


A student of philosophy who turns
from the discourses of the great metaphysicians
1o the ovations of the prophets may feel as if
he were going from the realm of the sublime
10 an arvea of trivialities. Instead of dealing
with the timeless issues of being and becoming,
of matter and form, of definitions and
demonstrations, he is thrown into orvations
about widows and orphans, about the
corruption of judges and affairs of the market
Place. Instead of showing us a way through the
elegant mansions of the mind, the Prophets
take us to the slums.

Their breathless impatience with
injustice may strike us as hysteria. . . . But
if such deep sensitivity to evil is to be called
hysterical, what name should be given to
the abysmal indifference to evil which
the prophet bewails?
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TIKKUN UPLIFTS JEWISH, INTERFAITH, AND SECULAR PROPHETIC
VOICES OF HOPE THAT CONTRIBUTE TO UNIVERSAL LIBERATION

A catalyst for long-term social change, we empower
people and communities to heal the world by embrac-
ing revolutionary love, compassion, and empathy.

We support ethical, spiritual, economic, and political
ideas that seek to replace the ethos of selfishness,
materialism, nationalism, and capitalism with an
ethos of generosity, caring for everyone on the planet
(including animals), and every attempt to build local
and global solidarity while enhancing love.

Tikkun magazine grew out of the empirical research
of the Institute for Labor and Mental Health chaired
by Rabbi Michael Lerner, which focused on the stress
that people often experience in the world of work and
which is often brought home into personal life. We
discovered that the capitalist ethos is held togeth-

er by a series of beliefs that must be dismantled in
order to build a society that strengthens the love and
caring relationships in both families and friendship
circles. Among those toxic beliefs:

I. The fantasy that we live in a meritocracy, create
our own world, and hence have only ourselves to
blame if things are not turning out in the way that we
might have wished. While we encourage people to do
what they can to make their lives more fulfilling, we
also want people to understand what we are all up
against: the vast inequalities of wealth and power by
the top 10 percent of wealth holders (in the US and
globally), and thru that their ability to exercise the
control over the media and much of the educational
systems and large corporations.

2. This self-blaming is reinforced by a political
system that makes it very difficult for ordinary
citizens to believe that they can have any substantial
impact on changing the system. Whether in politics
or in personal life, people tell each other that seeking
major changes is unrealistic and that they themselves
are unrealistic if they think they can achieve

major changes.

3. Many people have religious or spiritual beliefs that

incline them to want to live in a society where people

care for each other and for the planet. Yet most of the
movements for societal change ignore or even

ridicule those beliefs, driving many to embrace the
Right Wing movements that welcome them. Tikkun
brings to public expression those very hopes and
yearnings that have been denied so long and sup-
pressed so deeply that we no longer know they are
there. Thus we advocate for far-reaching approach-
es that include pushing Israel to help Palestinians
establish their own independent state living in peace
with Israel, a Global Marshall Plan, and the ESRA
Environmental and Social Responsibility Amendment
to the US Constitution.

We created Tikkun magazine to bring these ideas to
a large constituency. We strived to provide a wide,
open, and welcoming tent - a space for rich intel-
lectual, spiritual, and political exploration. For that
reason, we published many articles from a wide va-
riety of belief systems and religions, not all of which
we agreed. We believe that people learn and grow by
reading perspectives different from their own.

We are no longer in print. We struggled to raise
enough money because of the controversial positions
we take. On one hand, some progressives dismiss
spiritual discourse as inherently flakey or reaction-
ary, see our position on Israel as too soft, and are
unhappy with our refusal to engage in demeaning
discourse, such as labeling all whites as racists or all
men as sexist, even as we called for reparations for
victims of every form of historical oppressions. Many
liberals, on the other hand, found our criticisms of
Israel too upsetting and our advocacy for the human
rights and dignity of Palestinians too challenging.

You can continue to read exciting Tikkun articles
online for free. To receive articles in your inbox,
sign-up at www.tikkun.org/email/. Your tax-deduct-
ible contributions help us freely publish and distrib-
ute our work to a wide audience. To donate go to:
www.tikkun.org/support/

WWWITIKKUN.ORG/SUPPORT/ -
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of permanent rule entered the Israeli political lexicon
from which Shimon Peres is now attempting to exclude

It.

expressions that could be given to the doctrines of

disengagement or “territory for peace.” The Camp
David autonomy, the Palestinian-Jordanian state advo-
cated in the Labour platform, the unilateral autonomy
proposal bequeathed by Moshe Dayan, proposals in
the same sense made recently by Israeli ministers such
as Yaacov Tsur and Gad Yaacobi and, above all, Shimon
Peres’ conscious revolt against quiescence and inertia
all show that thoughtful minds are moving away from
immobilism. The immediate task is ideological: to com-
bat and defeat the vogue of status-quoism. What is at
stake is not “the Palestinian problem,” but the Israeli
problem. What is Israel, what is its nature, what is its
vision, what are its dimensions, where are its bound-
aries, what is its human composition, what is the degree
of its commitment to its Jewish character and its demo-
cratic vocation? No other state in the world community
has so many existential marks of interrogation hanging
over its life and obscuring its forward march.

The issue cannot be determined by marginal interests
or “avant-guard” pressures. There are now less than
50,000 Jews in the West Bank and Gaza. This means
that they have multiplied at a rate of about 400 families
a year over the past two decades during a period in
which the Arab population has grown by 200,000! The
spectacular marginality of this phenomenon in Israel’s
social and cultural enterprise refutes the preposterous
idea that the 50,000 may dictate the destiny and policy
of the four million who reside in the area under Israeli
law. I have read ridiculous magazine articles announc-
ing that “armed revolt” by this group would inhibit an
Israeli government from adopting a “peace territory”
approach even if such an approach became operational.
Those who write and speak in this way are not always
conscious of the insult that they inflict on Israel’s state-
hood by ascribing impotence and frivolity to its institu-
tions. Today—when the myth of Kahana has subsided
into derision, with serious doubt that he can even
ensure his own individual re-election—is no time to be
intimidated by a demonology that would make a puny
illicit squatters the determinant factor in deciding Is-
rael’s political and moral future. A movement whose
members have been caught attacking mosques four
decades after the Nazi assault on Jewish synagogues
does not merit any degree of deference. It is part of the
problem and the malady; it is not part of any solution.

