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This issue of Radical America
is dedicated to the memory of

“My government can ignore me. My government can treat me as a mere
statistic. My drug company can get rich off of me. The Commonwealth of
Massachusetts can continue denying my basic civil rights, can arrest me,
and can beat me up. The unseen AIDS virus in my bloodstream can kill me.
Statistically it probably will. But none of these things can ever silence

e....For love and for life, we’re not going back.” —from Radical America,
Vol. 21, Nos. 2-3




INTRODUCTION

Remembering the sixties is harder for some than for others. For many of the white male
leftists whose books have garnered so much popular attention, ‘‘the Sixties’’ are
remembered with a glow of personal and political nostalgia: as a political initiation rite, a
time when they reached a pitch of power never to be found again. For veterans of the Civil
Rights, Black Power, and Black Liberation movements, there are often more ambivalent
memories, of less theatrical, more threatening violence, of essential hopes bypassed, dreams
stillborn. White women may recall both the liberation of the refusal of the feminine mys-
tique, the opening of sexual freedom and political possibility, and the bitterness of indif-
ference, trivialization, even betrayal of political allies. Women of color, gays and lesbians all
may harbor even more complex memories of the experience of social movement. And work-
ing class men and women often recall the fear of the draft along with the thrill of the
counterculture, and the ridiculing of their forced choices that too often characterized the
elite culture.

With this issue, Radical America begins to look at the politics of remembering—what is
remembered and by whom; to what end and with what effects. Lynne Hanley begins the pro-
cess with a reflection on the fictions of Vietnam, in literature and film, confident that how
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we remember the last war will shape how—and
whether we fight the next one. It is the soldier’s
story, the tragedy of the American soldier con-
fronting not the Vietnamese but himself, that
has dominated our cultural imagination, our
cultural industries and institutions, she argues.
We have an alternative literature, written by
women, but it is most often not even seen as
war literature, precisely because it doesn’t con-
centrate so exclusively and obsessively on the
soldier’s story. The Vietnamese literature of the
war is virtually unknown in this country, and
only recently through translations (mainly by
vets) is it becoming available. And yet, Hanley
recalls that it is to the Vietnam era that we owe
the challenges to the literary ‘“‘canon’’ that are
currently being raised in colleges and univer-
sities, on behalf of the literatures of other than
white men. In the controversy over the Pulitzer
Prize which went to Paco’s Story not Beloved
we are further reminded that the politics of
cultural transformation is ongoing. As we go to
press, the debate over Mississippi Burning rages
about who will tell the story of the civil rights
movement, even whose story it is. In Boston
this month, there is a full production of Lor-
raine Hansberry’s posthumously published
play, Les Blancs, set within the Mau Mau
rebellion in Kenya in the fifties, and dealing
with complex questions of black liberation
““yesterday, today, and tomorrow—but not
long after that.’” [1959] The title was a sarcastic
response to Jean Genet’s The Blacks (Les
Negres) which Hansberry saw in 1961 and
found to be essentially a conversation among
white men about themselves, a necessary con-
versation perhaps, but one which too easily
purged the whites, “‘self condemning and self
absolving,” while ““the Blacks™ remained in
“‘untouched remoteness.”’

Reebee Garofalo looks back to document the
connections between the black political
movements of the sixties and the position of
black artists in the music industry, the content
and form of their music, and the entire
character of American popular music. The ear-
ly sixties, he recalls, saw more black women, in
fact more blacks of both genders, on the pop
charts than at any point in our history. And for
those who think of Flower Power, he reminds
us that Ebony christened the summer of 1967

the summer of ’Retha, Rap [Brown], and
revolt,’

Radical America has wanted for some time to
publish a separate ‘‘Sixties I[ssue.”’ For more
than two years we have tried to solicit articles
that would both evoke the memories and
speculate on the meanings of the historical
reflections emerging around us. RA editors
who had lived the sixties wanted to be sure that
the radicalness was recovered, against the
relegation of the Sixties to youthful excess,
utopia without organization, or pre-marxist
naivete. Younger editors wanted a Sixties Issue
that would make sense to them, that was linked
to today’s political dynamics.

Rather than wait until the 1990s to remember
the sixties, we begin in this issue with a less am-
bitious project. We publish the first in a
series of ““Sixties sections’’ to be continued over
several issues. Here we are including some of
the short reminiscences solicited from readers,
associate editors and friends of RA by the
Board. The reminiscences of people of color,
women, gays and lesbians are sorely under-
represented. The response to our solicitations
points to the patterns of remembering we had
hoped to criticize not illustrate. What are the
sources of this pattern? What are the obstacles
to memory and to writing about memory? We
are reminded of a remark made by Susan Son-
tag in 1975 when the Vietnam war finally end-
ed, commenting on the sense of anticlimax and
disorientation that existed in this country, and
particularly within ‘‘the movement’’: ‘‘the
Vietnamese won,’’ she said, ‘‘but we didn’t.””
Looking toward future issues on the Sixties,
and in hope of exploring the process of
remembering, the Board invites RA readers to
submit their memories and memorabilia
(leaflets, diary entries, clippings, etc.) to write
us letters or articles to expand this process of
collective remembering.

The 60s meets the 80s in the AIDS activist
movement. We are publishing a speech by Vito
Russo along with three shorts to convey why
the Food and Drug Administration and the
health industry have become a target of ac-
tivists in the fight against AIDS.

Nira Yuval-Davis’ article ‘‘“Woman/Na-
tion/State: The Politics of National Reproduc-



tion in Israel’’ is timely. The results of the last
election in Israel, that threatened to expand the
authority of the ultra-Orthodox Jewish parties,
created an international furor among Jews as
the question of Who is a Jew? took center
stage. Yuval-Davis elaborates how the answers
to that question have been contested among
Jews since the French Revolution. With the
development of Zionism and the establishment
of the state of Israel, the boundaries of the
Jewish collectivity, the Jewish national collec-
tivity, and the Israeli collectivity have become
contradictory and subject to challenge from
within Israel and from world Jewry outside.
Because ‘‘the criteria for ‘membership’ for
Jews’’ in the Israeli national collectivity is
under debate and Palestinians represent 17 per-
cent of Israel’s population, whether Israel can
defend its boundaries as a Jewish collectivity re-
mains an open question. Demographic policies
and Jewish reproduction thus become central
concerns in Israel’s attempt to secure itself as a
““Jewish state.”’

Ironically, the need, on Israel’s part, to wage

—
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The Shape of the Future

Tomorrow is taking shape. The question is--What Shape?!

The key tool carving out our future is Technology. Are we con-
tent to create our future out of the past?

Having the best Technology is only half the battle. The de-
structive consequences of our present Technology and Agriculture
are results of it being based upon only ONE HALF of the truth.

At ENERGY UNLIMITED Research and Publications we are con-
structing machinery and developing methods for a new non-
destructive Technology and Agriculture. We are assembling the
form of the New Age Technology. That form happens to be the
unexplored motion form of the Vortex.

Why has Technology in the past used only one type of motion
and movement--the one which Nature uses only to decompose,
dissolve and radiate its creations?

What, in fact, is motion? Are there different types of motion?
Might there exist a form of motion yet unknown to Science?

The vortex is a gathering tool of Nature which shows how air
and water can be hamessed for awesome power in the tornado and
hurricane. It is known that a hurricane collects enough energy to
power the entire U.S. for about six months.

By using the centripetal (inward-spiraling) motion of the torna-
do many new propulsion systems are possible with power extrac-
tion from water and air WITHOUT heat input.

The litle known process of IMPLOSION (instead of Explosion)
could be our New Age fuel and power source.

By way of naturally occurring processes,
machine power can be generated and sub-
stances produced in great variety, which in
turn can stimulate growth--with no disas-
trous side effects or consequences!

We explore the basics of ‘‘VORTEXIAN
MECHANICS"'™, point out its phenomena
in Nature around us, and report on its appli-
cation in Technology, Agriculture and Meta-
physics in *‘CAUSES'’ Newsletter, P.O.
Box 3110-RA; Laredo, TX 78044.

$5.00 brings sample €Opy' and brochure.

a ‘‘demographic war’’ puts women on the front
line. At stake is women’s relationship to na-
tionalism. Yuval-Davis here concretely unravels
the interconnections between gender, race and
nationalism. Israel’s identification with the
West, where the ‘“‘modern woman’’ limits
reproduction conflicts with the national re-
quirement to increase the Jewish population.
Birth control is free to Palestinians within Israel
and not to Jews. Yuval-Davis suggests that
feminist analyses of the politics of reproduction
that concentrate on economic requirements
(sufficient labor power for the national
economy) are not sufficient. ‘A closer
analysis,’’ she suggests, “‘will often reveal that
the national/political rather than economic in-
terests lie behind the desire to have more
children, or rather more children of a specific
origin.”

In addition to illuminating the gendered
character of current Middle East politics,
Yuval-Davis enters a larger discussion of what
may be a worldwide crisis of reproduction that
Radical America hopes to follow.
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THE OFFICIAL STORY:
IMAGINING VIETNAM

Lynne Hanley

One of Anna Wulf’s many literary diversions, in Doris Lessing’s The Golden Notebook,
is parodying herself, her work and the culture business in general. (Remember, for example,
what The Blue Bird Series of Television One-Hour Plays wants to make of Anna’s first
novel, Frontiers of War.) Anna takes a certain sour pleasure in inventing counterfeits of
herself and watching them sell. In response to an editor of a literary journal who has been
plaguing Anna for years for ‘‘something of yours—at last’’ (TGN, 437), Anna Wulf invents
the journal of ‘‘a lady author of early-middle age, who [has] spent some years in an African
colony and [is] afflicted with sensibility’’ (TGN, 437). This lady author afflicted with sen-
sibility discovers ‘‘the essential tragedy of the colonial situation’’ (TGN, 438) in a story she
records and comments upon in her journal:

A young white farmer...notice[s] a young African girl of rare beauty and intelligence. He tries to in-
fluence her to educate herself, to raise herself, for her family are nothing but crude Reserve Natives.
But she misunderstands his motives and falls in love. Then, when he (oh, so gently) explains his real
interest in her, she turns virago and calls him ugly names. Taunts him. He, patient, bears it. But she
goes to the police and tells them he has tried to rape her. He suffers the social obloquy in silence. He
goes to prison accusing her only with his eyes, while she turns away in shame. It could be real, strong
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drama! It symbolizes...the superior spiritual status
of the white man trapped by history, dragged
down into the animal mud of Africa. So true, so
penetrating, so new (TGN, 439).
Though Anna thinks this is all a bit thick, the
editor accepts the journal entry enthusiastical-
ly, but, as Anna puts it, ‘‘my rare sensibility
overcame me at the last moment and I decided
to keep my privacy. Rupert sent me a note say-
ing that he so understood, some experiences
were too personal for print’’ (TGN, 439).
When I think about the impact of Vietnam
on literature, I think first of the soldiers’
stories. Like every war, Vietnam has been
remembered, and some of its memoirs, both in
fiction and in fact, offer powerful and precise
accounts of the experience of some of the
young American men who fought there (Going
After Cacciato, for example or Dispatches).
We have also had some fine coming home
novels (In Country, for example, and most
recently, Paco’s Story). And we will, no doubt,
if we don’t already, have some fine going back
novels. That I think, instinctively, of this body
of literature as the literature of Vietnam, is
perhaps a response as much to the films as to
the literature of Vietnam. The story of the
American soldier in Vietnam has proved to
have a vise-like grip on the imagination of
Hollywood and, like the Ancient Mariner,
Hollywood has to tell it again and again, and
never more often than in the last couple years:
Rambo, Gardens of Stone, Full Metal Jacket,
Missing in Action I, I, and Ill, Good Morning
Vietnam, the list goes on and on. What our
films and literature of Vietnam have operated
together to do in the twenty years since Tet, is
to lay down the line of the story of Vietnam,
and that line is, I think, essentially the
discovery of the tragedy of the colonial, or
perhaps more accurately the imperial, situation
in the tragedy of the white American man. With
the partial exception of The Killing Fields, vir-
tually all of our well-known representations of
Indochina in literature and in film ask us, first
and foremost, to pity the American soldier—to
share his guilt, to weigh his wounds, to forgive
his degradation, to understand his loyalties, to
admire his endurance, to appreciate his
betrayal, to recognize the ‘‘superior spiritual
status’’ of the American soldier ‘‘trapped by
history, dragged down into the animal mud’’ of

Vietnam. That the American soldier suffered
intolerably in Vietnam is beyond question. That
the character of the American soldier, indeed
the character of America itself was, as Larry
Heinemann puts it in an interview last January
with the San Francisco Chronicle, ‘‘squandered
in Vietnam’’ is equally beyond question.
“There was this sense of carte blanche,”
Heinemann says in the same interview. ‘““You
could do anything, stand naked in the street
and piss if you wanted; there was the broadest
possible permission. If you killed the wrong
person, that’s too bad. That was a body count.
So we got brutal and mean, and the evil of it
was, we really began to like it.”” What is not
beyond question, however, is the priority we
have given to American suffering and
American brutalization in a war which America
inflicted, for no good reason, on the entire
populations of three unoffending countries on
the other side of the world.

The impact of the widespread pressure to
‘“‘reheroicize’’ the Vietnam soldier was brought
home to me by an article in the February 22,
1988 Los Angeles Times by Bob Baker called
“Staying Behind Now Catches Up.”’ Baker
tracked down a number of men who refused,
evaded, or fled the Vietnam draft. Referred to
throughout the article as draft dodgers or draft
evaders, never as draft resisters, few of the men
interviewed express pride or conviction about
their decision not to fight in Vietnam, and none
offers as a reason for his decision an unwill-
ingness to kill Vietnamese. Most feel guilt,
many ascribe their action to cowardice, one
doubts his manhood: ‘“The feelings people like
me have are that maybe at a certain level I
wasn’t really a man because I never did what
the guy who went to Vietnam did.”” Asked
about his feeling towards the men who refused
to serve, a Vietnam veteran explicitly identifies
the Vietnam memorial and Platoon as the in-
itiators of a change of attitude among draft
resisters: ““They have—a feeling like they had
missed something...[E]ver since the memorial
and Platoon, a lot of people’s minds seem to
have changed. When people like that get to
know you and they know you served, they say:
‘Gee, maybe I should have done my part.” ”’
Another veteran, Arthur Egendorf, author of
Healing from the War, reads the slogan, ‘‘Hell




no! I won’t go,”” as an expression of
““negativism’’ and argues that those who acted
on it ‘“‘identified themselves by negativism.”’
“They are resigned to a sense of impotence,”’
he adds, ‘‘committed to the ideal of no com-
mitment.”” Though our literature of Vietnam
insists on the brutalization of the Ameérican
soldier in Vietnam, it insists even more per-
suasively that to refuse to undergo such
brutalization is morally bankrupt.

There was, during the Vietnam War, a com-
peting literary response, the trip to Hanoi, (for
which, by the way, Jane Fonda has yet to be
forgiven by many of the Vietnam veterans of
Holyoke, Massachusetts, who are mounting, a
campaign effort against her efforts to film part
of Union Street in their town. ‘“‘I’m not Fond’a
Hanoi Jane,’”’ the bumper stickers read in my
neighborhood). Like most of the novels and
films, this literature was documentary in in-
spiration, but the experience it sought to record
was not that of the American soldier but that of
the enemy. No doubt because of our preoc-
cupation with the tragedy of the American
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soldier, our celebrated films and novels of Viet-
nam still offer a shockingly thin version of the
Vietnamese, and a number of writers suspected,
even while the war was still going on, that our
failure to understand the first thing about the
Vietnamese, about their history or their culture
or their language or even their land, was very
close to the heart of our problems in that coun-
try. Many of these writers were women,
perhaps not surprisingly, since women had less
access to and, perhaps, less commitment to the
soldier’s story. Denise Levertov’s ‘‘Glimpses of
Vietnamese Life,”” Susan Sontag’s ‘“Trip to
Hanoi,”” Robin Morgan’s ‘‘Four Visions on
Vietnam,’’ Frances Fitzgerald’s ‘‘Fire in the
Lake” were all efforts, in various forms, to
create Vietnam as a culture in the American im-
agination, and to confer upon the enemy a
spiritual status at least equivalent, if not
superior, to that of the American soldier. That
the enterprise of representing the Vietnamese
and their culture as the real victims of the
tragedy of the war has all but dropped out of
our sense of what ‘“Vietnam’’ is all about is an
indication, I think, of the sentimentalization of
our imagination of the war in the twenty years
since Tet.

The soldier’s story, rooted as it is in a par-
ticular man’s experience of a particular war,
tends not only to sentimentalize, but also to
dehistoricize our apprehension of war. Vietnam
is not seen as one in a series of wars whose
repetitions reveal a pattern in our relations with
the peoples and cultures of the Third World. As
in Heart of Darkness, which has been the
paradigm for so many of our representations of
Vietnam, the clash of cultures and political in-
terests is mythologized and psychologized into
a kind of ‘‘ur” encounter of the white
American man with his own unsuspected
capacities for evil—Adam ‘‘surprised by
sin’’—a compelling story to be sure, but one
which fails to represent that evil as policy,
rendering it instead as an isolated and personal
encounter which occurs only under extreme
duress deep in the heart of the jungle. A more
recent version of this same story is currently
coming out of Israel, and represents the Israeli
soldier as surprised by sin in Gaza and the West
Bank, thus transforming an occupying army in-
to the victims of its own occupation.




Less myopic versions of our experience of
Vietnam seem to me to occur primarily in
literature we overlook in this context because
we assume, consciously or unconsciously, that
the soldier’s story is the story of Vietnam. The
fall of Saigon, for example, is the event around
which Joan Didion’s Democracy circles, but its
narrative is not about the American soldier
“trapped by history, dragged down’’ etc., etc.,
but about the American politicians, white
American men too, just about every one of
them, who devised and executed the policies
which put the American soldier in the mud.
Didion’s is not a tale of an innocent young man
surprised (and why, still, so surprised?) by his
capacity for violence and brutality and blinding
fear, but of ripened war mongers, grown
familiar and easy with their ways and means.
War is the profession of the American men
Didion depicts in Democracy and, by the end of
the novel, our hearts do not bleed for them.

An even more capacious exploration of war,
not just of the Vietnam War but of the wars
which have recurred with obsessive regularity
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throughout this century, occurs, I think, in the
fiction of Doris Lessing. Lessing is one of the
few novelists of the generation that spans
World War 1 to the present to fix her eyes on
the history of human violence in our time. Born
in 1919 of a World War I amputee and his
nurse, and coming of age with the outbreak of
World War II, Lessing recognized early that
hers was a generation and a culture steeped in
war. In her first series of novels, Children of
Violence, written mainly in the fifties, Lessing
defines the people she is writing about as ‘‘peo-
ple like myself,”’

people my age who are born out of wars and who
have lived through them, the framework of lives
in conflict. I think the title explains what I essen-
tially want to say. I want to explain what it is like
to be a human being in a century when you open
your eyes on war and on human beings disliking
each other (ASPV, 57).

One of Lessing’s crucial contributions here to
the literature of war is her intuitive expansion
of its terrain. War is not something a handful




of doomed young men trip over in the jungles
of an alien and inhospitable land, war is what
the sons and daughters of Europe and the
United States wake up to every day, it’s the mar-
row of our culture.

In Children of Violence, Lessing treats war as
a family legacy, it’s something Dad hands down
to son, Mom hands down to daughter. Focus-
sing, as the series does, on World War I and
World War II, conveniently precisely a genera-
tion apart, Lessing treats the battlefield and
home as different arenas of the same conflict.
Marxist historical determinism and Freudian
psychological determinism join hands to force
her generation to repeat the war of its parents.
Her generation is, in fact, a direct product of
war, and metaphors of violence and conflict
shape its understanding not just of the relations
between nations and races, but also of the rela-
tions between men and women, between
parents and children. Cold War, the War Bet-
ween the sexes, the War Between the Genera-
tions are merely the domestic names for the
mentality which erupts militarily under the
names of World War I, World War II, Korea,
Vietnam, Afghanistan, Nicaragua.

Vietnam, of course, fits very neatly into this
generational pattern of violence. Heating up
almost exactly twenty years after the end of
World War II—Iwo Jima plus twenty, we
might even say—Vietnam was fought on both
sides of the world largely by the sons and
daughters of the soldiers and nurses of World
War II, and what’s at the back of our minds, if
not on the tip of our tongues, when we say ‘“Tet
plus twenty,”” what makes this date reverberate
with a peculiar significance, is not just our
sense that it’s time for a retrospective, it’s also
our sense that it’s time for another war. Many
American writers on Vietnam share this sense
of the war as an inheritance, the legacy of the
World War II generation to its children. I heard
Chuck Norris, father of Missing in Action I, II
and /II, say on t.v. recently that John Wayne
was like a father to him. And in Going After
Cacciato, Paul Berlin goes to Vietnam largely
because his father can imagine no other possi-
ble response to *‘the call of duty.”’ Like the pro-
tagonists of The Deer Hunter, Paul Berlin is
groomed for war in his boyhood by par-
ticipating with his father in the war game called

hunting. This confusion of war with sport is, in
fact, a kind of trope of the imagination of the
American soldier in Vietnam, and in a country
in which we conduct football games, presiden-
tial elections, video games, foreign policy,
disarmament talks, children’s cartoons and sex-
ual relations in the same rhetoric of the prize
fight, we might consider whether the bellicosity
of our metaphors doesn’t have something to do
with our ever-readiness for war.

