood.
In the second of the book’s four sec-
tions, Momik (now grown and con-
siderably subdued) journeys to Poland
where he attempts to fashion another
possible scenario that might solve the
mystery of the Polish writer Bruno
Schulz’s final days. Schulz was the man
whom many thought destined to be
the century’s next Kafka until he met
his untimely death at the hands of the
SS. In Momik’s version, he was not
killed by the Nazis: he metamorphosed
miraculously into a salmon and swam
off with a school of fish. Momik invokes
a whole chorus of narrators to relate
the tale of Schulz’s fishy fate, including
Schulz himself and the sea (here per-
sonified as a curvy, talkative tease).
The section climaxes with a recounting
of Schulz’s The Messiab, his manuscript
lost in the war, and by now more
legendary for its absence than its pre-
sumed literary merit.

The third portion of the book is
devoted to Momik’s recounting of the
unusual relationship between his grand-
father Wasserman and the Nazi camp
commander Herr Neigel. Before the
war, when Wasserman wrote adventure
stories, his pen name was Wasserman-
Scheherazade, but it is only this last
name (Scheherazade) that Commander
Obersturmbannfiihrer Neigel uses when
he calls upon Wasserman to tell him a
story in the camp every night. Their
curious arrangement is this: if Wasser-
man’s nightly installment is satisfactory,
then Neigel will agree to shoot him
once in the head. (Wasserman, it seems,
while adept at many things, has an
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with Grossman’s urge to resolve the
book’s deeper questions with a few
platitudinal low blows.

Grossman’s moral challenge is a basic
one: to love, to try our hardest to
resist war, to make our gardens grow.
Indeed, he seems to say, complication
in matters like war, death, and love are
easy ways out, the stuff of convoluted
and flawed justifications for deaths of
nations and lives lived in stultifying
check. He knows well enough to see
that if See Under: Love were simply a
tour de force in formal terms, just
a complicated synesthetic, synchronic
pudding, mere complication for comp-
lication’s sake, then it would be, for all
its difficulty, hollow at the heart. So he
resorts in the book’s last paragraphs
to a stab at that very region of the chest
cavity, and proclaims LOVE [g.2.] the
necessary victor. At what cost, though,
this emotional overcompensation that
floods the final few pages with almost
no warning at all?

Surely concentrated emotional clarity
is warranted in a book whose acrobatics
are so elaborate and which demands
so much of both the reader’s and the
writer’s energy. Still, clarity and simpli-
fication are not one and the same.
Grossman has proven himself capable
of a complex telling; no one could
deny that this book winds gracefully as
a snake path up (and over and through
and round and round) the mountain.
So, too, we grant him the need for the
simplicity of emotion mustered at the
book’s close. SUSPICION, though,
hovers at the place where the path
runs out. Why, we ask, has Grossman
invested himself so in the unleashing
of a determinedly tangled tale when,
in fact, his message is so simple? Are
we just to allow him his pirouettes and
tours jetés when we know that walking
is his final goal? It is difficult not to feel
manipulated in some way by this jarring
disparity between tale and tale’s tail:
the incongruity of method and message,
means and ends, artifice and heart.

It is important to reiterate that the
book succeeds miraculously at the level
of craft. It is a legitimate stylistic
achievement whose loops and dips
should not be underestimated. Inter-
esting, though, to note that the book’s
richest and undoubtedly most power-
ful section is the opening, “Momik” —
the least complicated quarter formally,
emotionally the most complex. One
senses that Grossman was able here to
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swing high his scythe and hack at the
more oppressive brush that clogs some
of the other passages, and in “Momik”
allow the basic potency of the subject
matter and characters to dictate the
section’s emotional crop. The author’s
presence, while clearly felt, resists
crowding, and allows us to breathe
deeply the air of Momik’s childish
observations and piercingly honest
probing into his parents’ and grand-
father’s past.