I do not deal here with the various diplomatic
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What must be resisted is the corrupting effect of 5 »'
spurious Zionist deviationism on the nation’s Spirityg|
condition. The idea of exercising permanent rule overg
foreign nation can only be defended by an ideology 4y
rhetoric of self-worship and exclusiveness that are incop,.
patible with the ethical legacy of prophetic Judaism 4y
classical Zionism. The spiritual father of that movemen,
described the 1,300,000 Arabs in Judea, Samaria ang
Gaza as illicit squatters who infiltrated in the sevent,
century into what they should have known to be ,
totally Jewish country, so that they are merely squatters
who took possession when the owner happened to he
abroad. Accordingly “they have no rights or lands o
homes and are entirely at our disposal to deal with g
we see best” Therefore “any decision by an Israel;
government or parliament to concede any part of the
territory of Eretz Israel is to be regarded as null and
void by any citizen or soldier. ... ”

The idea of exercising permanent
rule over a foreign nation can only
be defended by an ideology and
rhetoric of self-worship and exclusive-
ness that are incompatible with the
ethical legacy of prophetic Judaism
and classical Zionism.

This seditious nonsense deserves therapeutic treat-
ment, with all possible patience and concern. But no
other nation in the world is being asked to put its
decision-making process under the influence of ideas
which can only add to the sombre lineage of Jewish
self-destruction. We must be inspired and guided by
our history, but inspiration and guidance are vain if
they lead to suicidal zealotry. What we must not do
with our history is to try to repeat it. The great Ben
Gurion refused to name military units after Masada,
Betar and Bar Kochba since he considered it bizarre to
name regiments after failures. Nobody would name 2
French regiment after Waterloo.

Our road points to crucial survival, not to another
heroic martyrdom. We cannot dictate the conduct of
our foes or even of our friends, but we can at least keep
the sanctuaries of reason intact and arm ourselves with
a rationality the lack of which is written in the death of
past kingdoms. []






























of remembering. However sensitively we read between
the lines of mainstream texts seeking to recapture the
reality of women’s lives, however carefully we mine
non-literary and non-Jewish materials using them to
challenge “normative” sources, many of our construc-
tions will remain speculations and many of our ques-
tions will go unanswered.

Moreover, even if it were not the case that the
sources are sparse and unconcerned with our most
urgent questions, feminist historiography would still
provide only a fragile grounding for Jewish feminist
memory. For historiography recalls events that memory
does not recognize.”® It challenges memory, tries to
dethrone it; it calls it partial and distorted. History
provides a more and more complex and nuanced pic-
ture of the past; memory is selective. How do we
recover the parts of Jewish women’s history that are
forgotten, and how do we then ensure that they will be
remembered—incorporated into our communal sense

of self?

The discovery of women in our
history can feed the impulse to create
midrash; midrash can seize on history
and make it religiously meaningful.
Remembering and inventing together
bhelp recover the hidden half of Torah,
reshaping Jewish memory to let
women speak.

The answer to these questions is partly connected to
the wider reconstruction of Jewish life. We turn to the
past with new questions because of present commit-
ments, but we also remember more deeply what a
changed present requires us to know. Yet Jewish
feminists are already entering into a new relationship
with history based not simply on historiography but
also on more traditional strategies for Jewish remem-
brance. The rabbinic reconstruction of Jewish history,
after all, was not historiographical but midrashic. As-
suming the infinite meaningfulness of biblical texts, the
rabbis took passages that were sketchy or troubling and
wrote them forward. They brought to the Bible their
own questions and found answers that showed the
eternal relevance of biblical truth. Why was Abraham
chosen to be the father of a people? What was the
status of the law before the Torah was given? Who was
Adam’s first wife? Why was Dinah raped? These were
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not questions for historical investigation but imagin,.
tive exegesis and literary amplification.

The open-ended process of writing midrash, simy].
taneously serious and playful, imaginative, metaphoric,
has easily lent itself to feminist use. While feminis
midrash—like all midrash—is a reflection of contem.
porary beliefs and experiences, its root conviction s
utterly traditional. It stands on the rabbinic insistence
that the Bible can be made to speak to the present day,
If the Torah is our text, it can and must answer our
questions and share our values; if we wrestle with it, it
will yield meaning.

’r ogether and individually then, orally and in
writing, women are exploring and telling stories
that connect our history with present experi-
ence. Ellen Umansky, for example, retelling the story
of the sacrifice of Isaac from Sarah’s perspective, ex-
plores the dilemma of a woman in patriarchal culture
trying to hold onto her sense of self. Isaac was God’s
gift to Sarah in her old age. She has no power to
prevent Abraham’s journey to Moriah; she can only
wait wailing and trembling for him to return. But she
is angry; she knows that God does not require such
sacrifices. Abraham cannot deprive her of her own
religious understanding whatever demands he may
make upon her as his wife.?!

While midrash can float entirely free from historiog-
raphy, as it does in this example, the latter can also feed
the former so that midrash plays with historical clues
but extends them beyond the boundaries of the frag-
mentary evidence. In her midrash on the verse, “And
Dinah ... went out to see the daughters of the land”
(Genesis 34:1), Lynn Gottlieb explores the possible
relations between Dinah and Canaanite women based
on the presumption of Israelite women’s historical at-
tachment to many gods and goddesses.”? A group of
my students once used the same historical theme to
write their own midrash on the sacrifice of Isaac as
experienced by Sarah. In their version, Sarah, finding
Abraham and Isaac absent, calls to Yahweh all day
without avail. Finally, almost in despair, she takes out
her Asherah and prays to it, only to see her husband
and son over the horizon wending their way home.

Moving from history into midrash, Jewish feminists
cross a boundary to be both honored and ignored.
Certainly, there is a difference between an ancient
Aramaic divorce document written by a woman and a
modern midrash on Miriam or Sarah. The former con-
fronts and challenges; it invites us to find a framework
for understanding the past broad enough to include
data at odds with selective memory. The latter is more
fully an expression of our own convictions, a creative
imagining based on our own experience. Yet in the

































































































































ourselves to caricatures, but caricatures that resonate
with certain truths, or else we wouldn't laugh, we
wouldn’t have them around, feeding the anti-Semitism
of the general culture with ugly visions of our people
and their homes.