In part because she is a daughter of the
British, not a son of the American, empire,
Lessing does not present Vietnam as the war
which confirms a pattern of generational
violence. From the point of view of Europe,
Vietnam is not so special, Vietnam is merely
one more in a series of violent clashes along the
perimeters of the spheres of influence of the
Superpowers. Moreover, Lessing has come to
regard her view of war as a family affair as ex-
cessively deterministic, permitting no response

Ho Chi Minh
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but an enlightened cynicism. The quotation
from Lewis Carroll which Lessing puts at the
beginning of the second volume of Children of
Violence hints at her early recognition of the
dangers of even a wry and witty fatalism:
‘“ “You shouldn’t make jokes,” Alice said, ‘if it
makes you so unhappy’ *’ (APK, 1). In her re-
cent fiction, Lessing has taken a much more
global and impersonal view of Vietnam in par-
ticular, and of war in this century in general. In
Shikasta, the first volume of her Canopus in
Argos series, Lessing presents the history of the
earth from prehistory to the not so distant
future through the eyes of a vastly superior
species from another galaxy. This view robs
Vietnam of the special case status we
Americans tend to give it, and places it instead
inside a pattern of violence perpetuated, not by
Communists against the ‘“‘free world,”’ but by
the white races against the non-white races of
the world. Shikasta ends with the trial of the
white race for its life, for its crimes against
humanity. Vietnam is cited as an instance of
these crimes, but its inspiration is the same as
that which led white men to exterminate the In-
dians, enslave the blacks, establish apartheid in
Africa, practice genocide against the Jews, and
colonize and exploit non-white peoples around
the world—the unexamined assumption of the
white race of its own superiority. The trial ends,
however, not with an agreement to exterminate
the brutes—to apply Kurtz’s solution to the real
culprits—but with the citing of the case of the
treatment of untouchables in India. In this
case, the assumption of superiority is detached
from race, and revealed to be, in itself, the
motivating force behind aggression and ex-
ploitation, race being a central, but not the on-
ly, category within which it expresses itself.
Coming in, as the anti-war movement did,
on the back of the civil rights movement, and
coming in, as the feminist movement did, on
the backs of both, one thing all three
movements recognized they had in common
was a critique of the cultural hegemony of
white, male America, American spelled KKK,
and it may finally be this critique which has had
the most lasting impact, if not on the literature
about Vietnam, at least on literary studies in
America. Covering the meeting in San Fran-
cisco last December of The Modern Language

ﬂ
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Association, Joseph Berger of The Times
comes to the conclusion that the crucial issue
under debate in American academic literary
circles is, can we know what literature is
superior? Since twenty years ago, the superiori-
ty of literature by white men was assumed at the
M.L.A., and since, twenty years ago, an alter-
nate body of literature worth reading was not
even imagined at the M.L.A., this debate does
point to a certain erosion, in the twenty years
since Tet, of the white American male
academic’s assurance of his cultural
preeminence, a certain unhinging of his easy
confidence in the ‘‘superior spiritual status’’ of
his kind. But note with what bellicosity the idea
of an alternate, an alien body of literature is
entertained at the M.L.A. ‘“U.S. Literature:
Canon Under Seige,”’ Berger titles his article,
and who can fail to hear the echoes of Khe
Sanh, who can fail to see, particularly if they’ve
been reading a lot of Vietnam novels, the
beleaguered white man’s books—the best he’s
seen and thought and done—dragged down in-
to the animal mud of books by women and
African Americans and Indians and what have
you. Though drenched in a sentiment we owe in
part, I think, to our literary representations of
Vietnam, the sentiment that allows white
American men to perceive themselves as victims
of the tragedies their assumption of superiority
creates, the article does document an increasing
tolerance in academic circles for literature by
authors who are not white men. Remnants sur-
face of the conviction that the best that has
been seen, thought, and done by white men is
all we need to know, particularly remarks of
several prominent literary critics. Yet, the arti-
cle points out that those who mourn the loss of
“‘once-honored standards like grace of style,
vigor of prose and originality of expression’’
are under fire and losing ground. We are no
longer quite so convinced that the white man’s
literature is the only one we need to know, or
that it does indeed embody the best that has
been seen and thought and done. In fact, as
Berger points out, a good deal of work is cur-
rently being done on how literary reputations
are constructed, on how networks of white men
in criticism, academics, and publishing engineer
the canonization of writers of their circle.
Though the M.L.A. seems prepared to make




a little room for a number of literatures it once
dismissed as ‘‘popular,”” though the M.L.A.
seems prepared, even, to allow that ‘‘the New
England spinster[’s] struggl[e] to ‘grow old with
dignity’ ** is as much a paradigm of courage as
the matador’s performance in the bull ring, the
M.L.A. showed no inclination to launch a
serious critique of the canon as enshrining the
cultural values of a race and a sex with a for-
midable history of violence. Its intention is to
assimilate other literatures and other cultures,
not to transform its own. The premise of the
trip to Hanoi literature was not just that we
need to be familiar with other cultures, it was
also that we need to discover in other cultures
less pugnacious ways of structuring our feel-
ings, of structuring our whole apprehension of
life. Choosing between Virginia Woolf and

Pearl Buck, a professor of literature at the
University of Pennsylvania said at the M.L.A.,
is ‘“‘no different from choosing between a
hoagie and a pizza,’’ suggesting the choice is
merely a matter of taste and one taste is as good
as another. While this position does not open
up the canon, it also discourages reflection on
the relation between literary choices and
military history, on the relation between, for
example, what we know as our literature of
Vietnam and our behavior as a nation and a
culture in the Third World since World War I1.

Lynne Hanley teaches literature and short story
writing at Hampshire College. Two earlier
articles on twentieth century women writers on
war appeared in the Massachusetts Review.
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Time called him the Messenger of Love. Marvin Gaye during the early Motown days. (Michael Ochs Archives
photo). Bus burning near Anniston, Alabama, during the first Freedom Rides.




THE IMPACT OF THE
CIVIL RIGHTS MOVE-
MENT ON POPULAR
MUSIC

Reebee Garofaio

When political activists think about the music of the Civil Rights Movement, they are like-
ly to focus on union songs and spirituals like ‘“Which Side Are You On,’’ ““This Little Light
of Mine,”” ““Keep You Eyes on the Prize,’” ““This Land is Your Land,’’ “‘Down by the River-
side,”” and, of course, ‘““We Shall Overcome.”’ These were the songs that raised con-
sciousness, energized activism, and provided moments of celebration within the struggle. In
the words of Bernice Reagon, these were the *‘songs that moved the movement.’’' With their
roots in the culture of the Black church, the locus for most civil rights organizing, these
songs were critical to participants in the movement. To the nation-at-large, however, the
music often served as little more than the background for terrifying newscasts of racial
violence. Interestingly, as the Civil Rights Movement exploded on the national scene, its im-
pact on the national consciousness was more clearly reflected in popular music. As always,
this was the music that moved the mass audience.

As any social movement attains national recognition, popular music can be used as an im-
portant socio-political indicator of that struggle. In the case of civil rights, the trajectory of
the entire movement can be traced through an analysis of trends in popular music from
1954-1973. Such analyses are often limited to a consideration of changes in lyric content.

_“

An earlier version of this paper was presented at the Annual Meeting of the Popular Culture Association, Mon-
l treal, Canada. March 28, 1987 15
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While there is no question that these changes
are, at times, powerful, it is also important to
note that changes in musical form, tone, in-
strumentation, production style, and personnel
can be more telling. One pattern related to the
Civil Rights Movement is that innovation in
these latter areas generally preceded changes in
lyric content.

Civil rights activity heated up in the 1950s
when a new activist Black clergy, with Martin
Luther King at its forefront, began to form
political alliances with secular organizations
like the NAACP, CORE, and, later, SNCC.
““While this spiritual-secular coalition was form-
ing in the political sector,’” states music jour-
nalist Nelson George, ‘“‘the music world was
witnessing the breaking of a longstanding
taboo, as gospel began to fuse with rhythm &
blues.’*? Prior to this time, gospel singers simp-
ly did not perform ‘“‘the devil’s music,”” and
vice versa. But as the faithful began to take
their struggle to the streets, the musical in-
fluences of gospel—the prominent use of
keyboards, soaring vocals, background
choruses, and the call-and-response style—were
quickly appropriated by the secular world of
rhythm & blues and brought to the attention of
a mass public.

Prefigured in the 1953 releases of ‘‘Shake a
Hand’’ by Faye Adams and “‘Crying in the
Chapel’’ by Sonny Til and the Orioles (covered
by June Valli for RCA), the fruits of this trend
could be seen in the vocal stylings of Clyde
McPhatter and Jackie Wilson, both of whom
began their careers as lead vocalists for the
gospel-tinged Dominoes, and in the spectacular
pop career of Sam Cooke, who was already at
the top of the gospel heap as the lead singer for
the Soul Stirrers. But nowhere was the marriage
of gospel and r&b more apparent that in the
early recordings of Ray Charles (‘‘Hallelujah, I
Love Her So,”” ““What’d I Say’’). By 1954, all
the elements of the fusion were already present
in one of the most influential, if not most suc-
cessful, releases. The impact of ‘I Got a
Woman’’ is remembered by music historians as
nothing short of apocalyptic. ‘““The very
stratagem of adapting a traditional gospel song,
putting secular lyrics to it, and then delivering it
with all the attendant fanfare of a Pentecostal
service was, simply, staggering,’”’ writes music
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historian Peter Guaralnick; ‘it was like a blind-
ing flash of light in which the millenium, all of
a sudden and unannounced, had arrived.’’® In
popular music as in civil rights, the Black
church was now becoming a force to be reckoned
with in the material world.

The explosion of civil rights as a national
issue was anticipated by a number of regional
struggles that also had parallels in popular
music. When Rosa Parks moved up to the front
of the bus in 1955, Black artists like Fats
Domino (‘‘Ain’t That a Shame,”” “I’m in Love
Again,”” “‘Blueberry Hill’’), Little Richard
(““Tutti Frutti,”” ““Long Tall Sally,”” ““Good
Golly, Miss Molly’’), and Chuck Berry (‘‘Rock
& Roll Music,”” “‘Sweet Little Sixteen,”
““Johnny B. Goode’’) were just beginning to
cross over into the pop market as heroes of rock
’n’ roll. Increasingly, regional civil rights strug-
gles based mainly in the deep South came to
national attention, just as much of early rock
’n’ roll was based on regional r&b styles from
the deep South that found a national audience.
The rebellious tone of this music mirrored the
growing demand for political change in the
Black community. As early as 1956, the cor-

fl ﬁh‘f‘l‘kﬂl

Sam Cooke and the Soul Stirrers, mid-1950s, from Rock Archives.




responding cultural changes were already ap-
parent in popular music. ‘‘It was not only the
slicker, more pop-oriented singers like Clyde
McPhatter and Otis Williams who hit in the
pop market,” reported Billboard, ‘‘but also
those working in the traditional style like
Shirley and Lee, Little Richard, and Fats
Domino. Their impact, in fact, has virtually
changed the conception of what a pop record
18iite

With the advent of rock ’n’ roll, the form
and style of popular music changed dramatical-
ly and irrevocably. But these changes were not
yet accompanied by analogous changes in lyric
content. Brown may have rocked the Board of
Education in 1954, but Chuck Berry’s depiction
of ““School Days”’ in 1957 did not describe the
educational experience in Little Rock, Arkan-
sas that same year. Berry was a true storyteller
in the folkloric sense of the term, but he was
also a man for his time. As he recently told his
audience, *‘I said: ‘Why can’t I do as Pat
Boone does and play good music for the white
people and sell as well there as I could in the
neighborhood?’ And that’s what I shot for

Students sit-in at a lunch counter, Greensboro, N.C. 1960. UPI photo
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writing ‘School Days’. *** The strategy of the
early Civil Rights Movement was integrationist
and it was in this historical context that Berry
pursued his career. While he never disowned his
Blackness, his goal was full acceptance in the
white mainstream. In keeping his eyes on that
prize, Berry’s intent was not significantly dif-
ferent than that of the other Black rock ’'n’
rollers who crossed over. He just did it better.
Interestingly, the down side of the Black educa-
tional experience was more nearly captured—
albeit somewhat tongue-in-cheek—in the
Coasters’ “‘Charlie Brown’’ (1959), written by
the white songwriting team of Jerry Lieber and
Mike Stoller. Neither popular music nor the
Civil Rights Movement were without their con-
tradictions. In its integrationist phase, the
movement tended to play down real differences
in favor of the slogan ‘‘Black and white
together.” Issues like white skin privilege on the
one hand and self-determination on the other
were not yet prominent on the political agenda.
If the movement itself avoided confronting
pressing issues at the time, it should come as no
surprise that civil rights themes were nowhere
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to be found in the lyric content of popular
music. In this period, the movement exerted its
influence on music in other ways.

Following a period of repression of both civil
rights activity and rock ’'n’ roll in the late 50s,
bland, white vocalists like Fabian, Frankie
Avalon and Bobby Rydell gradually took over
the pop charts. However, as civil rights activity
gathered momentum once again in the early
’60s with sit-ins, freedom rides, the 1963 March
on Washington, and the Mississippi Summer
Project in 1964, a new phenomenon appeared
in popular music—the “‘girl groups.” Black
female vocal groups such as the Shirelles (‘“Will
You Love Me Tomorrow’’), the Crystals
(‘““‘He’s a Rebel’’), the Chiffons (‘‘He’s So
Fine’’), and the Ronnettes (‘‘Be My Baby’’)
provided a polar opposite to the white males on
the charts. Corresponding to the increase in
civil rights activism, there were more Black
women—indeed, with the continued success of
artists like Sam Cooke and Ray Charles, more
Black artists of both genders—on the pop
charts in the early '60s than at any point in our
history. In 1962, 42 percent of the best selling
singles of the year were by Black artists. Their

music was a refreshing change of pace (and
race) in the pop market.

It was also during this period that we saw the
formation of the most significant Black-owned
record label ever—Motown, until recently the
centerpiece of the largest Black-owned corpora-
tion in the United States. There can be no doubt
that the growing civil rights movement provided
a climate that encouraged the development of
such an enterprise. Barry Gordy, the founder of
Motown, was a brilliant producer able to incor-
porate white audience tastes without abandon-
ing a Black sound. In the process he created a
formula that was the perfect metaphor for the
early Civil Rights Movement—upbeat Black
pop, acceptable to a white audience, that was
irresistably danceable, but not threatening to
anyone in tone or content. Dozens of early
Motown releases such as the Marvellettes’
““Please, Mr. Postman’ (1961), ‘“‘Dancing in
the Streets’” by Martha and the Vandellas
(1963), the Supremes’ ‘‘Where Did Our
Love Go?’ (1964), or “My Girl”’ by the
Temptations (1965), could serve as examples.

While the influence of the early Civil Rights
Movement clearly extended to the music
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business, the major pop styles still showed vir-
tually no change in lyric content. During this
period, civil rights texts were performed mainly
in the folk idiom and, to a lesser extent, in jazz.
At the time, these musics experienced some
brief successes in the pop market. In folk
music, whether one looked at old timers like
Pete Seeger or newcomers like Joan Baez, the
best-known performers who addressed civil
rights themes in their music were white. This
phenomenon probably had more to do with the
process of becoming famous in this country
than who was performing civil rights-related
material, but in the context of the early Civil
Rights Movement, this was not identified as a
major contradiction. The newcomer who
became the most famous of all the folkies was,
of course, the enigmatic Bob Dylan. With selec-
tions like ““Oxford Town’’ (1962) and “The
Lonesome Death of Hattie Carroll’’ (1963),
Dylan was early on proclaimed a ‘leader’”’ of
the Civil Rights Movement. He performed his
“Only a Pawn in Their Game,’’ a song about
the murder of civil rights leader Medgar Evers,
at the 1963 March on Washington. That same
year, the more commercial Peter, Paul, and
Mary scored a top ten pop hit with Dylan’s
“Blowin’ in the Wind.”

Soon a number of Black folk artists like the
classically-trained Odetta, the unorthodox
Richie Havens, and the gospel-influenced
Staple Singers also gained prominence as voices
of the Civil Rights Movement. As more Black
performers achieved recognition, the style of
civil-rights related music moved closer to.pop
production. The Staple Singers, for example,
performed ‘‘We Shall Overcome’’ with electric
guitar and drums. Of critical importance in
linking ““folk consciousness’’ with pop appeal
was the often underappreciated Curtis
Mayfield. Like fellow Chicagoan Sam Cooke
before him, Mayfield left the gospel choir for
the secular world of popular music, there to
become, in the words of Nelson George,
“‘Black music’s most unflagging civil rights
champion.’’® With his pop/gospel trio, the Im-
pressions, Mayfield utilized full studio produc-
tion to achieve major pop successes with a
series of ‘‘sermon’’ songs like ‘“Keep on
Pushing’’ and ‘““Amen’’ in 1964, and ‘‘People
Get Ready”’ in 1965. In 1964, Sam Cooke, in-

spired by Dylan’s ‘“‘Blowin’ in the Wind,”’ ten-
tatively attempted a similar fusion with “A
Change is Gonna Come.”’ By the time the
record was released as a single, though, Cooke
had already been shot to death. When his friend
Malcolm X was assassinated two months later
on February 21, 1965, ‘“A Change is Gonna
Come’’ was a pop hit. It stands as Cooke’s
monument to civil rights.

For the Civil Rights Movement, 1965 was a
pivotal year. Activists marched in Alabama
from Selma to Montgomery. The Voting Rights
Act was passed. Rioting broke out in Watts,
ushering in an era of urban unrest. And, Stoke-
ly Carmichael coined the term ‘“Black Power.”’
In the jazz arena, Nina Simone captured the
tenor of the times, in context and in tone, as her
1965 recording of ‘‘Mississippi Goddam’’ an-
ticipated the militance that was about to erupt
(just as her ‘“‘Backlash Blues’ would anticipate
the reaction). This transformation was also
reflected in Black popular music, but, again,
changes in form, tone, and production style
preceded changes in lyric content.

As the liberal Civil Rights Movement gave
way to the more radical demand for Black
power, Motown’s hegemony over Black pop
was successfully challenged by a resurgence of
closer-to-the-roots, hard driving rhythm &
blues from the Memphis-Muscle Shoals region
of the deep South. Chiefly responsible for this
popularization of Southern soul, as this music
was called, was a short-lived but highly suc-
cessful collaboration between Atlantic Records
and a number of Southern studios, most
notably Stax in Memphis and Fame in Muscle
Shoals. From 1965 on, artists like Otis Redding
(“‘I’ve Been Loving You Too Long’’), Wilson
Pickett (‘‘Land of 1000 Dances’’), Sam and
Dave (‘‘Soul Man’’), Arthur Conley (‘‘Sweet
Soul Music’’), and Percy Sledge (‘“When a Man
Loves a Woman’') were prominent among the
new chart toppers. Echoing the spirit of the
emerging new militance, their recordings were
raw, basic, and almost angry in tone, as com-
pared to the cleaner, brighter Motown sound.

Striking differences between Motown and
Southern soul can be seen in a comparison of
Motown and its chief competitor, Stax. Both
founded in 1960, Motown was as secretive and
tightly controlled as Stax was open and
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Martha and the Vandellas, from Rock Archives.
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Aretha Franklin, 1968. David Gahr photo.

disorganized. Stax was originally a white-
owned company; its creative functions were as
likely to be handled by whites as by Blacks, and
the ‘““Memphis sound’’ which they spawned was
almost invariably the product of cross-racial
teamwork. Initially the credits on all Stax record-
ings read simply: ‘‘produced by the Stax staff.”
Motown was not only Black-owned, but vir-
tually all of its creative personnel—artists,
writers, producers, and session musi-
cians—were all Black as well. It was clearly a
haven for Black talent. Paradoxically, Motown
is remembered as being ‘‘totally committed to
reaching white audiences,” while Stax recor-
dings, by contrast, were ‘‘consistently aimed at
r&b fans first, the pop market second.”’ In
context of Black pride, Motown’s lavish use of
multi-track studio production to achieve a more
“pop’’ sound seemed somehow out of synch
with the search for African roots. ‘““Motown
does a lot of overdubbing,”’ commented Stax
artist Otis Redding just before his death in
1967. ‘‘At Stax...[w]e cut together, horns,
rhythms, and vocal....Until last year, we didn’t
even have a four-track tape recorder. You can’t
overdub on a one-track machine.”’® In many
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ways, it was the very simplicity and straightfor-
wardness of Southern soul production which
gave the music its claim on authenticity. When
this music crossed over into the pop market, it
wasn’t because the music had changed, it was
because Black pride had briefly created a
climate wherein unrefined rhythm & blues
could find mainstream acceptance on its own
terms.