The possible solution to Grossman’s
problems lies neither in further ob-
scurity at the book’s close, nor in a
continued overcautious reliance on the
simple structure of the “Momik” sec-
tion. When See Under: Love succeeds,
it does so because of the substance
and quality of the questions it asks
about imagination, memory, denial,
and faith. These are the times his
chosen method of approach and attack
serves most faithfully the deeper sub-
ject matter. The encyclopedic section,
for example, is a testimony to the
adult Momik’s essential numbness and
rigidity, his inability to let the world
exist undefined and unordered all
around him. Form and content meet
in the looking glass and fix their steady
gaze, whereas in parts two and three
there is a tendency to complicate for
no apparent reason except, pethaps, to
prove that it can be done. Only in the
last few pages does Grossman (road-
weary after this long journey?) throw
his hands up and essentially cast his
art under a shrub to die. Instead of
trudging on a little further toward a
more honest resolution befitting this
book and its jagged edges, he shirks
the very task he had assigned himself,
and leans so heavily on that single
word LOVE that its letters threaten to
shatter under his weight and scatter
their shards to the winds. Love may be
in fact exactly what he means, but
Grossman has abandoned the quartz
precision of his earlier sections when
he allows the word to exist undefined
and unballasted at the close. Then the
capacious quality of the terms he has
set seems less tantalizingly open-ended
than plain wishy-washy.

Grossman has looked up into the face
of the unnameable and seen that he will
never be able to get it all down, or even
grasp hold of its coattails. Instead of
admitting the impossibility of his task
and allowing irresolution its place in
the book, he demands closure of a

sort which—according not just to this
cranky reader, but to the standards
established by the book itself—sounds

a distinctly false note.

SIPPUR: STORY

“The story,” Grossman says, “was really
his life, and he always had to write it
again from the beginning.”
Obersturmbannfiihrer Neigel scowls
at the newly degenerate state of the
Children of the Heart and demands,
“Give me a simple story, Wasserman!
Give me something straight out of life!
... And don’t kill anyone!” Wasserman
shakes his head wearily and explains
to Neigel how “he invents nothing but
merely reveals the pre-existent story
and follows it like a boy chasing a
pretty butterfly. ‘I am only the scribe
of the story, Herr Neigel, its obedient
servant....”” As Wasserman devises
new adventures for his characters, the
transports arrive punctually and the
crematoria chimneys continue to spew
smoke. In this setting, a simple story
seems distinctly out of the question.
There are intimations of a larger
STORY from the beginning. Every-
where there are droppings left by
this giant bird. As a child, Momik
scrambles down the rickety cellar stairs
and pillages the battered relics carted
faithfully from Over There: a Teitsh
Chumash, the Tzena u-Rena, a pile of
moldy goose feathers, and the real
object of the search, his grandfather
Anshel’s notebooks left from his days
as Scheherazade. Between those covers
Momik finds a yellowing page of one
of the “Children of the Heart” stories,
clipped from an old magazine:

[H]e knew it was the most exciting
story ever written, and the paper
smelled about a thousand years old
and seemed to come out of a Bible
... you could tell this story was
the origin of every book and work
of literature ever written, and the
books that came later were merely
imitations of this page....

Later he reads Schulz’s The Street of
Crocodiles and describes it as “The
Book for me in the sense that Bruno
had yearned for that great tome, sighing,
a stormy Bible, its pages fluttering in
the wind like an overblown rose...."

Both of these stories— Wasserman'’s
and Schulz’s—are actual written texts,

and both hold the status for Momik of



the Word, of a STORY received. The
essential story, LIFE [¢.2.], is.also given,
but less like a text than a transfusion—
slowly, continuously, and, most impor-
tant, sustainingly. Says Wasserman to
his grandson: “Write, then ... sit and
write. There is no other way. Because
you are like me, your life is the story
and for you there is only the story!”
We may safely assume, then, that
David Grossman has written himself
into the text, though his whereabouts
remain largely ambiguous throughout.
When it appears he has spoken his
mind in the voice of Schulz, he van-
ishes, only to reemerge several pages
later with the cynical snort of the
sea. Attempting to ascribe Momik’s or
Wasserman’s traits to Grossman is quite
pointless, for each must represent some
aspect of the author. Still, occasionally
a telling phrase leaps from the page,
and voice becomes a mere technicality.

Book REVIEW

Liberal Liturgy

Wasserman’s final antiwar indictment
simply cannot be consigned to a char-
acter quirk: David Grossman has ap-
peared from behind his curtain and
spoken his mind firmly.