It seems clear that the Jewish male and the Jewish
female harbor deep resentments one against the other.
These angers can lead away from the choice of a Jewish
mate or they can complicate married life, leading to
divorce. They can play out against the children, driving
them away from less than satisfactory Jewish homes. Of
course, the grass is always greener and the social status
appears higher on the gentile side of the fence and that
is sufficient to cause some Jews to intermarry. Others
are affected by the vagrancies of incest taboos to seek
out the stranger for sexual liaison and marriage. The
society at large, entering every home by television,
movies and newspapers tends to blend us together,
emphasize our sameness and encourage our national
homogeneity as opposed to our ethnic and religious
particularities. The new Hellenism is as difficult to
combat as the old. Nautilus machines may have altered
the ancient gymnasiums but the beauty of physical
fitness and the increased emphasis on the self and the
body are similar. If we add to the Jewish family problem
the contempt of the non-Jewish world for our man-
hood, womanhood, value system, etc., we come to see
that survival of the Jewish community must depend on
our finding ways to love and support each other without
one group oppressing and the other suffering.

s Jews we have always been proud of our
A family life, our ability to take care of the weak
and bind together the relatives in a stronghold
against the hostile stranger. We know that something in
our home structures enabled our children to learn well,
to succeed wherever doors were open to them, and to
remain a creative force in this world under the most
difficult of circumstances. But this success was bought
at a price. Women who labored at dull tasks, whose
intelligence was fenced in and whose personal goals
were thwarted brought up these recent generations of
affluent and educated Americans. We do have the op-
portunity to hold on to the strengths in our family life,
to nurture and support and bind the next generation,
if we will do it with justice and equality for male and
female. Feminism has changed everyone’s expectations
of what the family can and should do. The Jewish
family must change also. This can be accomplished
without destroying the Jewish home or diminishing the
Jewish birthrate.
In the early days of the feminist movement there was
certainly a devaluing of childbearing and childcare.
Because these roles were associated with all our other
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deprivations many women turned away with disinterest
from the entire enterprise of bringing up the ney
generation. But as the movement matured we saw that
a full family life, a loving connection to the next gener.
ation, was as necessary as our liberty and must be
incorporated into our lives. This is not to say that
children should be born to take away our liberty, We
must, in the coming years, draw men into their proper
and legitimate place as caretakers at women’s sides, as
sharers in the ever dramatic, though often draining,
enterprise of raising our children. The birth rate will
go up again as Jewish families recognize not only com-
munal necessity for children but the increased personal
pleasure a large family brings, not to an overburdened
woman whose degree in art history lies moldering in
her bureau drawer but to a pair of equally educated,
intelligent, people whose choices are made without
gender judgments. Our population experts tell us that
each Jewish family should have an average of four
children. This is possible if we do not leave families
alone with the full burden of care and education for

their children.

Jewish men who could not belp but
absorb the attitudes of the whole
society . . . were able to split off some
of their self-hate by turning against
the Jewish mother and ultimately
Jewish women.

This American culture is powerful and cannot be
turned off. We can no more ask women to give up their
intellectual and worldly expectations in the name of
Jewish survival than we could convince the public to
eat red meat, pour on salt and give up exercise because
increased longevity was straining medicaid and social
security. But we do have a magnificent opportunity to
strengthen Jewish communal life by creating a wide
and complete system of excellent daycare. If the Jewish
centers were to commit themselves to top quality
Jewish- and family-oriented daycare, expanding and
refunding their present facilities with the same energy,
enthusiasm and visionary passion that they gave to
Israel in the beginning days of the State, we could
support our enlarged Jewish families. This same system
of daycare would become a backbone of communal
life, drawing in and involving parents in courses, in
religious groups, in expanding Jewish life. If the day-
care we provide as a community is as sacred a task as
any other we have ever undertaken, we could in 2






















Moreover, the prevailing notion that schools should be
worlds unto themselves, with a distinction between
academic and social missions, reinforces the alienation
of schools from their community context.

In asserting that the isolation of schools from com-
munities undermines school performance, we need first
to clarify what is meant by community. The term should
signify much more than local civic leadership, those
citizens most widely referred to in appeals for citizen
support of education. Local elites often do come to
stand for “the community” when grassroots forces are
not active, but elites do not necessarily share the same
interests or options as parents, alumni, taxpayers, vot-
ers, workers, homemakers, retirees, church members,
shopkeepers, social service providers—the entitre range
of citizens who, in multiple toles, comprise the commu-
nity for which education is a vital function and institu-
tion.

Some schools will face the problem that the commu-
nity defined by service from a local school or school
district will not be coherent in other respects, including
its expectations for education. Some schools will find
that their service community is deeply divided on
priorities and goals for school performance. Some
schools may even find significant sectors of the commu-
nity antagonistic to public education or resentful of the

resources devoted to it. Nor are local communities,
even those with a strong consensus, the sole or sacred
arbiter of educational needs. Other democratic princi-
ples—including human rights, civil liberties, civic
pluralism, and the needs of youth—are essential to the
public interest in education.

Parent involvement is most decisively
discouraged when it does not make
a difference.

Nonetheless, we cannot construct a democratic mis-
sion for public schooling without taking on the task of
involving local communities, however they present
themselves, in the educational process. School isolation
works to deny students a link between what they learn
in the classroom and the environment they function in
outside the school. The lack of relevance and connec-
tion is particularly acute for minority and low income
students, whose social and cultural background is not
reflected, or is negatively reflected, in standard cur-
ricula based on a white, middle-class mainstream and
on elitist structures of achievement. Isolation also de-
nies communities the potentially integrative and em-
powering capacities of the school as a community in-

stitution. School isolation denies citizens an arena
where differences can be recognized and common inter-
ests forged. Finally, isolation denies schools the energy,
the resources, and ultimately the allegiance of commu-
nity members.

The consequences of this isolation are becoming
especially damaging in the face of the growing and
changing social problems such as chronic unemploy-
ment, decaying social and physical infrastructures, shift-
ing family and childraising patterns, and rising personal
distress. These conditions are found in a wide range of
rural, urban, and industrial communities and have enor-
mous impact on how children function in school. Yet,
in too many places, the school retreats further into its
fortress mentality, resenting additional demands and
seeking new ways to exclude disadvantaged youth or
deny responsibility for their needs. Whether be-
leaguered or indifferent, school authorities have not
generally embraced the task of initiating stronger lin-
kages with other human services agencies, with commu-
nity organizations, and with the youth, parents, local
school employees, and neighborhood leaders who rep-
resent natural school constituencies.