With Southern soul in its ascendancy, unen-
cumbered production was soon joined by social
consciousness in Black popular music. In
January, 1967, Aretha Franklin was signed to
Atlantic Records, and after one legendary ses-
sion in Muscle Shoals, she found her sound.
Later that spring, she cut a version of what had
been Otis Redding’s signature tune. ‘‘Respect”
was instantly ‘‘transformed from a demand for
conjugal rights into a soaring cry of freedom.””
Shortly thereafter Aretha was crowned “Lady
Soul.”” The vocal and emotional range of her
early Atlantic releases (‘‘Baby, I Love You,”
«Natural Woman,”’” “‘Chain of Fools,” and
“Think,”’ to name a few) uniquely expressed all
the passion and forcefulness of the era. Fitting-
ly, the summer of 1967 was dubbed by Ebony
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as “‘the summer of ’Retha, Rap [Brown], and
revolt.”’!®

When James Brown had his first Top Ten hit
with ““Papa’s Got a Brand New Bag’’ in 1965,
he billed himself, with some justification, as
““the hardest working man in show business.”’
By 1968, he was ‘‘Soul Brother #1.”’ His string
of uncompromising Top Ten hits (‘I Got
You,”” “Cold Sweat,”” “‘I Got the Feelin’ ’’)
made fewer concessions to mainstream sen-
sibilities than any other music in the pop
market. During this period, according to critic
Robert Palmer, ‘“‘Brown and his musicians and
arrangers began to treat every instrument and
voice in the group as if each were a drum,””"!
The connection to African roots and Black
pride was made explicit as his 1968 hit single,
““Say It Loud—I’m Black and I'm Proud,”’
became an anthem in the struggle for Black
liberation,

By 1968, socially conscious texts were com-
mon in popular music, as artists of all styles got
on board the civil rights train. However, the
assassination of Martin Luther King on April 4,
1968 left a clear void in the leadership of the
movement. ‘““The civil rights struggle was not
dead, but its energy was increasingly
scattered,’” writes Nelson George. ‘“The Black
Panthers embraced communism. Ron
Karenga’s U.S. organization advocated an
Afrocentric cultural nationalism....Black
Power came to mean whatever its user needed it
to....The assimilationists pressed on....”"'* This
fragmentation was evident in the range of
themes which found their way into popular
songs. Releases such as Dion’s “‘Abraham,
Martin and John"’ (1968), the Rascals’ “‘People
Got to be Free’” (1968), and ‘‘Everyday
People’’ by Sly and the Family Stone (1969)
were reminiscent of the more moderate themes
of the early Civil Rights Movement. Curtis
Mayfield continued his run of socially con-
scious hits with ‘“We’re a Winner’’ in 1968, and
“Choice of Colors” in 1969. Even Elvis
Presley’s ‘‘In the Ghetto’’ (1969), a rather
unlikely entry, went to #3 on the pop charts.
Recalling the heyday of the Black Panthers,
John Lennon’s exhortation ‘‘Power to the Peo-
ple’’ (1971) provided another upbeat anthem.
Bob Dylan’s tribute to the memory of slain

Black leader ““George Jackson’’ (1971) remind-

Otis Redding, 1968. Jim Marshall photo.

ed us that the more radical elements in the
struggle for Black liberation had already been
neutralized. The confusion and disillusionment
of the period were evident in Marvin Gaye’s
“What’s Goin” On?"’ and “‘Inner City Blues,”’
both of 1971. On a more positive note, Aretha
Franklin’s recording of Nina Simone’s
“Young, Gifted, and Black’ that same year
captured the spirit of a community that
weathered a storm of urban violence. Her stir-
ring celebration of Black pride provided the
musical capstone for a decade of civil rights
struggle.

As radicalism in the Black community was
systematically repressed, there was a correspond-
ing decline in the popularity of the more mili-
tant sounding rhythm and blues from the deep
South. By the early 1970s, Stax had begun its
descent into bankruptcy, the other pioneers of
the Memphis-Muscle Shoals axis were no longer
producing rhythm & blues, and even Atlantic
had changed direction to focus on its British
rock acts. Atlantic’s Jerry Wexler commented
that radio stations didn’t want to ‘‘burden’’
their listeners ‘‘with the sound of breaking glass
in Watts or the sirens coming from Detroit,
which is what r&b music meant at the time...so
they took most of it off the radio.”’'* Reflect-
ing the “‘quieter’” mood of the early 1970s, the
Black popular music which came to the fore
was the ‘‘soft soul’’ sound pioneered by the
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Philadelphia-based writer-producer team of
Kenny Gamble and Len Huff, and producer-
arranger Thom Bell. Joining forces with Sigma
Sound Studios in Philadelphia, they developed
the style in the late 1960s, working with artists
like Jerry Butler and the Intruders. The
Delfonics’ classic 1968 hit, ‘““La La Means I
Love You,”” was a harbinger of sounds to
come. But the Philadelphia enterprise didn’t hit
its stride until 1971, with the formation of
Philadelphia International Records (PIR) and a
distribution deal with CBS. Employing lush or-
chestral arrangements over a polite rhythmic
pulse with groups like Harold Melvin and the
Blue Notes (‘‘If You Don’t Know Me By
Now’’), the O’Jays (‘‘Back Stabbers,”” ““Love
Train’’), the Stylistics (““You Make Me Feel
Brand New’’), and the Spinners (‘‘Could It Be
I’'m Falling in Love’’), the Philadelphia pro-
ducers set the standard in Black pop for the
next few years. Other artists like the Chicago-
based Chi-Lites (‘‘Oh Girl’") and the ever-
changing Isley Brothers (‘““That Lady’’) soon
followed suit. Even Southern soul yielded the
velvety smooth Al Green (‘“‘Let’s Stay
Together,” “‘I’m Still in Love With You”’).

Even with the movement in disarray, civil
rights themes had not yet disappeared com-
pletely from popular music, but they were on
the decline. In 1971, the Chi-Lites had a pop hit
with “Give More Power to the People’’ and
War scored with “The World is a Ghetto’” in
1972. But after 1972, only Stevie Wonder’s
“Living for the City’’ (1973) was noticeable in
the pop market. More to the point, the softer
production style of the ascending Philadelphia
sound clearly signalled the end of an era of tur-
moil, ferment and rebellion. Interestingly, in
1972, an all time high of 44 percent of the best
selling singles of the year were by artists of col-
or.

Curtis Mayfield offered the following sum-
mation of the previous decade:

You know, to talk about the '60s almost brings
tears to my eyes. What we did. What we all did.
We changed the world—me, us, Smokey Robin-
son, Jerry Butler, the Temptations, Aretha, Otis,
Gladys Knight, James Brown. We really did. Bar-
riers broke down for us. And for all black musi-
cians afterwards. I mean, to have lived through
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that, and to have been a part of that, is more than
anyone can ask.'*

The battles of the *60s were hard fought, but in
popular music as elsewhere, they were not
without their victories.
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LOOKING

BACK
AT

THE
SIXTIES

Newsweek remembered the
sixties by wondering, “will we
ever get over them?” Television
gave us a chance to remember
the sixties through the eyes of
yuppie “thirtysomethings” and
their problems with divorce, ro-
mance, and child custody. Mean-
while, Hollywood blessed us
with, in some cases anti-war, but
for the most part more shoot-
‘em-up versions of the white
American soldier’s ordeal in Vietnam. And cor-
porate publishers asked the movement’s “lead-
ers” to reflect on the time, some of whom, like
Tom Hayden, for example, felt the sixties rep-
resented the moment when they came tragi-
cally close to losing faith in the American
political system.

As the mainstream media rallied its re-
sources to write the history of the sixties, we at
Radical America began to think about the pol-
itics of remembering. How do we reflect on that
pivotal moment in US history? What are the
epiphanies, snapshots, and glimpses we would
offer as our memory of the time? How does our
experience of that time shape our current po-
litical work?

With these questions in mind, we asked a
wide range of activists, intellectuals, and other
assorted RA readers to think back on their
participation in that decade. We came up with
the compilation of reflections that follows.

Dhoto, Skip Heine

They by no means make up a coherent retro-
spective. In fact, the gaps are striking, and
caused us some dismay. Despite our best ef-
forts, mostly white men responded to our solic-
itation; this collection includes only four
women, one of them Black. We considered not
running such an unbalanced selection of re-
membrances. But we finally decided to go with
it, partly because the pieces we got were pro-
vocative and valuable to our readership, and
partly because there is a lesson even in this
skewed presentation of that period. Who is it
who feels connected enough to the period to
be able to reflect on it? Who looks back on the
time and sees themselves in the center of i,
empowered by it? The process of remembering
has left us with these questions. We encourage
feedback on this series and any new recollec-
tions you have to offer as we continue this
series over the next few issues.
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The Sixties and Popular Memory

Jon Wiener

“Will We Ever Get Over The '60s?” Newsweek asked
in a recent cover story. The implication, of course, is that
getting over the sixties is something we ought to do; the
sixties are a hang-up, a drag, an era that would be better
forgotten. The editors were thinking about Dan Quayle,
who had just been nominated as Republican vice-presi-
dential candidate, “the first member of the Big Chill
generation nominated for national office.” Quayle a
sixties person? He spent the sixties going to fraternity
parties and playing golf. At least he didn’t burn his draft
card, George Bush said. Instead he called on his influ-
ential family to help him avoid fighting in a war he
supported.

What were “the sixties”? The opposing sides from
that decade continue to struggle today to define what
happened, to shape popular memory. The right has
been especially obsessed with attacking the meaning of
the sixties. The Newsweek cover story indicates how
corporate publishing is working on popular memory.
The sixties were an era of assassinations (photos of a
grieving Jackie Kennedy—but not a grieving Coretta
Scott King); an era of rioting (photos of cops bashing kids
in Chicago outside the '68 Democratic National Conven-
tion); an era of war (photos of injured American troops
in Vietnam); an era when young people turned to drugs
and sex (photo of grubby hippies naked in lake), when
blacks turned to violence (photos of Black Panthers with
guns).

The magazine laid out the effects of the sixties: “all
presidents since Lyndon Johnson have been hampered
in the conduct of U.S. foreign policy by the legacy of
Vietnam.” Let’s put it differently: American imperialism
was crippled by the anti-war movement, which made
“No More Vietnams!” a rule that policymakers dare not
violate.
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Another lesson of the sixties, according to Newsweek,
“infinitely damaging to our political system,” is that “po-
litical leaders cannot be trusted.” Let’s put that differ-
ently: the movements of the sixties gave criticism of
injustice and oppression a new legitimacy and gave
democracy a popularforce it had not had for the previous

two decades.

What were the sixties? We need to challenge the
rewriting of our history which has been going on since
the decade ended. We need to reassert that the sixties
constituted an explosion of democracy, a popular chal-
lenge to established authority in the state, the university,
and the family, a renewal that, in its sweep and intensity,
ranks beside the era of Andrew Jackson and the New

Deal.

We need to examine again the political problems the
New Left faced: how to maintain a position that is
independent and critical of undemocratic governments

like Hanoi’s, while fighting to end America’s imperialist
interventions; how to balance militant tactics with an
appeal to the undecided, how to turn outrage into organ-
izing; how to understand what student radicals can ac-

complish in the absence of an organized adult left.

We need to know more about the spread of participa-
tory democracy beyond SDS, through the rest of the New
Left, into the counterculture, to draft resistance groups,
health clinics, law communes, free schools, feminist
groups, underground newspapers, drug crisis centers,
food co-ops: all tried their hand at participatory democ-
racy. As Todd Gitlin writes in his book, The Sixties,
“anthropologists declared theirindependence of the CIA,
city planners consulted for community organizations,
priests and nuns married, soldiers confronted officers,
reporters confronted editors, patients confronted doc-
tors, wives confronted husbands, children confronted
parents.” This broad process of democratization, this
assertion of rights, this challenge to injustice and oppres-
sion, constitutes the real history of that decade. No

wonder Newsweekhopes we will get over it.

Jon Wiener teaches history at the University of California, Irvine,

and is a contributing editor to The Nation.

Civil disobedience sponsored by National Mo-

bilization, October 21, 1967; photo Maury En-

glander

From Steal This Book, Abbie Hoffman, 1971
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Looking Forward to Looking Backward
Paul Buhle

Tracy Chapman comes onto my cassette
player these days, as I'm taking a 6:30 am run,
and she sounds pretty damned good. What I
like best is that she has the politics without
toting anyone else’s agenda. She is spreading
the word, and to a new generation: it’s time to
get on the move again.

Ten years ago, I found it almost impossible
to get people to write about the 1960s. Admit-
tedly, I was only handing out space in a mar-
ginal left cultural magazine. Still, the feeling I
came away with was that people who could
write well on justabout any other subject found
a coming-to-grips with their own experience
psychologically very painful, and conceptually
almost impossible. Suddenly, at the end of
Reagan’s reign, you can hardly look over a Fall
booklist without running into another sixties
study.

There’s one great problem I see in nearly all
these books, a problem magnified by the dis-
cussion of them in the mainstream and liberal
press. The founders of the Movement are por-
trayed as Nice Boys and Nice Girls who started
out with great ideals, somewhere (but not too
far) from Kennedyesque rhetoric. They raised
up hopes for the nation. Then their movements
were seized, taken over, by drug-taking Mao-
ist-terrorist totalitarian-symps who alienated
the American masses and brought on Nixon
and finally Reagan.

I'm caricaturing, of course. But I have the
definite feeling that the 1960s is being remem-
bered as the betrayal of the Brightest and the

N

Best by the common herd, and by herd in-
stincts (that seems to be Jane Fonda’s snivelling
excuse) gone mad. I don’t remember it that
way.

Here’s my snapshot of the Movement's pre-
origins. In the middle (it's only my picture,
remember) is me and my friends. The Civil
Rights movement barely touched down in my
hometown; it was great, but quickly gone,
leaving behind essentially intact the same racist
structures and attitudes. The Ban the Bomb
movement was almost underground. Fair Play
for Cuba was a newspaper advertisement. The
Young Democrats were said to be active (se-
cret socialists, burrowing from within the sys-
tem) but you didn’t see much of them.

I had the feeling I was born too late—for the
Beat Generation, that had come and gone a
few years earlier, leaving behind a trail of po-
etry books and a mini-bohemia. My initiator
was a 21 year old lesbian who had lived, for a
summer, in Greenwich Village. Around her
ranged concentric circles of folk song fans (in-
cluding a few musicians), blue-collar back-
ground kids who went to college by day and
drank hard at night, gays, and the only drug-
takers I'd ever met personally. We were, to put
it mildly, cynical. And self-destructive (I woke
up one morning with a blurry head and a
near-bursting appendix; there were also at-
tempted suicides, but more cases of suicide-
on-the-installment-plan).

Just exactly a quarter century ago, as I write
this, some of us had moved our scene to San
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Francisco where we got, at least, a sense of
cultural solace. I heard about the socialist
movement for the first time. I also chewed
Heavenly Blue morning glory seeds—which
then had a legal, mild, assimilable hallucino-
gen—listened to Leadbelly records and expe-
rienced revolutionary fantasies. When two
years later back in the midwest the forces of
resistance had started to gather, I found what
I'd been waiting for however unconsciously.
That's what snapped me out of cynicism at last.

When things began to move fast politically
and culturally, I brought along into my activi-
tiesand judgments everything I'd been through
in the post-Beat, bohemian, experimenting un-
derground. Maybe I understood the despera-
tion of the times better than the clean-cut kids
of the Port Huron convention. Maybe I didn't.

But at least I had a sense of how much hurt,
how much wasted time and wasted life go into
the passion of a mass movement arising.

As we look at the scene today—ecological
collapse amid a torrent of urban-suburban ug-
liness, to say nothing of the monstrous
schemes of imperialism, the homeless, etc.—
we can't avoid a sense of how desperate, ironic
and utopian by turns, any new movement has
got to be.

I trust that movement will establish its own
dialogue with the experiences of the 1960s,
based upon a re-evaluation of everythingfrom
acid (and Cock) Rock to draft resistance and
campus occupations. That re-evaluation has
only begun.

Tracy, I'm listening.

Paul Buhle was a founding editor of Radical America.
His latest book is CLR James: The Artist as Revolutionary.

photo, Klaus Lebnartz
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Kilroy’s Still Here
Pat O’Connor

For those of us who are old enough this has
been a year of remembering the sixties. My
days didn't feel like history then. But today,
twenty years later, sitting on a sunny bench in
a Lowell riverpark, a bench on which an anon-
ymous veteran has recently scrawled, “I got
fucked in Vietnam screw your ass,” they do.
This angry trooper and I share not only a park
bench on which to scribble our thoughts but
also a violated youth, a coming of age we may
never completely sort out. For himas well as
for myself, it's a remembering that needs to be
done.

Twenty years ago I was living in Okinawa,
an island seventeen miles long and three miles
wide which housed 26 separate military facili-
ties and was the back porch to Vietnam. I was
employed as a civilian schoolteacher, My stu-
dents were Air Force kids. Yet, when I think
back to those days, it's not the normalcy of kids
but the parallel realities of B-52 bombers and
the Camp Kue Army Hospital I see.

My volunteered “donut dolly” weekends at
the hospital put me into the war in a way I had
never expected. My job involved meeting
newly arrived wounded from "Nam and it still
comes back in a kind of emotional surrealism.
For example, my first weekend, I'm standing
alone in a corridor near a set of double doors
which burst open. Two bathrobed troopers
screaming obscenities roll at my feet. One man
is trying to kill the other. I know there were
others there but I recall myself in this event as
shocked, scared and alone.

Perhaps this is what Henry was feeling. Day
after day he lay in his clean white bed without
a word and stared at a spot on the wall. He had
no legs. He came from small town rural pov-
erty. He was nineteen. One day I offered to
share half of a Mounds Bar with him and he
accepted. This became our only communica-
tion. After several weeks Henry was stabilized
and sent back to San Francisco for rehabilita-
tion. Before he left, during our final candy bar,
he said, “I don't want to go home. I'want to die.
What kind of life can I have like this?” I had no
answer, but I had begun to question every-
thing.

Who could respond sanely to the burned
and broken infantry officer who asked me to
get him two Valentines, one for his wife and
one for his daughter, then turned his head to
the wall and died? I stood there devastated. I
had been too naive to recognize the man was
dying! I had done my rounds alone. Nobody
had talked to me about him. There must have
been somebody attending, but what I recall is
that this man died among strangers—young,
used, and unaware. I lived to question and
revalue my life. He never got the chance.

Finally, there were the B-52 crews. Their
world was not dangerous and bloody but pale
as first light. Nightafter night they took off from
Kadena Air Base for Vietnam. They were crews
of technically elite nice guys. Death flowed
from their fingers and rolled beneath their
heels but they remained nine miles up and
disconnected. Morning after morning they
came “home” to Okinawa, touching down over
the chainlinks into the island’s several realities
as my first-graders ran outto recess. Many were
very severely depressed. A guy ejected himself
on takeoff one night; nobody really believed it
was an accident. These bomber crews were
young too, mostly white, and new to the Amer-
ican middle class. Children of the baby boom,
like me, they'd readily accepted America as
they found it—upwardly mobile. They saw the
Air Force as an honorable career and like their
parents viewed those of our generation who
were beginning to question this as spoiled
aggressive children. Some changed their
minds, most stayed with their careers.

For those of us who are old enough thisis a
year of remembering, but the images I carry
with me come in detached fragments and parts
which can never be successfully re-membered.
It’s as if the mutilated young lives and bodies I
saw there are permanently outside a unified
sane construct of reality and the significant
truth is—they are,

Pat O’'Connor has been teaching in Massachusetts
public schools since leaving DOD's overseas schools in
1970. She is presently working on a novel set in Oki-
nawa during the Vietnam War, Her poems have ap-
peared in Echoes, Pegasus, and forthcoming Oak
Square.

“B-52 Go Home, " Okinawa; photo and translation, Pat O’Connor; screen drawing, Kristen Bjork
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“...and if you’re a
chick, they need

typists”
Ann Popkin

The point of direct—"zap”—
actions was not to organize
women into the movement, but
rather to set ideas in their minds,
ideas for later rumination, One
zap action which involved a
large, cross-cutting group of
women took place at WBCN, a
Boston counter-cultural radio sta-
tion. The offending incident was
an advertisement for a local drug
program which ended with “and
if you're a chick, they need typ-
ists.” Thirty angry Bread and
Roses women “stormed” the sta- ;
tion “protesting its male chauvinism.” The f:fﬁg&?g‘;;g;cgiﬁg'b?g] ;:ét;ﬁ Zg?i
U ren el honest than centerfolds or Doris Day, but
it's not so. The old dream images dressed
up slicker or funkier are no more liberat-
ing than their American midcult origi-

“Protest against uncomfortable, beavy, square-looking furniture!
Take a position in the revolutionary new Avant-Garde Inflatable
Sculpture Seat. "Ramparts, April, 1970.