The final question left unanswered
is really one of daring. Momik’s literary
roller coaster ride has revealed to him
an astounding view; the matter pending
concerns his ability and desire to apply
all he has learned. Oddly, the book
concludes with a testimony not to
Momik’s health, but instead to his
compulsive need to provide documen-
tation, alphabetization, and an orderly
arrangement for the multifarious as-
pects of his imagination—all in the
form of an ENCYCLOPEDIA. One
may well ask what differentiates this
obsessive urge from his struggle as a
child to systematically crack the code
of Over There. Momik’s mistress Ayala
is appalled at the notion of an encyclo-

pedia. “You know what it reminds me
of?” she yells, A mass grave.... It’s
also a documentation of your crimes
against humanity”

Instead, she proposes, “Write me a
new story.... But promise me that at
least you’ll write with ... LOVE! ...
Not See Under: Love, Shlomik! Go
love! Love!” Some SUSPICION [4.2.]
may indeed be warranted here, but
perhaps there remains something to
be said for the straightforward nature
of this challenge. As Grossman pleads
with us to discard our doubts, so does
he cast off his complicated masquerade
and approach us as—himself. Then it
becomes clear that the real object of this
quest has been to find the place where
love, life, and the story meet, and his
challenge entails following his lead with
lives of our own. One thing is clear: al-
though See Under: Love ends here, the
STORY most certainly does not. [

Riv-Ellen Prell

Beyond the Text: A Holistic Approach
to Liturgy by Lawrence A. Hoffman.
Indiana University Press, 1987, 213 pp.

iberal Jews are troubled by prayer.

They join synagogues—most fre-
quently when they have young children
—but they cannot seem to pray there.
Recent studies show that only a fraction
of Jews attend synagogue even monthly,
far less frequently than Protestants and
Catholics attend church. One would
expect American Jews to behave more
like their Protestant neighbors, since
Protestantism provided the Jews with
an influential model for Americaniza-
tion. By the early twentieth century
American Jews understood that their

Riv-Ellen Prell is an anthropologist in
the Program in American Studies at the
University of Minnesota. She is the
author of Prayer and Community: The
Havurah in American Judaism (Wayne
State University Press, 1989).

economic and social mobility depended
upon an American Protestant model of
daily life rather than a Jewish European
one. In Protestant culture ritual was
spare, worship restrained, and religious
activity confined to one day a week.
First-generation Jews chose to pursue
economic success, and their children
grew up to resemble Protestants in
behavior, if not in religious belief.
They built impressive Conservative
and Reform synagogues that often
housed organs and choirs and created
a proper setting for decorous worship.
They created “religious schools” for
their children. In short, they succeeded
in making Judaism into a religion that
came to be called one of America’s
“three faiths” The process created
synagogue members, not, “attenders,”
and prayer became alien.

The children who grew up in the new
suburbs have not fared much better
than their parents in creating a prayer
life. The Jewish religious revival that

began in the early 1970s has attempted,
in part, to address the problem of
prayer. Some Jews have turned to
Orthodox Judaism, some have joined
the progressive havura movement, oth-
ers have turned to Jewish feminism.
All are searching for identity and a
language with which to address God.
The organized Jewish movements have
devoted considerable energy to making
prayer books more “meaningful” by
revising them. In each of these rather
different expressions of Judaism, liturgy
remains a central issue for American
Jews because the Jewish identity they
seek is linked to participation in an
American “faith” whose significance
is marked by its links to an historical
tradition.

When one turns to the scholarship
on prayer, however, the literature fails
to provide a complex understanding
of the practice. Despite the importance
of prayer in human lives and through-
out world cultures, prayer is one of the
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EDITORIALS

(Continued from p. 6)

lost their lives in a senseless struggle, and millions of our
own people were systematically brutalized, dehumanized,
and then annihilated. It is now in the name of this very
same German nationalism that we are asked to recognize
the right of East and West Germany to reunite. (And
possibly next we will be told about Germany’s desire to
absorb other areas where ethnic Germans live, precisely
the pretext that led to German expansionism in the
1930s.) This is preposterous. German nationalism has
no legitimate claim on us and will not until either the
entire generation that grew up in Nazi Germany no
longer plays any role in German life or until the German
people, both in East and West Germany, engage in some
set of public service activities aimed at uprooting and
recompensing the evils that they let loose on this world.
(I'm thinking here of a German peace corps dedicated
to fighting racism and anti-Semitism all over the world,
a German effort to provide direct economic aid to
societies—including the Soviet Union and Israel—in
which displaced Jews were resettled, a German educa-
tional system that trains its citizens in the skills of
combating all forms of totalitarianism and prejudice, a
German Church that teaches its members exactly how
the Church had collaborated with evil; the list could go
on.) A German reunification that comes to us in the
name of repairing the damage Germany did would be
worthy of consideration. But a German reunification
suffused with historical amnesia and fueled by a desire
for economic growth and power is a mortal danger to
the world.