Youth advocacy organizations can be particularly
useful in mediating school and community relations.
Many advocacy groups have long-standing, if some-
times adversarial, involvement in education issues. The
National Coalition of Advocates for Students, for in-
stance, has nineteen affiliated organizations, operating
in fifteen major cities and a number of rural regions,
and includes national legal centers. Advocacy organiza-
tions not only represent parents and students in admin-
istrative hearings and appeals, but often organize and
train parents and community groups in how to secure
children’s schooling rights and how to utilize the avail-
able channels.of participation and redress effectively.
Advocacy groups are usually professionally run organi-
zations that cannot, or should not, substitute for the
voices of community members. But those advocacy
groups that give priority to organizing as well as provid-
ing service at the grassroots level can be a valuable
conduit for community concerns.

Another readily available resource for building
school/community links and improving school climate
is using local residents as paraprofessionals. In more
privileged school systems, volunteers often serve as
tutors, teacher aides, and special instructors. For work-
ing class and poor communities, however, it is necessary
to provide paid jobs. By 1982, there were an estimated
150,000 paid paraprofessionals in education. Parapro-
fessionals allow greater flexibility in the use of teacher
time and are a key element in reducing teacher/student
ratios, reducing teacher isolation in the classroom, en-
couraging small instructional groupings, and diffusing
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blatant injustice by instituting a single standard of
sexual license, whereas the proper remedy is a more
exacting standard of sexual fidelity and a more exacting
definition of the responsibility of parents to their chil-
dren. A “family policy” designed to shift this responsi-
bility to the state is no solution at all. Nor is it a
“radical” solution. It would merely ratify the pattern of
bureaucratic individualism that already exists, in which
the state takes over the nurturing functions formerly
associated with parenthood and leaves people free to
enjoy themselves as consumers. Such a solution makes
children of us all. The world can do without a
“radicalism” that proposes only to carry existing ar-
rangements to their logical conclusion: the absorption
of public life by the state and the destruction of inter-
mediate institutions by redefining them as presssure
groups or “lifestyle enclaves” (in Robert Bellah’s
phrase) in which individuals are left free to pursue
purely private interests and pleasures.

ince Rubin invokes the sixties in order to support

her dubious claim that the radical movements of

that decade found their final perfection in
feminism, it would be a good idea to remind ourselves
that the sixties also saw a revival of the communitarian
tradition that has always coexisted with the dominant
liberal tradition. The dispute between communitarians
and liberals hinges on opposing conceptions of the self.
Whereas liberals conceive of the self as essentially unen-
cumbered and free to choose among a wide range of
alternatives, communitarians insist that the self is
situated in and constituted by tradition, membership in
a historically rooted community. Liberals regard tradi-
tion as a collection of prejudices that prevent the indi-
vidual from understanding his own needs. They exalt
cosmopolitanism over provincialism, which in their eyes
encourages conformity and intolerance. Communita-
rians, on the other hand, reply that “intolerance flout-
ishes most,” in the words of Michael Sandel, “where
forms of life are dislocated, roots unsettled, traditions
undone.”

Communitarians share with the Right an opposition
to bureaucracy, but they don’t stop with an attack on
governmental bureaucracy; they are equally sensitive to
the spread of corporate bureaucracy in the misnamed
private sector. Indeed they tend to reject the conven-
tional distinction between the public and the private
realm, which figures so prominently both in the liberal

tradition and in the tradition of economic individualism
which now calls itself conservatism (with little warrant).
Both liberals and conservatives adhere to the same
empty ideal of freedom as privacy; they disagree only
about what is truly private. For liberals and “radicals,”
it is freedom of religion, freedom of speech, freedom
of sexual preference that need to be protected, whereas
those who call themselves conservatives value economic
freedom more highly. The Left understands private life
as primarily cultural, the Right as primarily economic.
Communitarianism rejects both the left-wing and the
right-wing version of the cult of privacy; and the prom-
ise of communitarian thought is already suggested by
the difficulty of situating it on the conventional political
spectrum. It breaks out of the deadlock between wel-
fare liberalism and economic individualism, the oppos-
ition of which has informed so much of our politics in
the past. Instead of setting up the protection of private
judgment as the summit of political virtue, the commu-
nitarian point of view shows just how much the indi-
vidual owes, not to “society”—that abstraction
routinely invoked by the Left—but to the concrete
associations (in both senses of the word) without which
we would be unable to develop any sense of personal
identity at all.

Orwellian sloganeering about “alter-
native lifestyles” and the “new diver-
sity of family types” serves to disguise
marital breakup as an exhilarating
new form of freedom.

Lichtman and Rubin are right about one thing: this
position is “dangerous,” a word that comes easily to
both these timid souls. It is dangerous, of course, not
because it comforts the Right at the expense of the Left
but because it gives no comfort to either. It discloses
the core of assumptions common to the Left and the
Right and thus dissolves the conventional and inconclu-
sive debate between them. It dissolves all the stock
answers, throws open the doors and windows, and
forces political discussion out into the open air—always
a danger for tender plants bred in the greenhouse. [
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The Last Ones

I am already quite scarce. For years

I have appeared only here and there

at the edges of this jungle. My graceless body,
well-camouflaged among the reeds, clings

to the damp shadow around it.

Had I been civilized,

I would never have been able to hold out.

I am tired. Only the great fires

still drive me from hiding-place to hiding-place.

And what now? My fame is only in the rumors
that from time to time

and even from hour to hour

I'm shrinking.

But it is certain that at this very moment
someone is tracking me. Cautiously

I prick all my ears and wait. The steps

already rustle the dead leaves. Very close. Here.
Is this it?

Am Iit? [ am.
There is no time to explain.
In the Laboratory

The data in the glass beaker: a dozen scorpions
of various species—a swarming, compromising

society of egalitarians. Trampling and trampled upon.

Now the experiment: an inquisitive creator blows
the poison gas inside

and immediately

each one is alone in the world,

raised on its tail, stiff, begging the glass wall

for one more moment.

The sting is already superfluous;

the pincers do not understand,;

the straw body waits for the final shudder.

Far away, in the dust, the sinister angels

are startled.

It’s only an experiment. An experiment. Not a judgment
of poison for poison.

The Readiness

I too, like all the apes in the neighborhood,
grumble from branch to branch:

the past age, which was filled with sun, has passed.
Now it’s cold. The nuts are too hard.

The carnivores are getting more and more supple.

This is it, I'm emigrating. Good-bye.

Hey, what’s happening,

my tongue’s tied in knots,

my shoulders, where are my shoulders,
suddenly I've got stature,

erectness,

suddenly I'm threatened with

what, a high brow!