The male supremist (sic) assumption was
that “chicks” by their very nature type; we
do fifteen words a minute at birth and

work our way up. Many phone calls later, nals,..

they modified it to, “If you're a chick and :

can type, they need typists.” No men The ‘women presgnted the station manager
need apply. It's beneath male dignity... with eight baby §h1clis, “pointing out Il:gt
Could a radio station get away with an ad women are not chicks.” They demanded, “in
that ran, “And if you're Black, we need partial reparation, an hour of prime evening
janitors?” time on...International Women'’s Day, to pres-

ent a women'’s liberation program:
The women were especially insulted by the

advertisement (written by WBCN) because ”1_‘his will require use of recording facili-
they had hoped for greater support form the ties, .aFiequate to our needs aqd free z_ld-
alternative media. They were continually dis- vertising the week preceding, with
appointed. The statement continued, publicity spots written and recorded by
us.
And it’s not just that ad, which only rep- : '
resents one of the many oppressive ste- Ttdlj siaton. rpanager agreed (o their de-
7 . mands.
trﬁgtycﬁ ?‘;‘seanr::dy a(s}?ugg E Oél:]g;?t Coml gréif Ann Popkin was a founding member of Bread and

Roses.

called “cultural revolution” we hear so

Billboard, Boston, MA; photo, Cynthia Peters %




...and Now

An Afro Isn’t a Hairstyle and Neither are Dreads
Evelynn Hammonds

Since the media began to focus on the new
books that have come out about the sixties, I
began to realize how skilled the process of
cultural and historical annihilation has become
in this country. I like many others view the
reminiscences of the small group of white men
whoa re prominent among the authors of these
books, with disdain and anger. Itoo with many
others have a view of the sixties that has little
to do with the demise of either my political and
ideological views nor the downfall of SDS.
One of the most important legacies I carry from
the sixties is not to trust white men’s definition
of anything when it contradicts my own reality.

In 1968 I was fifteen years old, living in
Atlanta, Georgia. Every weekday at 7:15 in the
morning I boarded a bus that took me and
about thirty other Black teenagers across town
to Therell High School. A white high school in
the Southwest section of Atlanta. Some might
say I wasn’t a part of the social movements of
the sixties because I was too young to march in
demonstrations (nor did my parents take me to
them). I didn’t do drugs or rebel against my
parents and teachers or join any radical organi-
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zations until the 1970s and I cared as much
about Motown as I did about Bob Dylan.

But the events of the sixties—the Civil Rights
and anti-war movements—the protests and
marches I watched on TV; the books I read; all
shaped my identity. Yet it was much more than
that. Growing up in Atlanta during segregation
meant I had little daily contact with whites, little
direct personal confrontation with racism. In
ninth grade I took a class in world geography.
On one exam I received the highest grade in
the class. I was the only Black student in the
class. Asthe teacher passed back the exams he
called me to the front of the room and turned
to the rest of the class and said, “If she can make
an A on this test, what is wrong with you
people?”

It was moments like that that made racism
real for me—as real as the pictures of the four
young Black girls murdered on Sunday morn-
ing in a Birmingham church; as real as the hoses
and billy clubs used on the protesters at the
Democratic National Convention. To help my-
self understand, to make some sense of the
madness, to create for myself a vision, an iden-
tity, I turned to those people around me who
did march. I read everything I could get my
hands on by those who challenged the estab-
lishment and advocated participatory democ-
racy and social change. I sought support and
models. I moved into the seventies with the
biggest afro I could grow.

The sixties didn’t end for me in 1968 because
I have defined my political and social identity
from that time. It's still where I come from. I
am still following those people who were in
that moment in a more active way than I was.
Many of my teachers and mentors were radical-
ized in the sixties and through them I learned
how to live as a politically conscious and com-
mitted Black woman.

You don't know their names. James Bal-
dwin, Ella Baker, Angela Davis, yes. Howard
Zinn, Bob Moses, Tom Hayden, yes. But you
don’t know my physics professor, a young
Black man radicalized in the sixties who in 1974
at an ill-equipped and underfunded Black col-
lege, taught me that science was political. You
don’t know my friend, who was the first Black
woman I knew who tramped around Europe
with a back pack, read Marx, Marcuse, and
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Fanon, listened to Hendrix, Dylan, and Nina
Simone, wore black turtlenecks and an afro.

Who was always in a fight with her landlord or AN END
professor or some sexist male colleague. Who TO BIAS
always said to me, “What did you do about it?” |

What we're talking about is who owns the N 0 W ./

sixties. Those white men who moum its so-
called death in 1968 are lamenting their own
failed vision and courage and trying to deny the
rest of us access to an ownership of that mo-
ment. They also fail to acknowledge the legacy
of the sixties forthose of us who followed—and
those who carried forward and transformed
what they knew was just begun at that time.

In 1989, I sit in a darkened theatre with my
white Jewish friend who teaches a course on
the sixties at an elite New England college. 1
am intensely twisting one of my dreadlocks as
we watch the final scene of “Mississippi Burn-
ing.” “Mississippi Burning” purports to tell the
story of the investigation of the murders of
three Civil Rights workers in Philadelphia, Mis-
sissippi in 1964. In the film the three men—two
white, one Black—have no names. No Black
character has a voice. The movie shows us a
battle of wills between two white FBI agents
and the stereotypical southern male rednecks
they battle against. This is not a movie about
the sixties. This is a degrading and dis-
honest Hollywood fantasy created to
facilitate the process institutionalized in
the Reagan years, of erasing the real
people and events of that historical mo-
ment from our collective memory.

But those of us who carry the goals
embodied in the social movements of
the sixties will expose the lies of “Mis-
sissippi Burning” and show our stu-
dents “Eyes on the Prize.” We will tell
them the names of Schwerner, Good-
man and Chaney and we'll tell them
about the heroism of others, young
people whose names were not re-

corded because they didn’t gain fame
through death.

Evelynn Hammonds is on the editorial
board of Radical America.
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An Activist/Scholar Remembers
Alan Wald

The single most important—and trea-
sured—fact of my political, intellectual life to
date is that I had the good fortune to be a
college student during the mid-1960s. Today,
the bulk of my scholarly work, and the axis of
my socialist activism, are critical extensions of
the theory and practice absorbed and lived in
that decade.

For me, that period probably began in 1962
at the time of the Cuban Missile Crisis. I was a
junior at Walter Johnson High School in
Bethesda, Maryland, and was startled by the
news that several seniors had refused to coop-
erate in an air raid drill. We had been ordered
by our teachers to practice a retreat to the
basement of the school building for “protec-
tion” in case a nuclear bomb were dropped by
the USSR on the nation’s capital—which was
all of seven miles away!

Some time afterwards, 1 saw a newspaper
photograph of students from Antioch College
in Yellow Springs, Ohio being hosed down by
police as they demonstrated against a local
barber who refused to cut Black people’s hair.
I knew then where I wanted to go to study.

After a year devoted to creative writing,
sexual initiation and drug experimentation, I
became active in the local chapter of SDS in the
fall of 1965. I then moved to Cleveland in
January 1966 where I was affiliated with SDS’s
Economic Research and Action Project (ERAP)
led by Paul Potter, Cathy Boudin, and others
on the West Side. Later, while in England, I
became convinced that I should belong to a
socialist organization. Shortly after returning to
Ohio in 1967, I became a “candidate” member
of the Young Socialist Alliance, whose Antioch
members had until then worked effectively and
in a non-sectarian manner inside the local SDS.

In the 1960s, I recognized the hypocricies of
liberalism, the doctrine in which I had been
schooled by my family and which seemed a
pragmatic extension of my middle-class Jewish
background.

I also saw how mass movements were built,
how they were sometimes derailed, and how
the competition of political orientations
worked their way out within them. I learned
about the interconnectedness of world af-
fairs—something captured vividly in a pam-
phlet called “Detroit is Vietnam,” written by
Antioch professor James D. Crockeroft in the
wake of the 1968 Detroit rebellion. From the

political and personal struggles of those years
I forged an alternative set of values that I have
retained to this day.

I recall the 1960s as far more intellectual
than seems to be communicated by recent
depictions of the era. One popularimage of the
1960s is that of mindless hedonists in a youth
rebellion, rejecting the “Old Left” in fotoin a fit
of arrogance. Here my experience was just the
opposite. It was only in the context of 1960s
activism that I learned about the “Old Left” and
the whole legacy of the struggle of working
people, women, people of color, and radical
intellectuals, in the United States and around
the world. I vividly remember an early Antioch
SDS meeting where a student member read
aloud passages from Joseph Freeman’s 1938
An American Testament, pointing our ways in
which Freeman’s experiences paralleled out
own. I eagerly took courses where we studied
writings by Randolph Bourne, John Reed, Rich-
ard Wright, and Lincoln Steffens. We launched
a successful literary-political journal and
fought to get Carl Oglesby, recently president
of SDS, to be hired by Antioch College as
“Activist Scholar in Residence.” Under
Oglesby's tutelage, our reading shuttled from
Fanon and Marcuse to Melville and the Marquis
de Sade.

Emanating from SDS, and, later, in a more
organized fashion from the Young Socialist
Alliance, was a steady series of study groups
and other educational activities. Even at Anti-
och, where all education was touted as “rele-
vant,” the kind of study that took place in this
format—organized by ourselves and aimed at
helping us act more effectively to change the
world—was by far the most vital and memora-
ble. The fusion of intellectual work with polit-
ical practice made me far more curious about
the world than all of high school and the regu-
lar classinstruction thatI undertook. Moreover,
it was in these groups and not academic
courses that I first began to read feminist writ-
ings as well as literature by and about people
of color.

A number of the leading activists in YSA
were drama majors while others possessed a
contagious enthusiasm for history and philos-
ophy. The Cleveland ERAP developed a radical
theater that performed adaptations of Brecht
plays (the names of characters and settings
were changed, but not the politics) free of
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charge in a storefront for the white Appalachian
community. The Antioch SDS newsletter con-
tained poems on war and other political-per-
sonal themes by myself and others. In short, the
intellectual-cultural dimension of the 60s was
crucial to my own experience, and has helped
significantly to shape my vision of the kind of

socialist politics required for the 1980s—some-
thing that I try to carry out today in my work for
the political organization Solidarity and for the
journal Against the Current.

Alan Wald is a Professor of English Literature and
American Culture at the University of Michigan, and is
author of a2 number of books on the U.S. cultural Left,
the most recent of which is The New York Intellectuals.

I have always hoped

and listened to her cry.

when the trees first bud.

would never let us go.

The Forgetting of Napalm
Nora Mitchell

She runs on a dark-wet clay road,

a child running in a photograph.

She wears no clothes, has no pubic hair,

and hangs her hands away from her body

as if she does not know what to do with them.
In the background her village burns.

that after he snapped his picture, the cameraman
threw down his camera, folded her in his arms,

The things we forget: how the leaves look

Not by day (I remember that well enough),
but at night under a streetlight

I always forget how they turn

pale as foam, trees in flower.

Napalm is no longer in our daily talk

and some of those who did not watch each night

its dark orange blossom in Vietnamese fields and hamlets
have never heard the word at all. The fire

that clings and burns, the fire I thought

Perhaps napalm does not exist

until we remember just what it was:

the gel in gasoline, its only use

to make sure things burned.,

As personal as the shirt of a dead friend,
war has its intimate moments,

when the fire hugs, holds, and won't let go.

Nora Mitchell lived in South Korea with her family from 1966 to
1968. Her poems have appeared in a number of magazines, includ-
ing Calyx, Dark Horse, Hawaii Review, Plowsbares, and Sojourner.

Reprinted with permission from Your Skin is a Country by Nora
Mitchell (Alice James Books, Cambridge, MA 1988).
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From New Left to New Social Movements
Carl Boggs

The sixties was a unique period of critical
engagement, mass upheaval, and social
change; the energy unleashed was simulta-
neously intellectual and moral, political and
erotic. Activism was infused with a sense of
moral urgency and existential will so great that
political involvement took on, in Jim Miller’s
words, a “mythic stature.” The year 1968 alone
was more explosive than any since World War
1I: from France and Mexico to the United States,
from Berkeley to Chicago to Columbia, insur-
gency against the postwar order stimulated a
rebirth of long-dormant radical traditions. Only
the imagination seemed to impose limits on
what could be achieved.

Yet most observers, including sympathetic
ones, agree that the new left entered into cata-
clysmic decline sometime between 1968 and
1970. Amidst the chaos of total defeat, the
“movement” is said to have disintegrated virtu-
ally overnight, giving way to cooptation, privat-
ized retreat, religious cults, bizarre therapies,
and the return to traditional lifestyles. This
poses a rather intriguing question: could
“mythic” struggles of the sixties have vanished
from the public sphere so quickly and so com-
pletely? That there could be any sort of ideolog-
ical continuity from the turbulent sixties
through the reagan era is often dismissed as
fantasy. Yet, the possible linkages between
past and present deserve closer scrutiny.

Several authors challenge the myth that new
leftists were simply affluent students whose
“alienation” soon gave way to high-powered
careers, large incomes, and right-wing conver-
sion. For example, Richard Flacks and Jack
Whalen found that most
ex-activists remain ded-
icated to social change
and that many of those
who are disengaged
could be described as
“passive radicals.”

Yet such persistence
of new-left ideology
does not exist in a social
void; it must b e under-
stood within the evolu-
tion of more durable
post-sixties forms of
protest—the new social
movements. The logic

SDS dnd SNCC sit-in at New York's Chase Manbattan Bank to protest their loan of $50

of the feminist, gay, peace, ecology, and urban
movements, which from time to time have built
massive constituencies in the United States and
Western Europe would be indecipherable
without reference to the sixties.

The new movements uphold, in different
ways, the ideal of transforming daily life that
was only implicit in the sixties; they carry for-
ward the legacies of direct democracy, cultural
renewal, and personal politics. Some move-
ments—feminism, ecology—intersect with
progressive currents of the holistic revolution
in therapy, healing, and health care that grew
out of the counterculture. They have also
helped to revitalize community institutions,
build local electoral coalitions, and keep alive
a subversive cultural and intellectual life. The
growth of a radical intelligentsia since the late
1960s intersects with the proliferation of social
movements. Today feminism, Western Marx-
ism, social ecology, critical political economy,
and cultural radicalism converge in many ways
with a grassroots activism that is galvanized by
many of the same concerns: ideology and con-
sciousness, social relations, the problem of
domination.

Such elements of continuity call into ques-
tion the “total break” thesis according to which
the “radical” sixties was followed by the “qui-
escent” seventies. The inclination to devalue
post-sixties movements corresponds to an
equally exaggerated romanticizing of the new
left itself. Of course the sixties became a huge
political spectacle, and this, along with inflated
revolutionary claims and the centrality of the
Vietnam war, brought enormous media atten-

million to the government of South Africa, March 1965; photo Diana Davies
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tion. Although most new move-
ments have been more “moderate” |
andless disruptive, in fact they carry
forward a mature elaboration—not
a reversal—of important sixties
themes. Thus feminism alone has,
since the late 1960s, probably ex-
erted a deeper impact on popular
consciousness, daily life, and policy
reforms than all new-left struggles
combined.

From the vantage point of 1989,
then, the new left can perhaps best
be understood as the anticipation,
in embryonic form, of the future
shape of political opposition in the
industrialized countries. Surely the continued
presence of grassroots movements for social
change, on a large scale, within the bosom of
Reagan country shows that those social forces
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Dartmouth students protesting their school’s Jailure to divest South
Africa boldings. Photo, Steve Young.

which originally inspired the new left have
scarcely disappeared.

Carl Boggs teaches at the University of Southern
California and is the author of The Two Revolutions:
Gramsci and the Dilemma of Western Marxism.

Notes on Not Being Able to Step into the
Same River Twice
Jim O’Brien

I'want to muse a little bit about the ways that
I've thought about the sixties while I've been
doing Central America solidarity work and par-
ticipating in local political campaigns. For five
years I've been involved in a big, Boston-based
all-purpose Central America solidarity group.
I's been the hub of 2 hotbed of Central America
activism in area since the early eighties. My
Central America work has sort of relieved me
from having to feel responsible for attacking
everything that's wrong with the society. The
New Left had an awfully limited attention span,
and now it feels good to pick out a specific part
of the mosaic of evil and work to change it. I
sometimes feel that I never got as angry as I
should have about the Vietnam war, because
as an SDS member I was quick to see it in an
overall context. We used to say that Vietnam
was “notanaberration,” and of course it wasn’t,
but personally I think that argument shielded
me from the raw outrage that the war properly
invoked. We used to distrust the liberals who
seemed narrowly concerned with stopping the
war, but now I think it’s a great thing they were
on the job.

But I also miss the sense of discovery that
we had in the sixties, when new ideas about
how society works were a dime a dozen. The
Vietnam war wasn’t an aberration, it was a

product of a manipulative, top-down, deeply
racist and sexist society with an astonishingly
arrogant ruling class. That was all new to me
back then. In years of working against US Cen-
tral America policy I don't think I've learned a
single thing that was strikingly new (though the
extent of the administration’s ability to manip-
ulate the media has surpassed my expectations
several times).

Part of the difference, maybe, is geographic
and cultural. Vietnam was so far away (from
civilians, at least), and seemingly so different,
that we developed a mental shorthand for
thinking about it. We could be satisfied with
vague, often highly romantic abstractions
about Vietnam, and we could concentrate
chiefly on what the war had to tell us about our
own society. With Central America, it's differ-
ent. It's close at hand, the language is related,
refugees abound in the major North American
cities (during the war, not afterwards), and
probably well over a hundred thousand North
Americans have been there to see for them-
selves in the eighties. If the watchword of the
Vietnam anti-war movement, at least'its left
edge, was “resistance,” the corresponding
watchword now is “solidarity.” The difference
bespeaks a basic orientation to helping the
Central Americans rather than opposing the
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status quo in the United States. I don’t quarrel
with the new orientation, butI miss the old one.

I especially miss the kind of energy that
comes from a fusion of different sources of
inspiration and anger. In the sixties a demon-
stration might be about one particular issue but
really be about a much broader range of things.
1 fondly remember a Willie Murphy cartoon in
the underground press that screamed, “ALL
OUT FOR THE APRIL 15 MARCH AGAINST
ABSOLUTELY EVERYTHING!” Today, what
you see is what you get—demonstrations are
more a matter of duty than a funnel for our
emotions.

The one exception I can think of in all our
years of Central America demonstrations
around Boston is one thatwas organized in two
days in March of 1988 when US troops were
sent to Honduras in response to a dreamed-up
Nicaraguan “invasion.” It got a much bigger
turnout than any of the demonstrations which,
over the years, had been laboriously planned
months in advance with long lists of “spon-
sors,” “endorsers,” etc. And it wasan emotional
march; anger at the administration, ecstasy at
the numbers, pleasure in the really creative
banners and cardboard cut-outs that disparate
people had thrown together for the occasion.
For once I had the feeling that this was a social
movement making its feelings emphatically
known.

That was just one demonstration, of course.
And the planners themselves subsequently
helped to diffuse the mood by calling for the
exact same demonstration a week later, when
of course it drew a much smaller crowd.

I keep missing the power that comes when
different issues and concerns are fused to-
gether and focused in a common enterprise.
The last time I felt this effect in a sustained way
was in the campaign of the Black radical Mel
King for mayor of Boston in 1983. Because he
had been a key actor in all manner of social
causes for years, and because of the symbolism
of a serious Black candidate for mayor in a
racist, three-quarters white city, the King cam-
paign became a magnet. Activists in a wide
range of social movements—black, Latino,
women'’s, gay and lesbian, anti-war, pluslots of
radical hangers-on such as I was at that point—
felt that the campaign expressed a kind of
synthesis of our hopes. For me, the emotional
boost of the campaign was what got me ener-
gized to work in the Central America move-
ment afterwards.

1wish I could find an easy formula for trans-
lating today’s issues into the world-spirit of the
sixties New Left, while still retaining today’s
ability to focus. But it still seems to me that
some things we acted on (or acted out) in the
sixties are part of my way of making sense of
the world today: the sense that issues are ulti-
mately connected; the sense that the United
States has a social hierarchy from which a host
of seemingly disparate problems emanate; the
sense that when people are in motion they can
change their lives and can affect the social
context of those lives. There was a lot of fum-
bling around in the dark in the sixties, but we
hit a few light switches too.

Jim O’Brien is a longtime political activist.

photo, Eric Rasmussen
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WOMAN/NATION/STATE:

The Demographic Race and National
Ef Reproduction in Israel

Nira Yuval-Davis

Nations, as Ben Anderson points out,' are imagined communities. In the case of Israel, the
imagined community has been a direct product of the dreams, as well as the actions, of the
Zionist movement which established the state. This does not make it any less historically real
than other nations, but it might make it more historically precarious.

This article explores the ways in which the boundaries of the Israeli Jewish collectivity
have been defined and reproduced, in relation to the Jewish people on the one hand and to
the Israeli society on the other. Specifically, it looks at the ways in which Jewish women and

| childbearing have been ideologically constructed to play certain roles in the above process,
I and the consequent effects of this on the social and legal position of women in Israel.