In short, while recognizing the prima facie claims
of any nationalism, we need to distinguish between
progressive and destructive nationalism. When national
identity is used to satisfy the fundamental needs of a
people for community, shared culture, shared ideas,
and a shared history, we applaud it. But some national-
isms then become an instrument for the oppression of
others. At this point we need to question the validity of
that nationalism more closely.

here is a progressive nationalism that emerges

from the shared struggle of a people against

oppression. The kind of nationalism developed
by African-Americans to counter the oppression of a
white society embodies elements of humanity that can
provide a meaningful and ethical framework for many
who remain oppressed. Similarly, there are progressive
elements of Jewish nationalism—exemplified in the in-
sistence of Jews to root their history #ot in some glorious
superhero founders but in a history of a people that is
liberated from slavery (see the Haggadah supplement
that is inserted in this issue of Tzkkun)—that provide a
liberatory framework. To the extent that nationalisms

are progressive they enable people to identify with
others who are oppressed (as the Torah puts it so clearly,
“Do not oppress the stranger; remember that you were
strangers in the land of Egypt”). But many nationalisms
are not progressive, and as the Israeli experience is
beginning to show, even progressive nationalisms can
be transformed into mechanisms of oppression.

In the modern world, nationalism is too often an
ideology used to allow people to repress awareness of
their own pain and alienation in daily life. The need for
connectedness and recognition by others is systematically
frustrated in the contemporary world. From the moments
in early life when alienated parents misrecognize their
own children, deny their subjectivity and spontaneity,
and project onto them fantasies of who they are (to
which the child must conform in order to receive some
degree of pseudo-recognition), to an adult life in which
human relations are increasingly shaped by the com-
petitive and dominating modes of the marketplace,
our human community is increasingly fragmented and
emptied of deep connections and ethical wholeness.
“The nation” becomes a substitute gratification for the
wholeness lacking in one’s own immediate life; and
instead of struggling to change daily life to make it
less fragmented and alienated, people are encouraged
to identify with this fantasized national community.
Through identification with this larger reality one imag-
ines oneself made whole, fully recognized (as citizen),
and accepted into a community whose destiny will
provide meaning to one’s own fragmented life. But
the community exists only in songs, movies, television
images, and speeches of politicians—not in how people
treat each other or lead their daily lives. So the pain of
alienated lives is only momentarily assuaged by the
moments of nationalist fantasy, and eventually people
suspect that something is still wrong. The solution: to
find some “other” (the Jew, the Communist, the Black,
the homosexual, the Arab, the Japanese, the Chinese,
the capitalist) who is the reason why the nation is not
delivering the emotional goodies it was supposed to
have in store. The rage that one feels at one’s own
alienated life can now get externalized in aggression
against the other who is allegedly undermining the
fantasized community that would otherwise be working
well to make life fulfilling and meaningful.

This is the most prevalent way that nationalism func-
tions in the modern world, and I see little reason to
encourage it.

Nor is this a moment when we should look favorably
on the reemergence of nationalisms throughout Europe.
The US. helped foster these nationalisms as a way to
counter Soviet influence. Yet all too often European
nationalisms flourished —even while officially suppressed
by the Communists— precisely because they embodied
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enjoy his power rather than cultivating power of her own.

Sexuality, finally, has a paradoxical relation to refind-
ing. While we usually assume that the recognition of
aspects of one’s parents in one’s partner will inhibit
sexual chemistry, it turns out that to a considerable
degree it is precisely such recognition that actually fuels
attraction. If guilt is not dominant, the lover becomes
even more exciting as he or she is identified with one’s
first loved ones. Because intimacy and refinding develop
over time, sexual excitement fueled by refinding may
intensify as aspects of the lover become more recogniz-
able in these terms. For Rachel the inverse was true—in
Adam she did 7ot refind the experience of her powerful
narcissistic father. Feeling disappointed, she lowered
her appraisal of Adam’s sexiness. While consciously she
protested her father’s self-absorption and emotional
distance, unconsciously she sought his image—which

she identified with an ideal of masculine strength.

SELF-PROTECTION, REVENGE, AND MASTERY

As Adam and Rachel learned, the sad story of love’s
promise is this: what you see isn’t likely to be all of
what you’re going to get. While lovers begin by conspir-
ing to minimize their own failings and those of the
partner, their attention soon threatens to be consumed
by them.