Bulbs, flickering bulbs.

How good this silence is. I'm almost, almost perfected.
I pick out an attractive suit,

get dressed,

light up a cigarette, slowly,

and sit down with the stopwatch, my only friend,
beside the table, in perfect readiness

for the invention of chess.

The Caveman is Not About to Talk

At time’s tail-end, my great-grandchildren’s great-
Grandchildren pause,

My skull in hand, and try to calculate

The centuries I ground between my jaws.

And what news of the mammoth will they wrest
From my laconic mouth? I've got time:

I'm not about to talk. They haven’t guessed

My profile, even. Fine,

Let them enjoy the bones that I bequeath
In a clump of dust. But if they look beneath:
Here I am,

Still in my cave, complexion like a baby’s,

Pink and soft and wonderfully at ease,
Never expelled from Mama’s cozy womb.
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harbors in his heart thoughts of
destruction? As he admits, nothing
guarantees that in the act of recoil
and in self-defeat one will also
move forward to new victories.
In reality, the act of self-defeat or
self limitation may be an invitation
to further destructive action on
the part of one’s enemy. (p. 87)

But it is specifically here that self-
defeat must be learned. For self-defeat
is not an ultimate state and the in-
ability to employ it could court real
and absolute defeat. The victory-minded
personality gets caught in the trap of
seeing every recoil as a prelude to dis-
aster: not to win is to lose. That was the
mind-set that froze Israel in Lebanon.
They simply could not leave without
the victory—itself often an undefinable
category—they originally sought. And
on the micro level, the inability to move
back is what puts incredible strains
upon relationships and manufactures
heart attacks in the workplace.

or David Hartman, the world is

not big enough for the victory-

minded man and for God’s ac-
tive direct presence. Hartman is com-
mitted to both the traditional Halachic
practice and to a God who at once
transcends the world as its Creator,
and is immanent as the Revealer of the
Law within the mitzvah. But Jewish
prayer in its paradigmatic state, the
Tefillah or silent Devotion, is a prayer
or petition of request for a series of
interventions by God on behalf of
man’s biological, familial, social, eco-
nomic, and political welfare, Hartman
believes that if God responds to man’s
petitional prayers, then human beings
will be pictured as being incapable of
tending to their own needs. Hartman
rejects older religious visions of human
beings being wholly dependent on
God, and wants to play down aspects
of religion that seem to emphasize
human inadequacy before the Infinite.
A bit of fancy reinterpretation is
needed to make this practice fit within
his theology.

Hartman’s notion of petitional
prayer is the expression of intimacy
between two lovers, Israel and God.
The request of the prayer is trans-
formed into a confession of vulnerabil-
ity:

When you discuss your needs in a
love relationship, you do not

necessarily expect your beloved
to solve your problems. Reassur-
ance and comfort may be gained
simply through knowing that your
beloved listens to you in your an-
guish and that you are not alone
in your plight. I understand peti-
tional prayer as expressing the
need of covenantal lovers of God
to share their total human situa-
tion with God. (p. 164)

The daily service epitomizes the dia-
logue that takes place. The worshiper
(read lover) goes from the Shewma, the
reliving of the Sinai theophany, in
which the whole human is com-
manded, to the Tefillah where he pre-
sents his bare self to the covenantal
God. Thus prayer, which is described
in the Talmud as “supplication for
mercy” is an affirmation of the
human—both that he is adequate to
act, and that all of his personal con-
cerns are worthy and not trivial. The
communal dimension of prayer is
shown by the decision to institute a
standard liturgy and service on the
order of the daily sacrifices. The alter-
nate version of the Talmud that

Halachah has had a
difficult time of it in
modern Jewish thought.

“prayers were instituted by the patri-
archs” indicates the naturalness of
prayer and that each individual must
offer his own prayer. Indeed, for
Hartman, the free spontaneous prayer
which he identifies with Tefillat
Nedavah (a “gift” or free-will offering)
is the paradigm of prayer. Hartman
claims to follow “in the spirit of
Maimonides,” the Guide who main-
tained that meditative worship of
God—intoxicated worship—is the
highest level of prayer, surpassing the
uttering of requests and the offering of
sacrifices. Now, however, the highest
content of prayer becomes the “dignity
of the individual.... Rather than self-
negation and self-effacement, prayer
reflects the worshiper’s confident
mood of being fully accepted by God
as a total person.” (p. 179)

I suspect that Hartman’s solution
has made prayer a little too easy, and
has eliminated the real struggle that

most serious religious people face in
approaching  God’s presence. In
Hartman’s account, the worshiper is
essentially engaged in a monologue in
celebration of his self and in near ob-
sessive discussion of his own needs.
The monologue needs to be balanced
with some concern for the Other and
some critical self-judgment, but both
the prayer categories of praise and of
self-judgment are ignored by Hartman.

Hartmans emphasis on human
adequacy bears real fruit in his discus-
sion on Rabbinic responses to their
own personal suffering. The rabbis ex-
perienced God’s presence in their lives
in three ways: as Creator and continual
sustainer of physical existence; as the
Lord of History who in liberating Is-
rael from Egypt created a nation and
who continues to provide for them;
and through the Torah which is God’s
direct and personal will.

The Rabbinic Jew, therefore, living
with this three-part sense of God’s will
and presence, is vulnerable to tragedy,
experiencing it as alienation and es-
trangement from God. Hartman cor-
rectly sees such unbearable emotions
for the believer neither as a psycholog-
ical aberration nor as an unsophisti-
cated supernaturalism, but as inherent
to the condition of one whose life-de-
fining relationships have gone sud-
denly awry. The problem for the be-
liever is not one of theoretical philo-
sophic theology trying to reconcile
God’s just lordship over nature with
the presence of horrendous and mean-
ingless suffering. The crisis, rather, is
one of covenantal anthropology: “How
do we respond to events that can call
into question our whole identity as
God’s relational partners?” (p. 187)

entral to formulating a re-
sponse will be the use of cer-
tain concepts which are not to
be taken as revealing the why of suffer-
ing and evil, but rather that the what
of suffering’s nature is neither senseless
nor signals a rupture with God.
Hartman carefully delineates two
strands of Rabbinic interpretation re-
garding the use of reward and punish-
ment as an explanation of suffering.
The first follows the plain meaning of
the Bible that God’s justice takes place
within this world. The weakness of this
approach is that it generally did not
succeed in motivating people to proper
behavior. Hartman observes that both
the Bible and Rabbinic literature “at-
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all passional human instincts, as they
are the sources of sin. But this impossi-
ble quest to eliminate the evil inclina-
tion in humans would by definition
require the destruction of life itself,
which is animated by both good and
evil inclinations.