The issue of national reproduction in Israel, both in terms of its ideological boundaries
and in terms of the reproduction of its membership, has always been at the centre of Zionist
discourse. In recent years, it has gradually come to overshadow even the issue.of security as a
precondition for Israel’s survival. As Shimon Peres, the Israeli Labour ex-Prime Minister
stated in October 1987, “The demographic problem has become the strategic problem of the
state of Israel.””? An extreme expression of this position can be read in the introduction to
Rabbi Kahane’s book Thorns in Your Eyes (Kahane is the leader of the fastest growing polit-

An earlier version of this article appeared in khamsin, Special Issue on Women, In the Middle East (Zed Books: London,
1987), Parts Two and Three will appear in Woman/Nation/State, ed. Nira Yuval-Davis and Floya Anthias, Jforthcoming from
Macmillan.



ical power in Israel, the Kakh party—a neo-
fascist party, although many, especially his sup-
porters, see it as the most consistent of the
Zionist parties). According to Kahane:

Each Jew should ask himself the following
question: I am the son of a people that...unlike
other peoples, was not allowed to develop in its
body and spirit in its own country. Today,
following the death of six million and with
God’s help, we do have a state which embodies
our sovereignty, defends itself with our army,
and follows our culture. Am 1 prepared—in
peaceful conditions and with the Arab rate of
population growth (my emphasis) which is
transforming a minority into a majority—to
to cancel the Law of Return which entitles each
Jew an automatic right of entry and citizenship
...and peacefully and democratically to end the
Jewish state??

Kahane is not alone asking the question.
Golda Meir, then prime minister of Israel, had
confided in the early 1970s that she was afraid
of a situation in which she ‘“‘would have to
wake up every morning wondering how many
Arab babies have been born during the night!”’

‘““Whose Survival, Whose Future’’

A “‘demographic race’’ between the Jews and
the Arabs in Israel is seen as crucial, then, for
the survival of Israel—Israel, not as a state ap-
paratus for the population living in it, but as
the state of the Jews all around the world.
Revealingly, the official aim of the Israeli
demographic center which was established as a
unit attached to the Israeli prime minister’s of-
fice in April 1967, was ‘‘to act systematically to
realize a demographic policy directed at
creating an atmosphere and the conditions for
encouraging a birth rate, which is so vital to the
future of the Jewish People.”’ (my emphasis)*

More than 75 percent of world Jewry,
according to the statistics produced by that
same demographic center, live outside Israel.
On the other hand, 17 percent of Israeli citi-
zens, and about a third of the people under the
direct control of the Israeli government (includ-
ing those living in the territories occupied by
Israel since 1967), are not Jews. How is it, then,
that the Israeli government, portrayed for so
many years as ‘‘the only democracy in the Mid-
dle East,”’ is worried explicitly, not about the
demographic future of its own civil society, but
about the Jewish people?

As Kahane says, Israel was established for a
specific purpose, and as an achievement of a
specific political movement—Zionism. While
the definition of boundaries of national collec-
tivities and their relationship to the state is very
often problematic, in Israel it is especially so,
because of the specific historical construction
of the Jewish people, as well as the settler col-
onial character of Israeli Jewish society.
Exploring these issues will be the purpose of the
first part of this article.
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Symbolic reproduction of the Israeli Jewish
national collectivity depends on the availability
of people “‘of the right kind”’ to ““man’’ it. One
of the basic concerns of the Zionist movement,
especially the Labour Zionist movement, since
the beginning of the Zionist settlement in Pales-
tine, has been the creation of a Jewish majority
in the country as a precondition for the estab-
lishment of the Jewish state there. In the early
period of Zionist settlement and up until the
early 1960s, the major form of the supply of
“human power’’ to the yishuv, the Zionist set-
tler society, has been by aliyah, the immigration
of Jews to the country. Gradually, however, the
objective and subjective conditions for aliyah
have dwindled, and Israeli Jewish national
reproduction has come to rely more and more
on Israeli-born babies. Another implicit, and in
certain historical periods not so implicit, alter-
native has been to create and safeguard a
Jewish majority by lowering, by various means,
the number of Palestinians in the country.

Demographic policies often seem to be deter-
mined by worries about the existence of suffi-
cient labour power for the national economy,

#
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and indeed feminist literature often assumes
reproduction to be the complementary facet of
economic production or rather a precondition
of it.° A closer examination of national demo-
graphic policies (as well as state welfare poli-
cies), however, will often reveal that national
political rather than economic interests lie
behind the desire to have more children, or
rather more children of a specific origin.” In
Israel, where economistic calculations have
never seriously determined major political deci-
sions (even in the heart of an extreme economic
crisis®), this has been especially true. The sec-
ond part of the article will therefore examine
the nationalist angle in the ideological debates
and policies which have surrounded the ques-
tion of the birthrate of Israeli children.

The last part of the article will focus on the
ways in which the political and ideological pres-
sures on defining and reproducing the national
collectivity in Israel have constructed and af-
fected Israeli Jewish women as its national
reproducers.

The Israeli ‘‘Nation’’ and Its Boundaries

There is no space here to recount in detail the
history of the Zionist movement and its internal
divisions.? Suffice it to say that the basis of its
widest consensus is reflected in the 1948 Israeli
Declaration of Independence, in which Israel is
seen as the state of all Jews. Israel was never
meant to be a political expression of its civil
society, of the people who reside in its territory
or even of its citizens. It was meant to be the
State of the Jews, wherever they are. And in
that respect it was immaterial (albeit highly
inconvenient) that only 55 percent of the popu-
lation in the Jewish state proposed by the 1947
UN resolution were Jews, and they owned only
about five percent of the land there, or that
even today the Jews in Israel constitute less
than a quarter of world Jewry.

In October 1985 the Knesset (the Israeli par-
liament), by passing what is ironically known as
the “anti-racist’’ law,° gave a more specific
interpretation to the consensus expressed in the
Declaration of Independence. It defined Israel
as “‘the state of the Jewish people,”” and not
Just as “the Jewish state’—which Zionist liber-
als would have liked to believe represented the

same relationship between state and nation in
Israel as in any other Western country. It does
not—as the rest of this section will attempt to
show.

The legal expression of the relationship be-
tween Israel and the Jewish people has been the
Israeli Law of Return (mentioned by Rabbi
Kahane) according to which all Jews, wherever
they come from, are entitled automatically to
Israeli citizenship, while according to the Israeli
Nationality Law, non-Jews, even if born in
Israel, unless born to Israeli citizens (residency
and settlement are not sufficient for that pur-
pose), are not. This special relationship between
the Israeli state and the Jewish people expresses
itself in many other ways as well—symbolic,
legal and administrative. (Not least among
them is the functioning of the Jewish Agency,
the executive arm of the Zionist movement, as a
parallel state distributive apparatus, operating
exclusively for Jews).'

This relationship makes the criterion accord-
ing to which people are included or excluded
from the category of Jew to be of central and
vital importance. Subjective and cultural identi-
fication are by no means sufficient.

Who is a Jew?

The modern ideological and legal debate on the
definition of ‘‘the Jew’’ had already started by
the time of the French Revolution, when the
question of the legal emancipation of the Jews
came to the fore. It focused on the question of
whether or not the Jews constituted a nation, or
merely shared a religion. In a way, this debate
has not been fully ‘““‘decided’’ until today—at
least two Israeli governments fell as a result of
disagreements on the question of ‘“‘who is a
Jew’’ and last year the debate even shook the
present Israeli government.'?

Historically, in the Estate society of feudal
Europe where ‘‘classical Judaism?”’
crystallized,'* the Jewish communities, the
kehilot, were often organized around the more
or less specific economic role the Jews had as a
middle caste between the landed nobility and
the peasantry or the urban poor. As such, they
usually had a certain degree of autonomy and
self government and their religion expressed
itself more as a total way of life, than as a belief

m
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in certain religious dogmas. Part of their reli-
gious culture was the tradition of a common
origin and history, which included political
independence before the destruction of the sec-
ond Jewish Temple in Jerusalem in 70 AD, Like
many other ethnic collectivities therefore, in
Europe and even more so in the Third World,
the dichotomy of nation/religion has not suited
the historical construction of the Jewish people.
Zionism, it is important to remember, has only
been one response, and for a very long time a
minority one, of the Jews in the ‘‘modern’
world to this history, and to their displacement
and persecution with the rise of capitalism and
nationalism in Europe, in which their tradi-
tional mode of existence could no longer
survive.

The two large Jewish political movements in
the 20th century which attempted to resolve the
“‘who’’ or, rather, ‘“‘what is a Jew’’ dilemma by
constructing Jewishness into a nationality, have
been the Jewish Bund and the Zionist move-
ment. The Bund, which was the dominant Jew-
ish national movement in Eastern Europe
before World War 11, saw the Jews there as
constituting an autonomous national collectiv-
ity, with its own language and cultural tradi-
tion. They aspired for a multinational state
structure in Eastern Europe in which the Jews,
like all the other national minorities, would
have a national and cultural autonomy.'*

The Zionist movement aspired to the
“normalization”” of the Jewish people, by
establishing a Jewish state in an independent
territory in which, ideally, all Jews would even-
tually settle. After long debates and the pro-
posal of various alternative locations, it was
decided that Palestine, which in the Jewish tra-
tition had been the ‘‘Land of the Fathers’’ and
the ““Promised Land,”’ would be the territorial
basis for this state. Colonialism and exclusion-
ary practices against the native population of
Palestine have been, therefore, an integral part
of the Zionist endeavor. It became historically
successful due to the specific historical config-
uration in Europe and the Middle East post-
World War I, and especially in the aftermath of
World War II and the Nazi Holocaust. The
physical extermination of such large numbers
of European Jewry, combined with the survival
of the Zionist settlers in Palestine (which the
Nazis never reached), created a myth that Zion-
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ism presented a successful strategy against anti-
Semitism and Israel a secure refuge for perse-
cuted Jews. The superpowers supported this
presumption of the Zionist movement, and the
establishment of the Israeli state, because it was
more convenient for the USA to send the post-
war Jewish refugees to Palestine than to have to
absorb them en masse in its own postwar soci-
ety. It was also a way for the Americans and the
Soviets to penetrate the Middle East, an area
which up until then had been controlled by the
British and French.

As a result, the Zionist movement came to be
the hegemonic movement in World Jewry. To
the majority of Jews, Israel has become, at least
to an extent, their post facto homeland. Send-
ing money to Israel has become an easy way of
being Jewish, especially for the non-religious
Jews who still felt the need, especially after the
Holocaust experience, to express their Jewish-
ness. Israel has also become an emotional
“‘insurance’’ policy, as a potential refuge from
persecution. (In reality, of course, Israel’s very
existence is dependent to a very large extent on
the political and financial support of the Jewish
Diaspora.) Concurrently, the Establishment of
the various institutions of the organized Jewish
communities has become very dependent on its
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relations with Israel, in terms of channels of
power and prestige. One of the results of this
process, especially in the last ten to fifteen
years, has been the dissociation of Jews, espe-
cially young Jews, who do not want to be iden-
tified as supporters of Zionism and Israel, from
any association whatever with the structured
Jewish community. This phenomenon, plus the
high rate of mixed marriages (up to a third)
among young Jews has raised a debate among
demographers not only about how many Jews
exist in the world, but also about who should be
defined as such. In Israel itself, religious legis-
lation has been chosen as the criterion for mem-
bership in the Jewish collectivity.

This requires explanation, as the Zionist
movement has generally presented itself as a
“modern alternative’’ way of being Jewish, as
Opposed to the traditional religious one. How-
ever, in spite of the fact that the majority of
Zionists were, at least originally, vehement sec-
ularists, the Zionist movement never complete-
ly broke away from Jewish Orthodoxy. The
Zionist movement needed the religious tradi-
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tion in order to justify its claim than Palestine
was its homeland, rather than the land of its
indigenous population; it also needed the recog-
nition of at least major sections of the Ortho-
dox Jewish communities, as the Zionist move-
ment claimed to represent all Jews all over the
world.

This is why, (in addition to more ad hoc
government coalition calculations), there has
always been a partial incorporation of Jewish
religious legislation into Israel’s state legisla-
tion. A central aspect of this incorporation
relates to the kind of criteria whereby one can
be considered a member of the Jewish national
collectivity. A Jew—as defined by the law, fol-
lowing the traditional religious construction—is
“‘anybody who is born to a Jewish mother or
has been converted to Judaism’’ (the question
of which forms of religious conversion will be
recognized by the state is still being debated).'*
The Israeli Law of Return, the Nationality Law
and various administrative regulations use Jew-
ishness as a criterion for entitlement to various
privileges in Israel (in spite of its supposed par-
liamentary democratic welfare state structure),
such as automatic rights to citizenship, loans
housing, etc.

The incorporation of the criterion of reli-
gious conversion in state legislation has created
a situation in which religious conversion is used
in instances which in other states would have
been dealt with by simple acts of naturalization.
An extreme example of this is that of the Black
American Olsi Perry, a professional basketball
player. He had to undergo circumcision as part
of his supposed religious conversion in order to
be able to play in the Israeli national team.

On the other hand, Jewish national ideology
is explicit in placing a greater emphasis on the
right “‘genetic”” origin than other national
collectivities. A couple of years ago, there was
an outcry in Israel when it was discovered that
childless couples who despaired of getting
babies for adoption were using the services of
private American agencies to import Brazilian
and Columbian babies. The outcry was that, as
it was done illegally and secretly, these babies
will grow up as Jews, without “‘really”’ being so
(since they were not born to a Jewish mother
and had not been converted to Judaism); this
will create havoc in the reproduction of the
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Jewish collectivity when they marry and pro-
duce children as if they are Jewish, when they
are ‘“‘really’’ not.'®

To be born Jewish, however, is more than
purely a genetic matter. To bea Jew, one has to
be born to a Jewish mother in the “proper”’
way—otherwise one is considered a mamzer
(bastard), cannot be considered a Jew, is not
able even to become a Jew by conversion, and
one’s descendants cannot marry other Jews
“‘for ten generations to come.” Bastardy in
Judaism is not a question of being born outside
wedlock, since according to Jewish religious
law sexual intercourse is one of the ways in
which marriage can be contracted (as long as it
is with another Jew—rapes during pogrom did
not receive such a ‘‘sanctification,”” but on the
other hand, they are the historical reason why
Jewishness has come to be defined via the
mother rather than the father in classical Juda-
ism). Bastardy is rather a question of being
born to a woman who is having a forbidden
relationship of adultery or incest—and that
includes even women who have been divorced
by civil (rather than religious) courts, which,
unlike civil marriages, are not recognized by the
religious court. Their children by their second
husbands would be defined as bastards.

The major ideological justification which has
been given for the incorporation of Orthodox
religious personal law into Israeli legislation,
and for accepting its definition as to “who is a
Jew,’’ has been that doing otherwise will ““split
the people.”” It was claimed that accepting the
authority of other Jewish religious denomina-
tions, such as Conservative or Reform Juda-
ism, let alone secular legislation, would make it
impossible for Orthodox Jews to marry anyone
but other Orthodox Jews, for fear of incorpor-
ating unintentionally the forbidden mamzers
into their family. The paradox is, of course,
that in reality no Orthodox Jew would marry a
non-Orthodox Jew (or even newly “‘born
again’’ Orthodox Jews who come from secular
families)—exactly because of this fear. More-
over, outside Israel the majority of Jews do
marry and divorce in a non-Orthodox fashion,
even if they are married by a rabbi, and in Israel
itself private contracts in lawyers’ offices have
become more and more popular as an estab-
lished alternative to official marriages.'’ The
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attempt to control the boundaries of the Israeli
collectivity and its patterns of reproduction ina
homogeneous way by incorporating severe
Orthodox religious law into Israel’s state legis-
lation has, therefore, not really succeeded.

All this means that the boundaries of the
Jewish national collectivity which Israel claims
to represent are not clear at all. On the one
hand, they are definitely wider than the boun-
daries of the Israeli Jewish national collectivity,
but on the other, there clearly exist many
organized (mainly Orthodox and some Social-
ist) and especially unorganized segments of the
world Jewish population who less and less
recognize Israel’s claim to represent them.
Moreover, the historical past of the Jews as a
religious civilization with separate histories in
different parts of the world has presented con-
tradictory pressures on the Zionist movement
when it attempts to construct the national
boundaries of its collectivity without at the
same time breaking radically with its ideology
of religious/ethnic construction.

But contradictions in and challenges to the
determination of the boundaries and nature of
the Israeli national collectivity have emerged
not only in relation to world Jewry outside
Israel, but also in relation to divisions and
struggles within it.

Internal Israeli Divisions

The problems concerning the nature and boun-
daries of the Israeli national collectivity get yet
another twist when we look at the internal eth-
nic divisions within its Jewish collectivity, espe-
cially the major division into Occidental and
Oriental Jews. The ideology, the leadership and
the overwhelming majority of the Zionist set-
tlers and supporters of the Zionist movement
until the post-World War Il period came from
Europe, especially Eastern Europe, and origin-
ated from among the Ashkenazim.

The Jews from Arab countries mostly arrived
in Israel after the establishment of the state in
1948. Unlike the Zionist settlers from Europe,
they usually came not as single individuals but
as whole families and communities. Also differ-
ent from most of the European Jewish commu-
nities, they were not exterminated during
World War II, but their situation began t0
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worsen dramatically with the growing conflict
between the Zionist movement and the Arab
world as a whole. When they arrived, the Ori-
ental Jewish communities, as they became
known collectively in Israel, came into an
already well crystallized political structure, with
its pre-established supporting economic under-
pinnings. The task of absorbing the new immi-
grants was given to the various Zionist parties
according to their relative size in the Jewish
Agency.'* These new immigrants and their
families came to make up the majority of the
Israeli Jewish population. Autonomous Orien-
tal Jewish parties, unlike Palestinian ones, were
not forbidden by law, but (at least until the
1970s), they were not allowed sufficient access
1o independent economic and political levers.
Within the old party system, the national polit-
ical leadership, with very few exceptions, con-
tinued to be composed of Ashkenazi Jews
(especially East Europeans) and their children.

As in the case of the Palestinians in Israel,

m

the process of change had started gradually, but
would probably not have transformed itself as
it did without the major shift in the Israeli soci-
ety as a result of the 1967 war. The entrance en
masse of Palestinian labour power into the
Israeli labour market not only involved a rela-
tive upward shift for the Israeli working class,
which after the 1950s was overwhelmingly Ori-
ental; it also supplied markets and cheap labour
for those among the Oriental Jews who started
their own enterprises and/or engaged Palestin-
ians as workers in their fields in the moshavim.

In spite of occasional complaints that the set-
tlements in the Occupied Territories were
diverting money from the rehabilitation of ur-
ban slums and underprivileged development
towns where the majority of Oriental Jews
lived, the mass of Oriental Jews came to sup-
port the Likkud party and parties even further
to the Right. They saw these parties as serving
their class interests, as well as satisfying their
growing expressed hostility to the former domi-
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nant Labour Zionists who had acted as their

controlling patrons since their arrival in Israel.'®
Their challenge, however, was not only polit-

ical but also cultural. They were revolting
against the underrating and suppression of
Oriental Jewish culture which had been part of
their ‘‘absorption’ process—whereby modern-
ization was equated with westernization, and
Jewish nostalgia was focused on the East Euro-
pean shtetl of Fiddler on the Roof rather than
on ‘“‘Our village in the Atlas mountains.’’*® The
quotable Golda Meir not only lived in fear of
Arab babies being born, but, it is said, also
cried in relief when Russian Jews began arriving
in Israel in the early 1970s: ‘“At last real Jews
are coming to Israel again....”

In the last few years, however, the power
struggle which has been taking place in Israel to
challenge western exclusivity and supremacy
concerning culture, education and political
structures, has to a certain extent become en-
meshed with the power struggle of the religious
sector to reinstate religious tradition as the
legitimate basis for social and political action in
Israel.

The sabras,*' the ““New Jews,”’ grew up feel-

ing themselves to be a positive alternative, and
completely different, to the Diaspora Jews.
After the establishment of the state, the term
““Zionism”’ itself became in Israeli slang a
euphemism for meaningless waffle. There was a
feeling (contradictory political and financial
reality notwithstanding) that the Zionist move-
ment had finished its task with the establish-
ment of the state of Israel and the mass immi-
gration in the first few years of its existence.
There even developed ideological movements
which attempted to classify the Israeli Jews as
part of the ancient Semitic region in which
Israel’s long term future lay.** Diaspora Jews
were looked at a bit contemptuously, and as an
ongoing source for contributions of money
given in order to salve their conscience for not
having come to settle in Israel; religious Jews
were looked on, to a great extent, by the domi-
nant majority, as an anachronism left over
from the ‘‘Diaspora period.”’

The 1967 war changed all that. It suddenly
became clear (and even more so in the 1973
war) that Israel is actually dependent for its
existence on Jewish financial and political sup-
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port from outside Israel. A growing active con-
cern for the Jewish communities abroad was
the other face of the growing Israeli hegemony
in the international Jewish communities. More-
over, the debate on the Occupied Territories
(between those who wanted a Greater Israel
which had subordinated Palestinians within it,
and those who wanted an Israel which was per-
haps smaller, but as far as possible “‘purely’
Jewish) raised again the whole discussion about
the nature of the Zionist endeavour, as live an
issue as is the relationship between the Jewish

However, the changes went deeper than that.
The 1967 war, in which the Wailing Wall and
the other Jewish holy places were captured, was
also endowed with a religious interpretation—it
was a “‘miracle,”’ the ‘“hand of God.”” (The
defeat in Lebanon was also to be seen as the
hand of God—this time as a punishment for
not keeping to the religious code....) The ideo-
logical trend which has seen the establishment
of the Jewish state as a religious mission was
strengthened. And this was by no means con-
fined to religious circles. It is not incidental that
after 1967 new Israeli soldiers began to swear
allegiance to the army no longer on Masada,” a
symbol of national liberation warfare, but in
front of the Wailing Wall, the last remnant of
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the Jewish Temple; nor that by now so many
kibbutzim, traditionally strongholds of secular-
ism in Israel, have synagogues.