To contend with emerging feelings of vulnerability in
our intimacy with others, we make use of a range of
defenses. Like Adam and Rachel, we may attribute our
own shortcomings to the beloved or grow distant from
our feelings. These defenses not only guard us from
immediate psychological danger but also from feelings
associated with refinding. Adam, for example, tried to
protect himself from the critical mother he found in
Rachel by constantly seeking reassurance and by deciding
that she was chiefly responsible for his current feelings
of inadequacy. Rachel tried to protect herself from her
own neediness and disappointment in her mother’s nur-
turing by deciding that all the neediness was Adam’s:
by taking on the role of the critical, depriving parent,
she reversed the experience of frustrated longing she
had known as a child.

Like many couples, Adam and Rachel learned that the
collusion of defenses that protect early romance can
succumb to a collision of defenses when partners con-
front the differences in their respective styles of self-
protection. As we have seen, Adam sought to protect
himself by promoting a reassuring closeness which
paradoxically pushed Rachel further away. She found
safety in withdrawal, which only provoked more of his
importunate and unwelcome overtures. The very dis-
similarity of their defenses made conflict and disappoint-
ment inevitable.
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Adam and Rachel’s difficulties make it clear that the
key questions must be resolved if a couple’s intimacy is
to survive. Can we live with our mate’s defensive style?
Can we empathize with and find tolerance for the con-
flicts it defends against? Eventually, the couple must
learn to mold what were once individual caretaking
and protective capacities into a new interdependence—
a kind of “mutual defense pact” that enables each partner
ultimately to feel safe with the other.

But safety alone isn’t love’s goal. The promise of new
relationships, like that of psychotherapy, is that they carry
the potential for liberation from the tyranny of the past.
The problem is that each of us tends not only to mis-
construe the present relationship in terms of the past,
but to unconsciously en/ist our partner in a re-creation
of the past. In so doing, a variety of needs are met
including those for self-protection, revenge, and mastery.

First, we may re-create a version of the past in the
present to protect ourselves from the risks of experienc-
ing something unfamiliar and potentially threatening.
Adam not only viewed Rachel as similar to his critical
mother, he provoked her tendency to be as critical as
his mother. His experience of women thus remained
consistent with the past, saving him from any risk of
personal initiative that might challenge his preconcep-
tions. He could understand his unhappiness as a result
of Rachel’s character rather than his own. He could also
keep intact the childlike hope that if he were loved
differently and better, his discontent with himself would
be banished.

Second, we re-create the past as a kind of revenge.
We satisfy grudges against our parents by playing them
out with our current lovers. Rachel’s anger at her mother’s
needy unavailability was unconsciously enacted in a
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rage at Adam, in whom she activated the potential for
behavior she could construe as self-absorbed and child-
ishly dependent.

Third, and perhaps most important, we re-create the
past in order to master it. Refinding can be used as an
opportunity to confront old problems and generate
new solutions that enable us more fully to mobilize the
capacity to love. In this light, Adam and Rachel began
to understand the extent to which exaggerated needs
for self-protection and revenge were affecting their
behavior with each other. Adam understood his vigilance
toward Rachel and his hunger for sexual reassurance as
the products of an internal drama with roots in his
relationship to his parents. Rachel realized that Adam’s
dependence upon her was not simply an unwanted
burden and an intrusion upon their sexuality; without
intending to do so she had actually intensified his needi-
ness. She discovered two important motives for her
provocation. First, as a form of self-protection, she
encouraged Adam to feel that “he can’t live without
me” and thereby reduced her fear of losing him. Second,
as a means of expressing anger, she would let Adam
hurt now—as she had been hurt as a child—by letting
him feel the hunger for love that had so frustrated her.
Having felt her desire to be close to her father first
stimulated and then thwarted, she was both relieved
and, in a vengeful way, satisfied to cast Adam now in
the same dispiriting role.

Enlisting the partner to play a role in the old family
drama guarantees that there will be more than two

people in bed when a couple makes love. When we
discover the identities of these bedside intruders, we
can find ways to understand and eventually exorcise
their destructive influence. As Adam and Rachel pain-
fully learned, the depth of their intimacy and the refind-
ing it engendered had damaged their sexual relationship
nearly irreversibly. Only when they grasped the real
meaning of the motives that were driving them could
Adam and Rachel finally begin to see a way out of the
self-defeating dynamic in which they felt trapped.