Hartman detects the changed and
limited notion of victory in both Tal-
mudic God-talk and within the Hala-
chah. God’s might and awesomeness
are understood now to be manifested
in divine self-control and restraint from
full participation in history. The Rab-
binic understanding of God’s providen-
tial hand is in directing from afar and
incognito what looks like the caprices
of human politics and economy, as in
the Esther story.

Halachah replicates this Godly re-

straint and self-control within human
action. Human beings emerge from
their real political powerlessness in
Exile (galut) by exerting control over
dimensions of their personal and com-
munal lives through Halachah. Con-
sequently, they achieve an actual, albeit
partial, victory over the larger histori-
cal catastrophe. Thus, in a classic ex-
ample, God explains why he favors
Israel: they say grace over a minuscule
meal of only an olive or an egg even
though the command to bless God is
only if one eats and is “satisfied.” Israel
chooses to be satisfied with little and
to bless God for it. Finally this accep-
tance of God during a time when prov-
idence is hidden—seen within the re-
covenanting in the Esther story after
the destruction of Haman and his
plan—is considered by the Talmud to
be superior to the original forced co-
venant at Sinai when God in His full
majesty dominated the people. In
Hartman’s words: “What began at
Sinai as an externally imposed system
of norms had become a successful in-
ternalization of those norms when
Purim was identified as the celebration
of the free acceptance of the Torah”
(p. 219) within an unredeemed world
where danger always lurks.

The Jew, then, has always lived in
two worlds: this world, in which divine
providence is hidden and man lives by
the constraints of natural and social
reality, and the eschatological redemp-
tion that is just around the corner, in
which God’s presence will be revealed
and His power unleashed. This dual
consciousness is inherently unstable re-
sulting in periodic outbreaks of
dangerous messianic frenzy. Clearly

Hartman is worried about Gush
Emunim, and not only memories of
other messianic movements.

The rest of Hartman’s work is dedi-
cated to resolving the gap between the
two worlds, and rendering a one-world
theology. His starting point is to con-
trast “two competing covenantal para-
digms” with regard to how they view
the action of divine providence within
history. The traditional model is Exo-
dus, which is an expression of full uni-
lateral divine power as grace. In this
view, God works freely, spontaneously
and miraculously. Man’s goal is to gain
the merit of this supernatural interven-
tion. Thus, prayer in a time of crisis is
a call to rely only on God. The Exodus
model presumes the messianic era to
lead to a total transformation of human
nature in which sin will be vanquished.

Hartman posits an affir-
mation and celebration

of finitude.

The second paradigm for understand-
ing God’s providence within history is
Sinai, which manifests both divine self-
limitation and serious human responsi-
bility. As in creation, Maimonides has
taught, all subsequent orderly processes
of nature have been set into motion
and are therefore manifestations of His
will. So too is Torah the vehicle of
God’s will; God is within Israel through
the Torah. This extension of Maimon-
ides’ thought from the natural to the
value creating world emphasizes human
adequacy and autonomy. It is human
decision making through the Torah that
directs men’s actions. Indeed, for Mai-
monides the principle of “all is in the
hands of heaven except the fear of
heaven” is expanded to the entire gamut
of human responsibility and adequacy.
The purpose of prayer in crisis for
Maimonides, therefore, is to motivate
an assessment of and change in one’s
moral behavior.

Maimonides’ messianic hope is also
of this “one-world” type. He envisions
an ideal political kingdom, but one
which is defined as a socio-political
reality where moral responsibility would
be fulfilled. The messianic period will
commence when subjugation by the
nations is eliminated. Messianism is
hence a covenantal category wishing

to fulfill morality and not to radically
transform history and nature. The mes-
sianic era will still have evil, but it will
provide a full recognition of human
adequacy and autonomy. The messianic
period is the culmination or peak of
human responsibility and action and
not a resolution or end of this difficult
world. Maimonidean messianism, ac-
cording to Hartman, is thus an ethical
ideal that all can work towards with
fervor as opposed to an apocalyptic
hurdle that one must leap across with
frenzy.

artman’s emphasis on a Jewish

one-world mind-set leads him

to a radical dismembering of
doctrine. He rejects all categories of
resolution and redemption as being
other-worldly and preventing man from
taking this world seriously: “In this
view of covenantal faith, which is es-
sentially a protest against the world as
presently constituted, human beings are
strangers wandering in an unredeemed
world that awaits the realization of the
eschatological vision.” (p. 258) The de-
sire for redemption, according to Hart-
man, is actually a pantheistic quest for
immortality based on the bifurcation
of man into body —this-worldly mater-
iality that will fade—and soul—the
Godly essence implanted into man.

Hartman posits instead an affirma-
tion and celebration of finitude. Man’s
finitude is intrinsic to his definition as
a unified being created by God. This
finite creation is called by God, “very
good” (Genesis I:31). Thus we are dig-
nified human beings and we do not
need immortality and resurrection to
confer that status upon us. Moreover
the acceptance of our finitude bestows
a blessing of humility—we know that
we shall perish and therefore our judg-
ments will be softened and our reli-
gious goals will become less rigid and
overreaching. The concept of eternity
in telling us that we are separate from
our bodies, encourages fanaticism and
extreme actions. Finitude, on the other
hand, teaches that “we are not the ab-
solute masters of nature,” but nonethe-
less calls us to responsibility. Eternity
encourages laxness in an undue re-
liance upon God within and beyond
history. Finite man has sanctity be-
cause of his potential for sacred and
moral action.
Finite man meets God in two

modes. He meets God as the Creator
within an aesthetic awe of the universe.
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To answer Mr. Radosh’s question, if it were not for
the war context, would I be endorsing a variety of
measures against the Sandinistas on the basis of their
human rights record, the answer is, “of course” I
believe that the mechanisms that are available to the
United States to exercise pressure on governments that
commit human rights abuses should be used against
the Sandinistas. I have, for example, been highly critical
of the Reagan administration for not opposing loans, in
the multi-lateral development banks, to a variety of
governments that have committed serious human rights
abuses. US. law requires that the US. should oppose
loans to those governments.