But the more far-reaching changes have
taken place in the politics and the position of
the Zionist religious sector itself. The Zionist
religious parties have always been the tradi-
tional coalition partners in Israeli governments.
Until 1967, they willingly accepted the Labour
parties’ military and international policies in
exchange for economic benefits for their insti-
tutions and keeping the status quo on religious
legislation more or less intact. After 1967, how-
ever, and especially among the younger genera-
tion, the product of religious state education,
they started to develop their own political line.
This focused on the issue of annexation and set-
tlement of the West Bank and the other territor-
ies of the ‘‘Promised Land’’ as a religious duty.
From occupying a secondary and inferior role—
both in the eyes of the dominant Labour Zion-
ists and in the eyes of non-Zionist Orthodox
Jews—they saw themselves (and were seen by
others) as occupying a pioneering front-line
role in Zionism and religious affairs as a whole.
The rise, in 1977, of the rightwing Likkud party
government was partly prompted by this pro-

cess; it also accelerated it. The religious parties,
Zionist and non-Zionist alike, switched their
allegiance as government coalition partners
from the Labour Party to those who were closer
to them politically and who also gave them
much larger economic resources for their
specific institutions. As a result, it is claimed,
Israel now has more ‘“Yeshiva Bokhers’’ (reli-
gious scholars who are kept by the community)
than existed in nineteenth-century Poland. The
process of settlement in the Occupied Territor-
ies, as well as the militancy of religious circles in
all spheres of Israeli life, are growing all the
time. The reconstitution of the Labour Party
for two years as the head of a national coalition
government has not seriously affected this
process.?**

It is important to note, however, that not all
the growth of the religious sector has taken
place in the nationalist camp. The ideological
crisis, combined with the economic crisis in
Israel since the 1970s, has led many to turn to
religious fundamentalism, not as a messianic,
nationalistic, if not fascistic movement, (para-
llel to fundamentalist movements in the Muslim
world) but as an escape from all the moral and
political dilemmas that Zionism (which most of
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them see as having failed) has presented to con-
temporary Israeli and non-Israeli Jews (a
phenomenon common to disappointed youth
all over the West). Studying the Torah and
keeping the Halakha seem to many, mostly
Ashkenazi but also Sephardi sabras, as the only
valid way for Judaism to continue to exist, and
for them to live as Jews and to find emotional
security and certainty.

The intermeshing of the power struggles of
Oriental Jews and the religious Jews has meant
that in Israel there is a growing body which sees
western culture and values as a threat (if not as
a contemptible anachronism—I did hear a stu-
dent on a bus one day being teased for being so
dumb as to still believe in Darwinism). Corre-
lated to these developments is the considerable
growth of an Israeli neo-fascist movement, in
which the class grievances of poor Oriental
Jews are combined with nationalistic religious
myths, and in which democracy is seen as a trap
invented by the ruling Labour Establishment,
from which only they and the Palestinians, the
national enemy, could benefit.

What was challenged here, in different ways,
is not so much the boundaries of the Israeli na-
tional collectivity, but the nature of the collec-
tivity itself. Whereas at the beginning of the
Zionist endeavour the dominant trend had been
to create in Israel a nation state in the western
mode, as ‘‘normal’’ as possible within the con-
straints of the Zionist mode, there are now
more and more voices calling for Western—
dominated values to be driven out of Israel, and
for the country to be turned into an ethnic
collectivity united by religious traditions and
practices, with modern state powers to enforce
and exclude others. The inherent contradiction
between Zionism and democracy, instead of be-
ing seen as a major weakness of the structure of
the state, is seen as its redeeming value. In turn,
these challenges to the nature of the Israeli Jew-
ish collectivity affect approaches to the ques-
tion of reproduction of the national collectivity
itself, its relationship with world Jewry, and its
attitudes towards those in Israel who are not
Jews.

The Israeli National Collectivity and
the Palestinians

Up to now I have discussed the relationship be-

tween Israel and the Jews, both in and out of
Israel. However, as I said previously, about 17
percent of Israel’s citizens are not Jewish, and
the figure reaches about a third of the popula-
tion when we include the people who have lived
for the past twenty years under the control of
the Israeli state in the Occupied Territories. The
latest statistical scare has been that more non-
Jewish than Jewish babies were born in areas
under the control of the Israeli government.?
The overwhelming majority of those non-Jews
are Palestinian Arabs.

The Palestinian Arabs have been ‘‘threaten-
ing”’ the Zionist endeavour in more ways than
one, even before the Intifadah (Uprisings) when
the Palestinians have shown their total resis-
tance to the Israeli occupation and that time is
not on Israel’s side. Their presence is a contin-
ual reminder that Palestine has not been an
empty country ‘‘waiting for two thousand years
for its sons to return,’’ as the Zionist myth puts
it; it is also a continual obstacle as regards
reconciling the ideological constructs of a west-
ern-type welfare state (the model which Israel
has attempted to follow, but in which by defini-
tion all citizens are supposed to be treated on a
universal basis) with Zionism, which demands
exclusive rights, or at least a privileged posi-
tion, for Jews.

This contradiction remained in ‘‘manage-
able’’ proportions until 1967, with the Palestin-
ians constituting no more than 13 percent of the
[sraeli population. Furthermore, for many
years the Palestinians in Israel were made to
live in relative geographical isolation. They
were concentrated in two major areas—Galilee
and the “Triangle,”” and they almost always
lived in separate settlements. Military govern-
ment operated in Israel until 1965 (two years
before Israel came to occupy the West Bank
and Gaza strip) and this meant that Palestinians
had to obtain special permission in order to
travel outside their home zones. Up until the
1967 war, the Israeli Palestinians were suffi-
ciently segregated from the Jewish collectivity,
to enable the feasible operation of the Israeli
state in most of its facets in a supposed univer-
sal fashion. However, even within these con-
tainments, the long term contradictions started
to emerge.

The continuous pressure for expropriating
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Palestinian lands, both for positive reasons—to
expand Jewish settlement—and negative—to
prevent the emergence of excessive concentra-
tions of Palestinian enclaves within Israel—
have had the paradoxical result of integrating
the dispossessed Palestinians into the Israeli
labour market. The Palestinians have under-
gone a process of proletarianization and were
incorporated as a class fraction at the bottom
of the Israeli class structure, especially in un-
skilled and manual work in the private sector.2¢

Consequently, not only were they brought in-
to closer social and economic interaction with
Jewish society, but this change also brought
more education and more money to the Pales-
tinian villages. One result of this process, and
of the numerical growth of the Israeli Palestin-
ian population, has been a relative strengthen-
ing of their political power as Israeii citizens,
especially as a voting bloc, no longer fully con-
trollable by traditional mediators sponsored by
the authorities. This has somewhat improved
their collective bargaining power. Unsurpris-
ingly, however, there is only a very small
improvement in the representation of Palestin-
1ans in real political power positions, and all at-
tempts at independent Palestinian political
organization continue to be blocked.?” More-
over, the basic apartheid-type discriminations
and exclusions in the supply of amenities, state
resources and supplementary benefits continue
Lo operate, in an atmosphere in which inter-
personal racism towards the Palestinians has
been growing all the time. Until shortly before
the Intifadah started there were several cases of
actual pogroms against Palestinian students
and workers living in Jewish neighborhoods.?*

One consideration in the growing racism is
the fact that the differentiation between Pales-
tinians who are Israeli citizens and those who
are in the Occupied Territories is very problem-
atic and has been the subject of debate within
Israel among both Jews and Arabs. The Pales-
tinians in the Occupied Territories have never
received even formal civil rights, having been
under straight occupation for the past nineteen
years. Unlike the Palestinians who remained in
Israel after 1948, they have several urban cen-
ters and a much more heterogeneous class
Structure. The occupation has affected social
and economic relations within the West Bank,

especially in terms of a growing dependency on
Israel, as a supplier and consumer as well as an
employer. But the most important effects of the
occupation have been the emergence of a segre-
gated Jewish settler society on lands confiscated
from the Palestinians; a continuous military
presence; deprivation of civil and legal rights; a
continuously active resistance movement and a
growing cycle of terrorization. The overwhelm-
ing majority of the Palestinians on the West
Bank see their future in terms of an autono-
mous Palestinian state headed by the PLO—a
political movement which has also gradually
become more and more popular among Pales-
tinians who are Israeli citizens, and who find
themselves excluded from a future Palestinian
state which would be in any way acceptable
even to the most ‘“‘dovish’ Zionists. There has
been a lot of sympathy and solidarity towards
the Palestinians in the Occupied Territories by
the Israeli Palestinians, but apart from a few
cases, the delineation between the structural
placements of the two groupings has remained
very clear.

The Zionist ‘‘doves,’” the Left of the Labour
party, want Israel’s withdrawal from most of
the Occupied Territories and the establishment
of a Palestinian state alongside Israel in these
areas, thus keeping the Jewish character of the
Israeli state without having to deviate too ex-
tremely from normal practices of western type
democratic states. They would like to see the
Israeli Palestinians as a small minority within
Israel, with civil but no collective rights, and
the bravest among them even talk about the
eventual full assimilation of Israeli Palestinians
into Israeli society.?

Such an assimilation, of course, negates not
only the subjective feelings of most of the
Palestinians in Israel, but also the fundamental
existence of Israel as a Zionist state. It abso-
lutely depends, as most of those who hold this
position from within the Zionist camp admit,
on the continued existence of the Palestinians in
Israel as a small minority. Hence a growing pre-
occupation with ‘‘the demographic race’” (as
we shall see below).

However, the differentiation between Pales-
tinians who are and those who are not Israeli
citizens pales in significance next to the growing
majority of Israelis who are claiming the Occu-

h

47



Jordan (9.4%) Syrla (5.2%) Other (2%)
150,000 83000\ 31,200

Syrlu :5 2%] D!hnr [5 [)%J

Jordln (17.1%) \'
380,000

(18.9%)

Pre-June 1967: 2.63 Million Palestinians
63% in Historic Palestine

West g&mk (36.7%)
Ve Other Arab (1.7%)

Kuwalt (3.3%) 47.000  Other (1%)
81.000 27,500

1952: 1.6 Million Palestinlans
78% in Historic Palestine

1961; 2.2 Million Palestinians
B5% in Histaric Palestine

PTahiestinian
Journey
1952-1987

STRUCTURE OF PALESTINIAN LABOR FORCE (%) Syne Bl
1961 1967 1984

West Gaza West Gaza West Gaza

Bank Bank Bank
Agriculture 368 218 289 216 224 181
Industry 237 170 141 138 165 176
Construction 89 96 127 62 242 255 | Jordan (27 0%
Services 173 353 205 382 322 331 S Geze (13.1%)
Other 133 183 148 202 47 57 g
O e Lasanon | s 120%

225,000 g

STRUCTURE OF LABOR UNDER OCCUPATION, 1884 Post-June 1967: 2.7 Million Palestinians
:l‘nl-la.nk :54.0&) Gaza (::.Dﬂll) S 50% in Historic Palestine
srael West In lsrael In Gaza e =
(33%) Bank (67%) (46%) (54%) A
Agriculture 9.8 285 19.6 16.5
Industry 17.9 15.9 18.1 171 Other Arab (11 00%)
Construction  51.0 11.3 45.1 85 496.243 i ?.;6‘,%&33'“’
Other (incl.  21.3 443 17.2 57.9 b WG
Services el
Source: Isrsel Central Bursau of Statistics, 1985 Statistical Abstract Syrla 15 4%
’;-af_- la's Guza {10.5%)
476,300
Jordan (23 8%
5 ferael (12.1%
1.080.000 550[.000 )
Lebanon
Other (3 9% 18.3%)
198,000 \ 375,000

Other Arab (11 2%)
575000

West Bank (16.1%)
937,400

Kuwalt (6.8%)

452 000 1982: 4.5 Million Palestinians

41% in Historic Palestine

ria (5 5%)

284,000 Gaza (10.9%)
558,000

1987: 5.1 Million Palestinians
42% in Historic Palestine

Jordan (24 4%,

1,252,000 fsrael (12 8%)
645,000

Lebanon

16 6%

337.600

Data compiled by Lisa Hajjar
Iesign by Dick Anderson

-
i



pied Territories, especially the West Bank
which includes the Jewish religious sites, as an
exclusionary Jewish territory. From this posi-
tion, the boundaries of Israeli civil society in-
clude not only Israel’s citizens but also the
inhabitants of the Occupied Territories, who
constitute a third of the overall number of the
Israeli population, and all of them are thus per-
ceived as a threat. Containment, exploitation,
oppression and ultimately expulsion are the
various means suggested and used against the
Palestinians, especially in the Occupied Terri-
tories. The aim is to include the territory but ex-
clude its people from inclusion in the Israeli na-
tional boundaries.

The relationship between the Israeli national
collectivity and the Jewish people has made its
overall boundaries blurred and indefinite, and
the criteria for ‘“‘membership’® for “‘Jews’’ in
the collectivity open to both ideological and
legal debate. The relationship with the Palestin-
ians, both those who are Israeli citizens and
those under its occupation, has opened a debate
on the basic premises according to which the
Israeli national collectivity will, in the long
term, reproduce and defend its boundaries as a
Jewish collectivity. Demographic policies stand
at the heart of these debates and struggles.

Demographic Policies and the‘‘Need”’ for
Jewish Majority

Now I want to look at the implications that the
factors we have been discussing have had for
demographic policies in Israel.

Basically these policies, although reflecting
all the ambiguities, contradictions and tensions
described above, have had two hegemonic goals:
—the first goal has been to maintain and if
possible increase Jewish domination in Israel,
both via the establishment of a numerical
majority and via the pursuit of military and
technological superiority over the Arabs;
—the second goal, which is increasingly occu-
pying the minds of Israeli policy makers, has
been to reproduce and enlarge the ‘“Jewish peo-
ple’’ all over the world and to ensure that Israeli
Jewish mothers produce enough children to
“‘compensate’’ for the children lost in the Nazi
Holocaust and in what is called in Israel the

‘““Demographic Holocaust."’

Traditionally, as a settler society, immigra-
tion (alivah) was considered to be the quickest,
as well as the cheapest and most efficient,
method of increasing the Jewish Zionist pres-
ence in Palestine. Not that the specific composi-
tion of the Jewish immigrants was without its
own internal contradictions. As the character
of immigration changed from being predomi-
nantly young, single, ideologically motivated
East Europeans, into bringing whole migrant
communities, especially from Arab countries in
the 50s, with age compositions, ideologies and
skills which were very different, so too the over-
all character of Israeli society changed. This
demographic change took place many years
before it began to challenge the Israeli power
structure, as the later immigrants, mostly Ori-
ental Jews, were tightly controlled by the Zion-
ist institutions which were responsible for their
absorption.

When we look at the demographic policies in
Israel aimed at encouraging higher birth rates,
we have to examine not only when they were
mostly introduced (which corresponded with
the periods, overall, when outside sources of
Jewish immigration were blocked), but also at
the debates which developed in Israel concern-
ing who should be encouraged to reproduce and
how. To an extent there has also been the
debate as to whether this question is at all in the
domain of public debate, or whether it is an
individual decision of the families involved, or
even only of the women involved, as the small
Israeli feminist movement has been claiming.
The lack of clear policies concerning abortion,
for example, up until the 1970s, has been just
one symptom of the conflict between a liberal
democratic ideology which saw decisions con-
cerning child bearing as basically part of the
private domain and an ideology which saw it as
a patriotic duty. The change in the relative
hegemony of each of these ideologies is but one
symptom of the more general shift in dominant
value systems in Israel. It is not a coincidence
that when Efrat, The Committee for the
Encouragement of a Jewish Birth Rate in Israel
was first established in the 1960s, it was a bit of
a public joke. Uri Avneri, for example, the edi-
tor of the weekly Ha’olam Hazeh which consis-
tently supports civil rights in Israel, accused
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those who advocated this line of thought of
having ‘‘the psychology of rabbits.”” These
days Uri Avneri himself writes editorials which
explain the unavoidable need for a Jewish
majority in Israel.**

The ““need”’ for a Jewish majority has always
been a cornerstone of Zionist thinking, of
which Avneri represents the most liberal wing.
Ben-Gurion, debating in the Knesset in 1949—
during the war which expanded Israel’s terri-
tory way beyond the territory allocated to it by
the UN—explained: ‘A Jewish state...even if
only in the West of Palestine is impossible, if it
is to be a democratic state, because the number
of Arabs in the western part of Palestine is
higher than that of the Jews...we want a Jewish
state, even if not all over the country,’”?*!

The Zionist strategic priority of a Jewish
majority in Israel has been one of the issues
debated all along between the Left and Right of
the Zionist movement, especially before the
state was actually established, and after 1967.
In the time of the yishuv, the crucial thing for
the Zionist Right, led by Jabotinsky, was
Jewish sovereignty over the whole of Palestine.
Once this could be established, it was assumed
that the Jewish masses from all over the world
would come and fill the country. The Labour
Zionism that dominated the yishuv, on the
other hand, saw Jewish settlement and a
consolidation of a Jewish majority in a grad-
ually expanding territory as a precondition for
the establishment of the Zionist state. How-
ever, even they were prepared to accept a
majority of only 55 percent in the first instance,
as was the situation in the planned Jewish state
in the 1947 UN partition plan (which never ac-
tually materialized, due to the 1948 war), and
planned various Wways of expanding that
majority.*?

Plans for a transfer of the Palestinians out-
side the Zionist state have existed in more or
less muted form throughout the history of
Zionism, as one way of resolving the political
contradiction of a Jewish state with too many
non-Jews in it. During the 1948 war, Israel
enlarged by more than 50 percent its allocated
territory, having divided the planned Palestin-
ian state with Jordan. This could have meant a
Jewish state with an overwhelming Palestinian
majority. However, most of the.Palestinians
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under Israeli rule either escaped during the bat-
tles and were never allowed to return, or were
expelled by force. This, plus the major Jewish
immigration to Israel in the first few years of its
existence from postwar Europe and from the
Arab countries, had reduced the Palestinian
minority in Israel in the early 1950s to no more
than 11 percent. Still, in the hope of reinforcing
this ratio, Ben-Gurion initiated in the early
1950s rewards (of IL.100—even then with more
symbolic than substantial value) for ‘‘heroine
mothers”’—i.e. those who have had ten chil-
dren or more; he was continually calling on
Israeli Jewish mothers to have more children.

The birthrates of the Jewish and the Palestin-
ian populations within Israel were not, how-
ever, evenly balanced. In the early 1960s, there
was, on the one hand, a halt in the mass Jewish
immigration to Israel, and on the other hand
the birthrate of the more traditionally oriented
Israeli Jews began to fall. At the same time, the
Palestinian birthrate in Israel did not decrease
significantly, while their life expectancy
increased (by 1967, the Arab minority in Israel
constituted 15 percent). A government commit-
tee was set up to review the demographic situa-
tion, as a result of which the Center for Demog-
raphy was established in 1967, and was
attached to the prime minister’s office (until
1978, when it became part of the government
Work and Welfare Ministry) in order to devel-
op suitable long term policies to deal with the
issue.

The ““ultimate threat’’ of the gradual growth
of the Palestinian community in Israel and the
erosion of the Jewish majority kept on growing
as a political issue, especially after the 1967 war
and the public debate about annexation of the
Occupied Territories with their massive Pales-
tinian population. But concern has also been
growing in relation to the Palestinians who live
within the 1949 borders, who are Israeli citi-
zens, and who, for the first time in the last elec-
tions began to count, in sheer terms of num-
bers, as an important electoral lobby.*

By 1976, this issue had already become a
focus for widespread public paranoia in Israel,
when a secret document written by Konig, the
civil officer responsible for the Israeli Northern
District, was leaked to the press. Galilee, with
its concentration of Arab population, has



always been a cause for concern to Israeli policy
makers. In the mid-1960s, (before the 1967 war
and around the time of the establishment of the
demographic center) major confiscations of
Arab lands were carried out in Galilee, in order
to establish in the heart of that dense Arab pop-
ulation, a new Jewish city, Karmiel, The offi-
cial aim of this policy, initiated by Levy Eshkol,
then prime minister, was to ‘‘Judaize Galilee.”’
Konig expressed in the 1976 document his
alarm that these policies had failed and that in
the foreseeable future, the Arabs would consti-
tute a majority in Galilee. Konig suggested var-
ious ways of combating this tendency, includ-
ing settling Jews in areas densely populated by
Arabs; encouraging Arabs to emigrate from the
country by limiting their prospects of employ-
ment and studies, and cutting their child
national insurance benefits and more. Since
then, the ‘““‘demographic race’’ and the annual
Jewish and Arab birthrate continue to be dis-
cussed prominently in the Israeli national press,
accompanied with gloomy demographic predic-
tions and/or attempts to refute them.