The story of this couple demonstrates how our wishes
for love always vie for the upper hand with our fears.
What makes this dialectic of wish and fear so problem-
atic is that we are deeply influenced by it, often without
understanding how or why. When fear dominates,
defenses constrict our experience and inhibit our ca-
pacity to love. The idealization that enables us to fall in
love may be undone; the integration that helps us to
remain in love may not be sustained. Or the passionate
refinding that deepens love may succumb to pressures
from the past, rather than resolving these pressures in
the present.

What makes possible the fulfillment of love’s promise
is the creation, through empathy, self-understanding,
and perseverance, of a relationship in which each partner
can know and express more and more of who he or she
is. In the overlapping contexts of sexuality, emotional
intimacy, and shared goals the capacity to love will
flourish, opening us to the challenging pleasure of ex-
periences that transcend the boundaries of the self. []

Classifieds

Relationships
TORONTO MENSCH wanted by non-JAP non-smoker
40+. Box 1277 Station F Toronto M4Y 2V8.

NYC Woman, Ph.D., 30’s, Jewish, Speech Pathologist.
W(e)ary of singles ad hyperbole. Attractive within the
bounds of modesty. Good sense of humor. Loves literature,
music and dance. Seeks professional man (30 to early
50s) with a good heart. Indude phone/photo helpful.
Tikkun Box 1.

Intellectually dynamic, caring relationship with male
Tikkunophile sought by Manhattan woman, 40s. Tikkun
Box 2.

SIM 37 5’4" 135 Ibs. lawyer; love dassical music, kids,
museums, outdoors; Hartford’s home but will travel from
New York to Boston; seek SJF with whom to build a
life and family. Tikkun Box 3.

Unattradtive, boring kvetch. Able to recognize certain
shapes and recall some numbers over 8. Favorite sections
of Tikkun are food, fashion, sports and the annual photo
contest. 32 year old woman living in LA. Forget
photo—send cash. Tikkun Box 4.

Are you an dftractive grandmother that believes we
should try a new method to combat anti-Semitism? Send
photo fo South Florida grandfather. Tikkun Box 5.

Yes, | am THE lady—who is foolish enough to hope
this “will bring forth my renaissance man (on a silver
platter).” Connedt with roses & satin, apples & cinnamon,
books & laughter—Oh, what a list we could make
together! NYC-Westchester area widow, early 50%, 58",
lovely, blond, green eyes, caring, professional, CEO,
bright, articulate. | need an extraordinary man of rare
intelligence, style and accomplishment, 50-65, Reform,
NY area, sense of humor & wit to share culture,
wddling, amazement & joy. Share my fantasy in a note
describing the essence of you with your photo & phone.
Tikkun Box 6.

Extraordinary man, pradical idealist, entrepreneur, musical,
intense, playful, tender, wise, athletic, with creative
mission and accessible heart, seeks energetic, competent,
spiritually curious, slender woman under 36 for egalitarian
partnership. Trust your impulses. PO. Box 232, State
House Station, Boston, MA 02133.

Psychotherapist in the Bay Area, peace adivist in Jerusalem
(considering moving there someday), and frequent visitor
to N.Y.C, mid forties, DJM, seeks woman thirty-something
with strong sense of humor, strong sense of her own
worth, proud of her intellectual strength and physical
attractiveness, open fo having children and building a
non-rigid but spiritually sensitive Jewish family (including

observing Shabbat). I'm loving, funny, full of life and
intellectual creativity, attractive, sensitive to others’ needs,
and ready to build a lasting relationship. If you can
give love without ambivalence or fear that you'll be
swept up or taken over by a strong man, and if you
are ready for o life that would combine emotional
stability and family with intellectual excitement, political
adventure and Jewish involvement, please send a long
letter and recent photo and I'll do same in return.
Wherever you live now, we can make this work. Tikkun
Box 7.

Employment

Persons wanted: Field Director, Fundraiser, national
office of Peace/Environmental education organization.
Seeks organizer of people and money, able to shape
and strengthen local organizations, personally solicit
funds, create special events. Travel necessary. Send
resume to: Shalom Center, 7318 Germantown Ave.,
Philadelphia, PA 19119.

How to Place a Classified Ad.
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 Viso/Mastercard number to Tikkun Classifieds,
5100 Leona St., Oakland, CA 94619.
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