As far as the human rights record is concerned, I
think it’s very important to criticize the abuses commit-
ted by the Sandinistas, but we must not criticize abuses
that have in fact not taken place. I have seen, for
example, figures on the numbers of political prisoners
and these figures are utterly absurd to anybody who
has examined the situation in Nicaragua with any care.
There are political prisoners in Nicaragua, there are
severe abuses in the pre-trial detention mode of those
persons who are imprisoned on political grounds, but
let’s deal with reality rather than fantasy.

Leiken: I think that what we just heard was an example
of the way in which The Americas Watch has confused
the question of human rights with their political stance
and the way in which they are constantly shifting the
two around. In the guise of an objective account of the
human rights situation in Nicaragua, Mr. Neier shifts
the subject to Colombia, Guatemala, and Peru, to other
countries that have guerrilla wars. He approaches the
human rights question in Nicaragua entirely in terms
of Nicaragua’s external security problems. But human
rights violations are not the result of the war. In some
cases, as in Nicaragua, they are the cause of the war.

The promise of the Sandinistas was that the revolu-
tion would be an alternative, it was going to be a whole
new kind of society. To justify it now in terms of its
being similar to, or not quite as bad as Colombia, or
Guatemala, is abusive sophistry. I think the thrust of
Mr. Neier’s remarks is that we shouldn’t be concerned
about the banning of La Prensa since this sort of thing
is a common Latin American practice. I think again,
you are putting a human rights organization in the
service of human rights practices which you should be
criticizing, which you should be opposing, which you
should not be finding ever more sophisticated ways to
make appear less serious or finding ways to shift the
subject from.

Radosh: Mr. Leogrande said that the US. was wrong
about the Bay of Pigs and it is wrong now about

Nicaragua. Well, I would say that we—not we the US.

government, but we the American Left—were wrong

about Cuba. I can remember using all the arguments

about Cuba that Mr. Neier or Mr. Leogrande use today
about Nicaragua. For example, we thought that Castro
wanted a humanist revolution, neither capitalist nor
communist—a non-aligned Cuba, a Cuba that was not
Marxist-Leninist, but that was free, a different society.
Castro, of course, as it turns out, says he was always a
Marxist-Leninist. He was just hiding his agenda until
the time was ripe. What we have now is a Cuba that is
a militarized society, a vicious police state, a repressive
society. Even Mr. Neier agrees in characterizing it this
way, if L read his recent piece in the New York Review
correctly. He characterizes Cuba as a country with one
of the worst human rights records in the hemisphere,
a left wing equivalent to the authoritarian right wing
regimes, perhaps as terrible in its treatment of political
prisoners.

Cuba did not turn out to be the way we all swore it
was then, and of course we all argue that Cuba’s drift
toward the Soviet Union was the result of the US,
pressure instituted against it. Well, we begin to read,
on the basis of records now coming out years later, and
on the revelations of people like Carlos Frangui, that
that was not the case. In fact, it was a bitter internal
struggle which we were totally blind to, a struggle
between the liberating revolutionaries like Frangui and
the hard-line Marxist-Leninists led by Fidel and Raul
Castro and Che Guevara. What they instituted in Cuba
was a rigid Soviet-style state with a unique Cuban
background, which of course the American Left has
always said really made it different, but in fact it was
not different. How much better would it have been, if,
instead of fighting only against the U.S. policy in Cuba,
we at the time had seen the true situation, and extended
our hand to the democrats who opposed Fidel Castro.
Batista was better. It was a freer country under Batista
than it is under Castro. As horrible as the supposed
Batista tyranny was for years; despite the fact that
Batista was a tool of the U.S. and the U.S. had hegemony
and control in Cuba, all of which is true, and despite
Cuba being part of an informal American empire,
things were better for Cubans under Batista than they
are under Castro. I don’t care how many schools and
hospitals Castro has built. As somebody said the other
day, Pinochet is sending out propaganda about all the
schools and hospitals he’s built, too, in Chile. That
cannot be a criteria for deciding whether a society is
good or not.

Mr. Neier is correct in saying that we don’t go to war
simply because a country has a bad human rights
record, that there are scores of countries with terrible
human rights records.
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Indeed, 1 have always opposed the brutal human
rights records of the right wing authoritarian regimes,
many of them supported by the United States.

I think one of the reasons the situation in El Salvador
has grown slightly better is because Democrats or oppo-
nents of the US. policy were able to mount sufficierit
pressure, and Congress said no funding unless the
human rights situation improves. The administration
clearly wanted to ignore the human rights situation.
But now when it comes to Nicaragua, I am quite
disturbed by what I see as a counter tendency. I think,
and I am not clear whether it’s conscious or not, that
people like Mr. Neier are doing exactly the sanie thing
in reverse, that is to say there is a tendency to whitewash
and downgrade the extent of human rights abuses in
Nicaragua, to “prettify” them.

Leogrande: I want the transcriber to be sure to get Mr.
Radosh’s quote “the supposed Batista tyranny” —the
supposed tyranny of Batista and that things were much
better under Batista than they had been under Castro.
The 20,000 people that Batista killed between 1952 and
1959 might think differently about that. Mr. Radosh
said that schools and hospitals are not criteria for
deciding whether or not you have a good society. I
suppose perhaps not, if you have the money to use
private ones, but if you don’t, it seems to me that
schools and hospitals were an improvement over not
having schools and hospitals. It may not be the only
criterion of a good society, but it certainly is what I
count as one criterion for improvement in a society.
But the issue of Cuba actually is more interesting
even than those little short snipes. Radosh says we
should have helped the democrats in Cuba. But the
question is how. The United States government did
everything they could to get rid of Castro except to
send in the 82nd airborne to kill him. They poisoned
his cigar, tried to get the Mafia to try to assassinate him,
and sent our forces to the Bay of Pigs. We conducted
a covert war against him for close to ten years, all to
no avail. And the reason it was to no avail was because
even though he was a communist, even though he
jumped into bed with the Soviet Union, the Cuban
people still supported him. Now that might seem odd
to us, we might find that hard to understand, especially
if we didn’t know anything about US.-Cuban history.
But it’s a reality, and 1 don’t know of anyone who
doubts that in reality, in 1961 and 1962 and on through-
out the 1960, a majority of Cubans supported their
government, especially supported it in its confronta-
tions with the United States. And I submit to you that
we are setting in motion, or have already set in motion,
exactly the same sort of dynamic in Nicaragua. Our
policy toward Nicaragua today is not and cannot be
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free of the legacy of our historical relationship with that
society, which is one of imperialism. In 1909 we over-
threw the only quasi-independent government that
Nicaragua had. We wete identified as the enemy by the
George Washington of Nicaragua, Augusto Sandino.
We’re the ones who put in power and kept in power
the last dictator, Somoza. However our policy may have
changed in the last ten years, or not changed, we
cannot pretend that that part of our history doesn’t
exist, because Nicaraguans know that prior history.