Palestinians and the Demographic Race

Israeli Palestinians have not necessarily been
reluctant participants in the ‘‘demographic
race.”” The fact of having large numbers of chil-
dren, especially boys, has always been impor-
tant in Arab rural society, which is organized
around the extended family. It made possible a
dignified existence for the old parents; it
brought social honour to the mothers of sons; it
also made possible a pooling of resources in
times of economic hardship. The gradual prole-
tarianization of the Israeli Palestinians was
somewhat eased by the fact that while the men
commuted to town to work, the women and
other men of the family, stayed together in the
village; in times of unemployment they consti-
tuted a buffer against its hardest effects. Never-
theless, gradually, especially with the rise of a
new intelligentsia and the politicization of the
younger generation, the authority of the
hamulas (family clans), which the Israeli
authorities have also cultivated as efficient
means of control, has begun to diminish. In
terms of population growth, however, modern-
1zation has had an immediate and contradictory
effect—life expectancy has gone up; the mortal-
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ity rate has come down; and together they have
reversed the beginnings of a trend towards a
falling birthrate.

In addition, since the 1970s, family size has
become a conscious political weapon among
Palestinian nationalists. This has been true for
the whole of the Palestinian movement. The
training of children in refugee camps to be the
next generation of fighters has been very central
to it. War orphans, for example, have not been
allowed to be adopted by outsiders (unlike Viet-
namese orphans in similar circumstances), but
are reared collectively for their national role. In
Israel, the ‘“war on the baby front”’ became
especially bitter in the ‘“‘post-Konig”’ period.
Slogans like ““The Israelis beat us on the bor-
ders but we beat them in the bedrooms...”’
started to be heard, and poems, a traditional
mobilizing means in Arab societies, were writ-
ten in this spirit.** The Israeli authorities more
or less admitted that none of the active popula-
tion control policies which are used in other
Third World countries have any chance of
meeting cooperation among either the “‘tradi-
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tional’’ or the ‘““modern’’ elements in the Arab
sector. Nevertheless, social welfare clinics were
set up, and Palestinian women are the only
women in Israel who can obtain free contracep-
tives. I was told by a social worker that as long
as these clinics were headed by Palestinian
women, they tended to cooperate with the
Israeli authorities on family planning policies
(although from a very different motive to theirs
—care for individual women rather than con-
trol of overall numbers). In the last few years
Palestinian men have become heads of some of
these clinics and it is rumoured that attitudes
towards family planning have changed
considerably.

Since the Israeli government is unable effec-
tively to control the number of Palestinian chil-
dren being born, quite a lot of its policies have
concentrated on bringing in more Jews from
abroad, and, when fewer and fewer actually
came, promoting and encouraging a growth of
the Jewish birthrate in Israel itself.

Encouraging ‘‘Quality’’ Births

After its establishment in 1967, the Demo-
graphic Center commissioned coodinated stud-
ies on demographic trends in Israel and in the
Jewish Diaspora, and promoted various pro-
natal policies. This was done both by propa-
ganda work and by material incentives, such as
“The Fund for Encouraging Birth”” which was
set up in 1968 by the Housing Ministry to subsi-
dize housing loans for families with more than 3
children. These benefits, such as increased child
allowances, were given basically only to Jews,
under the euphemism of ‘‘families who have
relatives who have served in the Israeli army.”’

Clearly the value of all these policies has been
more symbolic than practical, when we take in-
to consideration what is actually involved in
bringing up a child. But even at this symbolic
and auxiliary-practical level, these policies were
not universally approved of in Israel. One line
of objection was raised by militant liberals and
leftists. They joined the Israeli Palestinians in
pointing out the racist character of using the
state apparatus to discriminate against Palestin-
ians and to block their access to a whole line of
state benefits. Rightwing nationalists, however,
also objected to using the state apparatus for
that purpose—they would have preferred the
Jewish Agency to take on this~function. As
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things stand, Palestinians who are [sraeli citi-
zens have been receiving some child benefit
allowances, and the Druze and Bedouins who
do military service have been even receiving the
enlarged allowances that Jews receive. On the
other hand, some Jewish families, especially
among the extreme Orthodoxes, have no mem-
bers of their family who have done national ser-
vice; thus, under the euphemistic regulation,
they have been entitled only to the reduced
allowance. The Jewish Agency has in fact sup-
plemented the allowances in such cases, first
secretly and then openly; then, in the early
1980s, the Ministry of Religion began to take
over this role.

Another line of argument against these poli-
cies was that, while promoting national goals,
these policies do not take into account the class
(and therefore also intra-Jewish ethnic) divi-
sions in the Israeli society—inasmuch as it is the
number of children rather than size of family
income which is used as the qualifying criterion
for child and housing benefits.

This line of opposition in the 1970s reflected
a growing concern with issues of poverty and
ethnic antagonism within the Jewish collectiv-
ity. Studies were published which showed that
class differentiations between Ashkenazi and
Oriental Jews in Israel had grown rather than
shrunk in the course of the 1960s.*¢ (This situa-
tion changed somewhat in the 1970s, due in
large part to changes in the Israeli labour mar-
ket after the influx of a large number of Pales-
tinians from the Occupied Territories, and the
consequent economic upward mobility of sec-
tions of the Oriental Jews. Nevertheless, the
Jewish poor in Israel today are still overwhelm-
ingly of Oriental origin.)*’ Growing popular
protest movements within what is often called
“The Second Israel’’ (the best known but by no
means the only one being the Israeli Black Pan-
thers) have brought this reality into the political
arena as well, especially since the Oriental Jews
have become a majority of the Israeli electorate.

The Government committee which was set up
to examine these issues discovered an important
and relevant fact. They found that, in Israel 75
percent of children who grew up in Israel in
economic deprivation come from large families
of four or more children, mostly from Oriental
Jewish families, and that they constitute about
40 percent of all Israeli éhildreni“'lt pointed
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out the continuous and possibly growing class
and ethnic divisions within the next generation
of Israeli Jews, and also the shift in ratio be-
tween those belonging to the various different
classes, as a result of the much larger number of
children among people at the bottom end of the
income bracket.

It is important to note in this context that
although maintaining a Jewish majority in
Israel has been a prime concern of the Zionist
movement, Zionists are also always aware that
in the Arab East it will always be a very small
minority. The petty-bourgeois socio~economic
background of most of the Zionist settlers
before the establishment of the state; techno-
logical and organizational superiority over the
underdeveloped Arab world; imperialist sup-
port of Israel as the most consistent local ally;
and a nationalist myth of ““there is no alter-
native’’—these are what has enabled the contin-
uous success of Israel in its wars against the
Arabs (at least until the Lebanon war). Quality,
then, rather than quantity has been the crucial
factor. (Over the last few years the situation has
been changing, and Israeli newspapers report
with anxiety that there is a much higher number
of university graduates in the Arab world than
in Israel;-and, on the other hand, that there is a
growing deterioration in the quality of the
human material available to the Israeli army.>*?)

It was therefore, again, primarily national
concern, as well as an attempt to appease the
growing protests of the ‘‘Second Israel,”” which
brought about a significant development in the
direction of welfare policies in Israel in the
1970s—measures such as the introduction of
social security, ‘‘slum rehabilitation’’ pro-
grams etc. For a while the (Jewish) family’s
€conomic situation, rather than the number of
its children, became the official criterion for
housing support. This political trend, resulting
from the fear of too many children growing up
in poverty-stricken households in Israel, can
also be said to be one of the major factors
which, combined with ideological pressures,
have brought about abortion legislation in
Isracl. For years there have been no official
policies on the matter, because of politicians’
fears of running into political trouble whatever
decisions were taken.*®

The Abortion Debate

In fact, this legislation has become one of the
major mobilization factors of the growing
rightwing nationalist and religious camp. They
see not only abortions, but also family planning
in general and anything which results in fami-
lies smaller than four children, as objection-
able. Indeed, the secretary of the Efrat commit-
tee explained to me when I interviewed him
that, since so many Israeli Jewish women get
married and start bearing children only after
completing their military service (at the age of
twenty), any family planning aimed at limiting
child-bearing to once every few years would
necessarily severely limit the number of children
such women could have before menopause.

For large sections of the pro-natal lobby in
Israel, having many children is not just an
inevitable outcome of keeping religious codes
concerning procreation, or an expression of
Jewish traditional values, or even a means of
making Israel stronger by enlarging the number
of potential soldiers. It is not even a question of
keeping a Jewish majority in Israel. Having
large families is seen as also a way of reproduc-
ing and enlarging the Jewish people which has
dwindled, first as a result of the Nazi Holocaust
(caused by anti-Semitism) and then by the
“Demographic Holocaust”’ (caused by assimi-
lation and intermarriage).*'

The lobby which organized the pro-natal
politics of the early 1980s revived the ‘‘Efrat
Committee for the Encouragement of Higher
Jewish Birthrate”’ which had been dormant for
most of the 1970s. In the 1980s, it became
powerful enough to establish centers and
branches all over the country and to incorpor-
ate in its ranks major elite figures from all pro-
fessional fields, both religious and secular, and
to gain official status as a governmental consul-
tative body on natal and demographic policy
committees (together with the official women’s
organizations).

Efrat gained a lot of its public power by link-
ing the debate on encouragement of the Jewish
birthrate to the public campaign around the
abortion issue. As part of its coalition agree-
ment with the religious parties, the Begin gov-
ernment, when it came to power in the late
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1970s, abolished the one category in the abor-
tion law which enabled legal abortions to be

carried out on the grounds of ‘‘social
hardship’® (the other categories are: the
woman’s age; the pregnancy being a result of
“forbidden relations’’; the health of the fetus
and the health of the woman). This angered the
feminist lobby but was not enough to appease
the anti-abortion lobby, especially as liberal
social workers on the abortion committees have
tended to apply the woman'’s health category
instead.*? In addition to the usual reasoning of
the anti-abortion lobby, who treat abortions as
murder, came an emotive call to Jewish
mothers to do their national duty and replace
the Jewish children killed by the Nazis. An ex-
treme (and narrowly defeated) example of this
ideology was a suggestion by the then Advisor
to the Minister of Health, Haim Sadan, to force
every woman considering abortion to watch a
slide show which would include, in addition to
other horrors such as dead fetuses in rubbish
bins, pictures of dead children in Nazi concen-
tration camps. After a large public campaign
this specific proposal was defeated and Sadan
eventually resigned. Nevertheless, ‘‘the war on
the demographic war’’ continues.

It is worth remarking, however, that the ef-

fects of the overall economic, political and
ideological crisis in Israel in the last few years
have been making their mark on the various
policies which have been used in the *‘demo-
graphic race.” The effectively reduced state
incentives have to a great extent lost any practi-
cal effect that they might have had a few years
ago. This, plus a growing negative net migra-
tion to and from the country, have gradually
and increasingly turned attention to the option
of transferring Palestinians out of Israel, as the
only possibly valid long-term solution if Israel
is to keep its Zionist character. Thus it is no
more an issue promoted by extreme marginal
rightwing leaders like Meir Kahane. Prominent
national leaders, like ex-general Rehavam
Ze’evi and the deputy minister of Defense,

. Michael Dekel, have declared publicly and

organized conferences for the promotion of the
idea of ‘‘Transfer’’—the mass expulsion of
Palestinians from the Occupied Territories, as
the only effective solution to the demographic
predictions that within 30 years, Jews will be no
more than 52 percent of the population.
According to Ze’evi, “‘If last year only 30 per-
cent of the Israelis supported the idea of Trans-
fer, this year it is already 70 percent.’’* P

The Palestinian political strategy in response
has been **Zumut’’—holding on, resisting pres-
sures to emigrate. And encouraging Palestinian
women to bear more children. A recent saying
on the West Bank is that ‘‘Every woman should
have at least five sons: Two to go to prison, one
to die, one to go to Kuwait to maké money and
one to do what he wishes to do....”’

Jewish Women and ‘The Nation’

We have seen how Israeli Jewish women, like
Palestinian women, have been ‘‘recruited”’ in
the ‘‘demographic war’’ to bear more children,
this being seen as their national duty to the Jew-
ish people in general and to Israeli Jewish peo-
ple in particular. It is debatable to what extent
the ideological pressures, or the formal and
material collective measures such as child bene-
fits are the deciding influences in whether to
have a child or, when an unplanned pregnancy
occurs, to keep it. The emotional needs of peo-
ple in a permanent war society, when husbands
and sons might get killed at any moment, and
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cultural familial traditions probably play a
more central role than anything else. Whatever
the deciding factor, however, the fact is that
Israeli Jewish women, especially professional
middle class women, do tend to bear more chil-
dren, than their counterparts in other advanced
capitalist societies.** And their role as suppliers
of children to ‘‘the nation’’ has a direct effect
on the availability of contraceptives and abor-
tion. As I say, there are no free contraceptives
in Israel except for Palestinians, and abortion
legislation is a focus of major public political
debates—not unique to Israel, but with a very
explicit nationalistic emphasis, in comparison
with campaigns in other countries where the
“Moral Right’’ has been fighting against abor-
tion legislation.

Historically—until the 1960s, and since the
beginning of the Zionist movement—it was
mainly Jewish mothers in the Diaspora who
“supplied’’ the human power for the Zionist
settlement to go forward. The Zionist endea-
vour can be described as an organization with
clear international division of labour—in the
Diaspora, the members and supporters of the
movement supplied financial and political sup-
port and human power, and in Palestine, at the
““front,” these resources were used to promote
the Zionist project of imposing an exclusively
Jewish society on Palestine.** This division of
labour continues to date, and without the
financial and political support of the Jewish
Diaspora, Israel could not have continued to
exist. In the supply of human material, how-
ever, the balance has gradually shifted and the
discussions today focus, as we have seen, on the
role of Israeli Jewish mothers in replacing the
membership of the overall shrinking Jewish na-
tional collectivity all over the world rather than,
or in addition to, the other way around.

Within the Zionist yishuv itself, the pressures
on Israeli Jewish women to bear more children
date from the beginning of the limitation on
Jewish immigration to Palestine under the Brit-
ish mandate (I myself am a ‘historical
product” of Ben-Gurion’s call for ‘‘internal
aliyah” (immigration) in the early 1940s when
the news of the Nazi Holocaust started to ar-
rive...). ,

However, initially, as I suggested earlier, the
main emphasis of Jewish motherhood in Israel

was more to do with its qualitative aspect (of
producing the ‘‘New Jew’’—the sabra—the
antithesis of the ““Diaspora Jew”’ whose nega-
tive image the Zionist movement shared with
European anti-Semitism), rather than necessar-
ily with quantity of children. The role of Israeli
woman was to participate in the national strug-
gle, mainly in supportive roles,*® and, in addi-
tion, to produce proud, rooted and ‘“normal’’
children (whose -characteristics would be
““earthiness,’’ military strength, and, of course,
the “‘Jewish genius’’...).

The development of the specific ideological
construction of women as national reproducers
in Israel has had a lot to do with the specificity
of the historical development of the Israeli soci-
ety as a permanent war society. The ideological
placement of women in this respect was best
summed up by MP Geula Cohen, a member of
the neo-fascist Tehiyah party and an
ex-member of the Stern gang in the pre-state
period:

The Israeli woman is an organic part of the

family of the Jewish people and the female

constitutes a practical symbol of that. But she

is a wife and a mother in Israel, and therefore

it is of her nature to be a soldier, a wife of a

soldier, a sister of a soldier, a grandmother of

a soldier. This is her reserve service. She is con-

tinually in military service.*’

There have been many myths concerning the
role of Israeli women as soldiers (and I have ex-
panded on it in another place**). Basically,
however, and to a great extent as in the civil
labour market, women in the army serve in
subordinate and supportive roles to that of
men, unless they are in welfare and educational
roles which directly correspond to the ideolog-
ical tradition of women as mothers (rather than
as wives and mistresses). The few women who
are engaged in combative occupations are doing
s0 in order to release men for front duties, from
which women soldiers are officially banned.
Also, as Geula Cohen says, women, unlike
men, are released mostly from reserve service,
which is the mass popular base of the Israeli ar-
my. Men serve at least one month a year in the
reserves until they are fifty years old, and this is
their most important national role. The
women’s national role then becomes to produce
babies who would become soldiers in future
wars. War widows (and parents) are perceived

“
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not only as people who have suffered the loss of
their nearest and dearest, but as people who
have made an active national contribution in
their own right. It is on this basis that the value
of war widows’ compensations is set: they
receive an income from the state, along with
other privileges, all of which bears no relation
to the income of the late husband before his
death, and is comparable to a senior govern-
ment office*® (although, since the Lebanon war
and the economic crisis, the real level of
widows’ income has been seriously eroded, as
have most other Israeli state benefits).

Women’s Weapons

This ideological construction can explain
why groups like ““Women against the War”’
and ‘‘Parents against Silence’’ have been so
effective in their protest against the Lebanon
war (together with Yesh Gvul, the first serious
draft resistance movement in the history of
Israel). They touched the heart of the ideolog-
ical assumption that Israeli Jewish society is
fighting only because ‘‘there is no other alterna-
tive’’ if continuous collective survival is to be
assured, and therefore the individual’s sacri-
fices (constructed specifically according to gen-
der and age and to a certain extent class and
ethnic origin) are willingly made. Similar acti-
vism has been shown by ‘‘Women against the
Occupation’” and ‘““Women in Black’” since the
beginning of the Intifadah, but their influence
has been less specific. This is both because there
is less unity about the desired action by the
Israeli government to the Intifadah than there
has been concerning Lebanon, as well as
because of the nature of women’s participation
in the Intifadah which has desensitized to a cer-
tain extent the Israeli differential response to
women. (“The Arabs’ women and children
have been transformed into a weapon pointing
at us, and must therefore be treated not as
women and children, but as someone coming to
kill us.””*") When we look at the effects of the
national reproductive role of Israeli Jewish
women, however, it is important to remember
that we are dealing here not only, and even not
mainly, with effects which relate to the actual
number of children they produce and for what.
We are also concerned with the ideological and
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legal constraints within which this role of theirs
is being constructed.

Jewish women in Israel, and for that matter
in the Diaspora as well, are being incorporated
actively in the Zionist endeavour, not only in
supplying humanpower to the national collec-
tivity, but also legally and symbolically, as
markers of its boundaries. As I said in the
beginning of this article, a Jew, according to
the Law of Return, is somebody who was born
to a Jewish mother (or is a religious convert). It
is motherhood, therefore, rather than father-
hood that determines membership in the collec-
tivity.

However, this matrilineal tradition does not
mean, by any means, that Jewish society is a
matriarchal one. It is not even fully matrilineal
_since children take the family name of their
father, not their mother. The adoption of col-
lective matrilinearity as a means of determining
who is a Jew was suitable in the context of the
Jewish community as a persecuted minority, in
which pogroms and rapes were historically a
recurring phenomenon. In such a context,
motherhool was a safer way of determining
inclusive boundaries, and tight measures were
taken in the religious code to secure the legit-
imate reproduction of the boundaries of the
Jewish collectivity marked by its women.

Jewish women in the Diaspora can, in princi-
ple, choose whether or not to remain subju-
gated to the religious code. Not so Israeli
women. The Israeli state apparatus has added
its coercive power to the traditional voluntary
Jewish communal power in several crucial in-
stances, such as marriage and divorce, and gave
it monopolistic rights.

Several attempts have been made since the
establishment of the state of Israel to guarantee
equal rights for women in terms of employment
and payment, as well as protecting their rights
as workers when they become mothers. This
legislation suffers from limitations similar to
other legislations found in this area in Western
states, in which women are constituted in law
primarily as wives and mothers. Another simi-
larity with other countries is that this legislation
fails to alter the basic segregation and inequal-
ity between women and men in the labour mar-
ket.’' What is more specific to Israel, however,
is the fact that all attempts to guarantee
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women’s overall equal constitutional rights in
principle have failed. This has happened not so
much as a result of direct intervention by the
religious parties, but more by the preventive ac-
tions of the other Zionist parties, who feared
that the religious parties would withdraw sup-
port from their coalition governments, and who
also feared that any ‘‘split of the people’’
would damage the Zionist claim to be ‘‘the
representatives of the Jewish people.”” So, we
have Rabin, the Labour prime minister in 1975
declaring that a Fundamental (= quasi-consti-
tutional) Law of Women’s Equality would
never be passed in Israel; moreover, already in
the 1930s, at the height of the ideological zeal
of the self-styled secular Labour Zionist move-
ment, people were ready to give up women’s
right to vote, in order to prevent withdrawal of
the extreme religious communities from the
yishuv institutions (the Zionist settler commu-
nity). What ‘‘saved’” the women then was the
fact that the extremist religious parties with-
drew anyway....*?

Women do have the right to vote in Israel,
although in recent years they have been pre-
vented from doing so in local elections in some
extreme religious settlements, especially among
the settlers in the Occupied Territories (such as
Immanuel). But in the 1950s, Golda Meir was
prevented from becoming a candidate for the
Mayorship of Tel-Aviv, because it was
claimed that, according to the Halakha,
“‘women are not allowed to govern men.’’ (This
position never changed; Golda was subsequent-
ly ‘‘allowed” to become prime minister
because, it was argued, her role there is formal-
ly that of “‘first among equals”’....)