We ate, in fact, continuing a long, long history and
legacy of trying to control the domestic politics of
Nicaragua. I would suggest that we ought to have a
great amount of humility about our capacity to export
democracy around the Caribbean Basin. The interven-
tions earlier in the century were aimed at securing
security and economic interests, but the Marines went
abroad under the cloak and banner of democracy. This
was not necessarily a hypocritical move; we really
thought that we were going to bring democracy to
these unstable, authoritarian little countries. We built
schools, we built hospitals, we held free elections, we
created professional military establishments. And then
we left. And in our wake we left the dictatorships of
Trujillo in the Dominican Republic, Papa Doc Duvalier
in Haiti, Bdtista in Cuba, Somoza in Nicaragua. So it
seems to me that we dught to be humble about thinking
that we know better than other people how they should
organize their own lives and politics.

Tikkun: There is one issue that I want to throw before
you that hasn’t yet been addressed, and that is about
anti-Semitism in Nicaragua. What's the truth of it, and
is it relevant to this policy discussion? Is it irrelevant
that the Nicaraguan government is alleged to be close
to and support the PLO? Should that be something
that a Jewish community in the United States takes into
account when determining its relationship to the
Nicaraguan revolution?

Leogrande: It is relevant as one issue in a range of
human rights issues, and obviously a very important
one given the history of anti-Semitism in this century.
The relationship between the Sandinistas and the PLO
goes back a very long time to the very early years of the
Sandinistas when the PLO allowed them to send com-
batants to training camps in the Middle East for mili-
tary training. One gets the sense that the Sandinistas’
closeness to the PLO and their hostility toward Israel
is partly a function of their general ideological stance,
which is one of solidarity with the Third World revolu-
tionary movements, of which they regard the PLO as
one, and partly a function of the unique relationship
that the Somoza regime had with Israel. Somoza was















military machine, they’ll come to dominate Central
America with pro-Soviet regimes, and then they’ll go
after Mexico.” I'm reminded of the argument made in
the 1960’ that after South Vietnam, then all of In-
dochina, then Thailand and India, and soon we’d be
fighting on the shores of Australia. It’s just not plausi-
ble; it didn’t work out that way. The security threat the
Sandinistas pose is not a plausible threat. If they were
actively attacking their neighbors, the United States
would be down on top of them with a ton of bricks,
and they know it very well. If they were to allow Soviet
troops or Soviet missiles or anything that could pose a
really direct threat to the security of the United States,
similarly, the United States would be down on them in
a second. The idea that they might interdict the sea
lanes and disrupt oil shipments and so-on is a lot of
foolishness. It simply is not a credible argument. The
only version of that argument that has the slightest
credibility is this notion of interdicting supplies to
Europe in the event of a conflict between NATO and
the Warsaw Pact, and even that is a highly improbable
scenario which can be prepared for, it seems to me, in
other ways than trying to fight counterrevolutionary
wars all through Central America.

The reality is that the Sandinistas don’t, in fact, pose

a very grave threat to the security of the United States,
and what’s even more important than that, what secur-
ity threat they do pose, what legitimate security inter-
ests the United States does have in the region, can in
fact be met short of getting rid of the Sandinista regime.
It seems to me the one thing that has become clear in
the long and agonizing history of the Contadora process
is that if the issue is really Nicaragua’s foreign policy, if
it is really Nicaragua’s relationship with Cuba and the
Soviet Union that is so disconcerting to the United
States, then that issue can be solved by Contadoran
agreement. So it’s not really the security issue either
that’s at the heart of this. It's not about human rights,
it'’s not about democracy, it’s not about security, and it’s
not even really about the Soviet Union. What it’s about
is colonial empire. It’s about the right of the United
States, which it arrogates to itself, to control the destiny
of countries in its own immediate backyard. It’s a kind
of great power arrogance that goes back to the turn of
the century; it has been clothed in a new anti-Commu-
nist garb in the post World War II period, but the basic
outlines of it have not changed since the turn of the
century. It is the rawest kind of great power politics and
promotion of a particular notion of self-interest and I
think it is an erroneous notion of self-interest. []

LETTERS
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stuck in that place. And until we move
beyond, there is no way that we can
wholeheartedly love God. This is not a
matter of philosophy or religion, if
these terms refer to something one
practices in one’s head or at special
times. It is a matter of life and death,
everyday life and everyday death.

As for my phrase “a lesser god”: We
can appreciate ordinary Biblical narra-
tives from any number of viewpoints.
But from the point of genuine religious
insight, for someone who has had even
a peep into reality, the narrative be-
comes a lie whenever it introduces
God as a character. “God” is then a
limited being, usually an ill-tempered
or obsessive father figure: Nobodaddy,
as Blake called him. Thus in the

Akedab, on the narrative level, he re-
sembles the tsar who put Dostoevsky
through his terrible mock-execution.
As a parable, though, the story has
deep spiritual meaning. Not as an inte-
gration of love and severity, which are
mutually exclusive; here the Zohar’s
insight seems shallow to me, and quite
mistaken in thinking there can ever be
too much loving-kindness. After all,
killing is not a stronger form of spank-
ing. (“This hurts me, Isaac, more than
it hurts you”) To me, the parable
means that to love God ultimately
means to leave behind wife and chil-
dren and everything we love. As a Zen
master once told me, “First kill your

parents, then kill your lover, then kill
God”

The Book of Job is unusual for a
Biblical narrative in that it presents, in
the Voice from the Whirlwind, a God
who is not a character—who becomes
his own Sabbath vision of the world. If
this God has a name, it is the name
spoken from the Burning Bush: ehyeb,
I am. When Job, through his catharsis,
earns the vision and opens his heart to
the terror and serenity of it, he under-
goes a spiritual transformation that no
other Biblical character has under-
gone. He is able to leave behind all his
knowledge of good and evil and take a
large bite from the fruit of the other
Tree (now what was its name?). And
his story becomes the whole story.
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