The most serious effects of the incorporation
of religious law into state legislation on
women'’s status relate to women’s position in
family law, where control of their constitution
as bearers of the national collectivity is most
carefully guarded. They are not allowed to
become judges in the Orthodox Rabbinical
state courts which have the decision-making
monopoly in issues of marriage and divorce;
furthermore, women’s evidence, as a rule, is
Not accepted, especially if there are male wit-
nesses. Questions of guardianship of children
and maintenance are dealt with by two parallel
court authorities—secular and religious; in the

latter, most particularly, constructions of what
should be the proper duties of a wife are exclu-
sively decided by a small reactionary patriar-
chal group of Rabbinical judges. (If she is
proved not to have fulfilled them she is likely to
be declared a ‘“‘rebel’’ and thus lose mainte-
nance rights.) The inequality between the two
sexes also affects the women whose husbands
disappear—in peacetime and even more so in
Israel’s continuous wars. Unlike men, women
are not allowed to remarry until some proof can
be brought that their husbands are in fact dead,
and if they decide to live with another man and
have children by him, the latter are declared as
mamzerim, outcasts from the Jewish national
collectivity for ever.

The Fate of the Zionist Dream

Women’s position and women’s roles then, are
thoroughly affected by Zionism’s central con-
cern for the reproduction of the Israeli national
collectivity as Jewish. This article has examined
some of the factors determining this relation-
ship, and the series of debates which have
accompanied various demographic policies that
have attempted to reinforce it.

I began by quoting Rabbi Kahane when he
stated that the issue of the Jewish character of
Israel is the most central issue in Israeli politics
—more important even than security. It is no
coincidence, therefore, that the first proposal
for a private member’s bill that Kahane has
raised in the Knesset related directly to the con-
trol of women’s national reproductive role. He
proposed to pass a law forbidding sexual rela-
tions between Jewish women and Arab men.
(There have been reports in the press on the
abuse that women who used to be married to
Arabs suffer in the ‘“home’’ his organization
has opened for them to move to.’*) What is
even more revealing, however, are remarks that
come from so called ‘‘dovish left’’ Zionists, like
ex-general Prof. Harkabi who teaches Inter-
national Relations at the Hebrew University.
He objects to Transfer and calls for peace and
even for dialogue with the PLO: “‘If we don’t
reach some agreement, there is going to be hell
here and not a Jewish state. We shall not be
able to keep two million Arabs under curfew,
The rebellion will continue and I cannot see

“
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how we could castrate every Arab male in the

West Bank and Gaza strip in order to prevent
them from multiplying naturally.’’**

Is it the case that the dream of the Zionist-
Imagined Community has, in fact, become a
nightmare?
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PREFACE:
The AIDS Movement and Its Challenge

1988 marked the beginning of a new national grass roots movement, an AIDS movement.
Spearheaded by the direct-action, treatment-focussed group in New York City, ACT UP
(AIDS Coalition to Unleash Power), formed largely from the gay community in 1987,
similar groups have sprung up in more than 30 cities creating the national ACT NOW net-
work (AIDS Coalition to Network Organize and Win).

ACT NOW'’s convergence on Washington, DC from October 8-11, 1988 challenged
“business as usual’’ at the Department of Health and Human Services (HSS) and the Food
and Drug Administration (FDA). The rally at the HHS, from which we publish Vito Russo’s
speech, and the disruption at the FDA that closed operations down, gave national focus to
the needs and alternative policies with which AIDS activists confront the current administra-
tion,

Demands on the welfare state are new to many segments of the gay male community and
certainly to gay male politics. If anything, given a history of repressive legislation and police
entrapment, the view of the state that has dominated the movement is ‘‘Get the State Off
Our Backs.”” Gay men like most Americans with a modicum of privilege have looked to the
market to meet their needs. But when health care couldn’t be bought and discrimination

Civil disobedience at the FDA. Debra Samdperil photo. 61
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meant lack or refusal of services, gay men ex-
perienced the limits of the marketplace and
were forced to turn to city, state and federal
governments for support. Thus the recent ex-
perience of gay men joins the histories of the
poor, people of color and women in demanding
that the state recognize and meet the needs of
its citizens.

The insights that have grown out of these
histories must engage each other if a collective
strategy that represents all those affected by the
AIDS epidemic is to develop. This is the
challenge and promise of the AIDS movement.
All this must take place in a context of daily
crises of literal survival. As Vito Russo asks,
““Will this mean I get the drugs I need on Tues-
day?”’

The tension between responding to ‘‘a state
of emergency’’ and developing a more detached
analysis of US institutions plays itself out
within the AIDS activist organizations. Russo’s
reference to an opportunist Left makes the case
in point. At ACT-UP meetings, leftists, often
from Marxist-Leninist parties, repeatedly raise
the demand for socialized medicine. The de-
mand itself is not the issue. The frustration
comes in the seemingly abstract character of the
goal, since no concrete strategy is outlined and
meanwhile the death toll is climbing toward
50,000.

We think Russo’s anger and dismissal of left-
ists in the AIDS movement raises a challenge to
those on the Left. Is raw outrage perhaps
always a necessary political emotion, too readi-
ly sidelined by the traditions of the Left. Jim
O’Brien poses a similar question in his reflec-
tions on the New Left’s response to the war in
Vietnam, printed in this issue. He wonders
whether the very strength of the New Left, its
ability to see the war in context, rather thanas a
tragic aberration, didn’t at the same time block
the outrage at the war itself. An openness to the
place of passion in politics and a concern for
meeting day-to-day needs as well as seeing the
““larger picture’ have been more associated
with feminism than the traditional Left and the
questions raised here echo feminist challenges.

With no cure in sight, with hope resting on
expanded, effective education and more prom-
ising treatments, AIDS activists move against
the walls of discrimination and government in-
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transigence that fuel the epidemic and pro-
nounce a death sentence on those already in-
fected with the virus. The women’s health
movement, the AIDS movement’s most im-
mediate predecessor, also moved against drug
companies, the medical establishment and
government agencies with like passion, produc-
ing alternative knowledges (like Our Bodies,
Our Selves) that gained a grass roots legitimacy,
became a watchdog on drug trials and
transformed, most especially, the delivery of
reproductive health care. In their analysis in
1971, the Women’s Health Book Collective ex-
posed the FDA as a regulatory agency ‘‘well
regulated by the pharmaceutical industry.”’
While the women’s health movement fought
for and supports stringent regulations on drug
trials and the AIDS movement is calling for a
relaxation of such regulations, their views of
the FDA and drug companies are not as con-
tradictory as they may seem. Robert Massa in
his article, “Why the FDA,’ takes up the
history of the FDA and clarifies how the
demands of the AIDS movement are about
making drug trials good health care.

The AIDS Movement Debates

Many debates exist among AIDS activists, in
answering questions on how to conduct scien-
tific/medical research, how to represent all
those at risk for AIDS and how to transform
popular consciousness.

ACT UP/NYC has led the fight against drug
trials that use placebo controls or those that re-
quire a participant to use only the one drug be-
ing tested. ACT UP’s slogan on research is “‘A
Drug Trial Is Health Care Too.”’” Others within
the movement, especially some who do medical
research, argue that participants in drug trials
must make sacrifices, that effective research
demands such controls. But within these
disagreements, fundamental agreement ex-
ists—such decisions belong to the communities
in need and their allies among physicians and
scientists.

As the demographics for the epidemic
shift—iv drug users and their sexual partners
account for most of the new seroconversions
and women now make up 10 percent of the
caseload—different needs join those articulated
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by gay men. Issues around clean needle ex-
change and drug treatment programs become
critical. As women move from caretakers to
themselves becoming ill, lack of childeare and
other alternatives to women’s family respon-
sibilities deepen the crisis of illness. Questions
of reproductive rights and reproductive health
become central to the politics of the epidemic.
Even at the level of diagnosis and treatment, it
appears that women manifest this syndrome
differently from the patterns now recognized in
gay men and iv drug using men. An enormous
effort to educate primary health providers to
recognize that the frameworks for medical care
and service delivery developed by the gay com-
munity and embedded in the established AIDS
organizations will have to be transformed to ad-
dress the very different needs and resources of
these populations.

Whether the goals and demands of the AIDS
movement are affecting popular consciousness
is a key and open question for the movement. A
“common sense’’ fear of contagion pervades
popular consciousness. Homophobia, racism
and class bias are infused in this fear and
available to be used to gain support for
repressive politics, legislation and referenda. A
recent survey of the general population showed
that even though most people understood that

they could not become HIV infected through
casual contact with People with AIDS (PWAs)
or those HIV positive at their workplace, about
one-half favored the firing of those with the
virus. Or another example. Most people agreed
that their child would not be at risk if a child
with AIDS was in their class and that children
with AIDS should be allowed to attend
school—yet about half of those who had this
basic information would remove their child
from such a setting.

The fear of contagion is legitimated by
popular media every time they use the language
of ““AIDS carrier’’ or every time a conservative
initiative formulates the problem as one of con-
taining the populations at risk rather than the
virus.

A Challenge To Us All

Thus the AIDS movement confronts an enor-
mous task. Not only must it continually
broaden its base, beyond the gay community,
for example, and make AIDS a genuine na-
tional priority, it also must face the emergency
of a mounting caseload. Crises of access to
treatment and social services are pressing daily
realities.

Clearly the movement cannot achieve these
goals without other community support.
Broadening the base of the movement requires
solidarity and initiative from many groups in-
volved in community organizing. It requires
that groups organized around central America,
for example, know that their constituencies are
informed and supportive of the demands of the
AIDS activists just as those activists support
Central America work. In order to break
through the bigotry and apprehension that sur-
rounds AIDS, progressives need to hold
forums, disseminate literature or include ar-
ticles in their newsletter. And importantly,
organizers in general need to confront the homo-
phobia and often the racism that lives in their
community base. The right wing is perched,
preparing repressive initiatives and legislation.
Any gain made by the AIDS movement cannot
be sustained without popular support. Suppor-
tive initiatives have rarely come from the Left.
The challenge of the actions in Washington,
DC is a challenge to us all. -Ed.

e
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STATE OF EMERGENCY
A Speech from the AIDS Movement

Vito Russo

A friend of mine has a half fare transit card which he uses on buses and subways. A few
months ago when he showed his card, the token attendant asked what his disability was—he
said, “I have AIDS”’ and the attendant said ‘““No, you don’t. If you had AIDS you’d be
home—dying.”” I’m here to speak out today as a person with AIDS who is not dying
from—but for the last three and a half years quite successfully living with—AIDS. Members
of my family who get all their information from reading the newspapers and
watching television know two things about me—that I’m going to die and that the govern-
ment and the FDA is doing everything in its power to save me. I think they’ve been lied to.

If I’'m dying from anything it’s from homophobia. If I’'m dying from anything it’s from
racism. If I’m dying from anything I’'m dying from Jesse Helms. If I’'m dying from anything
I’m dying from that moron who calls himself the President of the United States. If I’'m dying
from anything I’m dying from the sensationalism of newspapers and magazines and televi-
sion shows which are interested in me as a human interest story only as long as I’'m willing to
be a helpless victim but not if I’m fighting for my life. If I’m dying from anything it’s not
from opportunistic infections as much as from opportunistic politicians and crazies on the
right and the left who are using AIDS to push their bullshit ideology by

/

Text of a speech given at the ACT-NOW rally in front of the Department of Health and Human Services, Washington, D.C.,
October 10, 1988.
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exploiting ACT UP’s numbers for their own
non-AIDS related agendas.' If I’m dying from
anything I'm dying from the fact that not
enough rich, white, heterosexual men have got-
ten AIDS for anybody to give a shit.

Living with AIDS in this country is like living
in the Twilight Zone. Living with AIDS is living
through a war which is happening only for
those people who are in the trenches. Every
time a shell explodes you look around to
discover that you’ve lost more of your friends.
But nobody else notices—it isn’t happening to
them—they’re walking the streets as though
we weren’t living through a nightmare,
Only you can hear the screams of the people dy-
ing and their cries for help. No one else seems
to be noticing. It’s worse than wartime because
during a war the people are united in a shared
experience. This war has not united us—it’s
divided us. It’s separated those of us with AIDS
and those of us who fight for people with AIDS
from the rest of the population. Two and a half
years ago I read a Life Magazine editorial on
AIDS which said it’s time to pay attention to
AIDS because ‘this disease is now beginning to
strike the rest of us’’—it was as if I wasn’t the
one holding the magazine in my hand. Since
then nothing has changed to alter the percep-
tion that AIDS is not happening to the real peo-
ple in this country—it’s not happening to us in
the United States—it’s happening to them, to
the disposable populations of fags and junkies
who deserve what they get. The media tell peo-
ple they don’t have to care because the citizens
Who really matter are in no danger. Twice,
three times, maybe four, the New York Times
has published editorials saying, ““Don’t panic
yet over AIDS,” it still hasn’t entered the
general population and until it does we don’t
have to give a shit.

And the days and the months and the years
Pass by—and rhey don’t spend those days and
nights and months and years trying to figure
out how to get ahold of the latest experimental
drug, and which dose to take it at, and in what
Combination with what other drugs, and from
What source and for how much money—
bfcause it isn’t happening to them so they don’t
8IVE a shit. And they don’t sit in television
Studios surrounded by technicians who wear
fubber gloves and refuse to put a body mike on

them—because it isn’t happening to them so
they don’t give a shit. And they don’t have their
houses burned down by bigots and morons;
they only watch it on the news and then they eat
their dinner and they go to bed—because it isn’t
happening to them so they don’t give a shit.
They don’t spend their waking hours going
from one hospital to another, watching the peo-
ple they love die slowly of neglect and
bigotry—because it isn’t happening to them so
they don’t give a shit. They haven’t been to two
funerals a week for the last three, four or five
years so they don’t give a shit. It’s not happen-
ing to them.

We read on the front page of The New York
Times that Dr. Anthony Faucci says that all
sorts of promising drugs for treatment haven’t
even been tested in the last two and a half years
because he can’t afford to hire the people to test
them. We’re supposed to be grateful that this
story has appeared. Nobody wonders why some
reporter didn’t dig up that story and print it two
years ago, before Faucci went public with his
complaints before a congressional committee.
How many people are dead in the last two years
who might be alive today if those drugs had
been speedily tested? Reporters all over the
country are busy printing government press
releases. They aren’t covering the FDA in an in-
vestigative way. They treat Frank Young? as
though he was god. Anything he says they
print. They don’t give a shit—it isn’t happening
to them—meaning that it isn’t happening to the
real people, the world famous “‘general public”’
we all keep hearing about. Legionnaire’s
disease was happening to them because it hit
people who looked like them, sounded like
them, were the same color as them—and that
fucking story about a couple of dozen people
hit the front pages of every newspaper and
magazine in the country and stayed there until
the mystery was over.

All I read in the newspapers tells me that the
mainstream heterosexual population is not at
risk for this disease. All the newspapers I read
tell me that i.v. drug users and homosexuals
still account for the overwhelming majority of
cases and those at risk. Then can somebody
please tell me why every single penny allocated
for education and prevention gets spent on ad
campaigns directed almost exclusively to white,
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Why the FDA

Why the FDA? A more likely target might be
the National Institutes of Health, which coor-
dinates federal AIDS research, or the Office of
Management and Budget, or Congress—
especially in an election year. The FDA, after
all, is a product of liberal reform, painstakingly
constructed through decades of legislation to
protect the public from having dangerous or
useless drugs foisted upon it by profit-hungry
pharmaceutical companies. The present system
dates from 1962, when Congress acted in the
wake of the thalidomide scandal to tighten
regulation of experimental drugs. Manufac-
turers were required to prove not only that their
drugs were safe but that they worked.

In its role as consumer advocate, the FDA
acts as the liaison between public and private
research. This places it in the best position to
speed AIDS-drug development. But the
agency’s critics charge that its mission has been

compromised by an intransigence that serves
the drug industry’s long-term profit goals
rather than the needs of desperate AIDS
patients. ‘‘Other agencies sin by omission; they
aren’t doing enough,’’ exlains ACT UP’s FDA
Action Handbook. ‘‘Only the FDA sins by
commission; it is doing the wrong things, and
they are deadly wrongs.”’

The activists draw on criticisms leveled
against the agency by physicians, independent
researchers, consumer watch-dogs, and even
the president’s AIDS commission to argue that
the FDA’s response to the epidemic—years of
sluggishness and reams of paperwork—is inex-
cusable. To block the release of promising, safe
drugs against AIDS with the same zeal the
agency applies to headache remedies or
treatments for baldness is immoral, since, in the
activists’ words, ‘‘no drug could have a graver
endpoint than the untreated disease itself.’’

e
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heterosexual teenagers who they keep telling us
are not at risk for this disease? Can somebody
tell me why the only television movie ever pro-
duced by a major network in this country is not
about a young man with AIDS but about the
impact of the disease on his straight, white
nuclear family? Why for eight years has every
newspaper and magazine in this country done
cover stories on AIDS only when the threat of
heterosexual transmission is raised? Why for
eight years has every single educational film
designed for use in high schools eliminated any
gay positive material before being approved by
the board of education? Why in the past eight
years has every single public information pam-
phlet and videotape distributed by establish-
ment sources ignored specific homosexual con-
tent? Why is every bus and subway ad I read,
and every advertisement and billboard I see,
specifically not directed at gay men? Don’t
believe the lie that the gay community has done
its job and done it well, and successfully
educated its people. The gay community and
Ly. drug users are not organized, politicized
people living in New York and San Francisco.
Members of minority populations, including

so-called sophisticated gay men are abysmally
ignorant about AIDS. If it is true that gay men
and i.v. drug users are the populations at risk
for this disease we have a right to demand that
education and prevention be targeted specifical-
ly to these people and it is not happening. We
are being allowed to die while low risk popula-
tions are being panicked—not educated—
panicked into believing that we deserve to die.

AIDS is not what it appears to be at this mo-
ment in history. It is more than just a disease
that ignorant people have turned into an excuse
to exercise the bigotry they already feel. It is
more than a horror story to be exploited by the
tabloids. AIDS is a test of who we are as a peo-
ple. When future generations ask what we did
in the war, we have to be able to tell them that
we were out here fighting. And we have to leave
a legacy to the generations of people who will
come after us—remember that someday the
AIDS crisis will be over. And when that day has
come and gone there will be people alive on this
earth—gay people and straight people, black
people. and white people, men and
women—who will hear the story that once there
was a terrible disease, and that a brave group of

Strange Bedfellows

- The politics of AIDS makes strange
bedfellows. ACT UP’s militant demands on the
'FDA seem to place the activists in line with the
deregulation frenzy of the Reagan years. Citing
AIDS, big business advocates from The Wall
Street Journal to George Bush have called for
inges to streamline the drug approval pro-
§. The Heritage Foundation, a right-wing
X tank, goes even further: it urges repeal of
the 1962 reforms, and would reduce the FDA to
Issuing seals of approval like Good Housekeep-
Ing.

But ACT UP doesn’t want the agency to
Gpen the floodgates and abandon its rigorous
licensing standards. Instead, the activists de-
mand *‘conditional release”’ of drugs for pa-
Hents with life-threatening conditions while
iS continue. Under such a program, an
DS patient could obtain any promising drug
- has passed preliminary safety testing
Ore it has been proven effective. About 160

(i
A
£

AIDS drugs are now in experimental trials; the
activists mention 10 by name. But just how is
safety to be determined? Drugs which have long
been used for other illnesses may cause com-
plications for a patient with a compromised im-
mune system. And some AIDS drugs are brand
new—they may pass preliminary safety checks
but cause problems after long-term use. Dr.
Mathilde Krim, who has long advocated
quicker release of AIDS drugs, thinks the deci-
sion should be made on a drug-by-drug basis,
but some activists believe the patient alone
should decide what risks to take.

The balance clearly has tipped in the direc-
tion of caution. There’s a widespread consensus
among AIDS researchers that most drugs the
activists name (such as aerosol pentamidine,
dextran sulfate, and AL 721) are safe enough to
be more widely distributed.

In response to agitation and several congres-
sional hearings, the FDA has made some pro-
cedural changes. For example, until recently,
the only way a patient could obtained unlicensed
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people stood up and fought and in some cases
died so that others might live and be free. I'm
proud to be out here today with the people I
love and to see the faces of those heroes who
are fighting this war and to be a part of that
fight. To steal a phrase from Mike Callan’s
song, ‘‘All we have is love right now—what we
don’t have is time.”’

Like the unsung, anonymous doctors who
are fighting this disease and are so busy putting
out fires that they don’t have time to strategize,
AIDS activists are stretched to the limit of their
time and energy, putting out the fires of bigotry
and hatred and misinformation when they need
to be fighting for drugs and research money.
We need luxury time to strategize the next year
of this battle and we need our friends to join us
so we can buy that time. And after we kick the
shit out of this disease I intend to be alive to
kick the shit out of this system so that this will
never happen again.

Vito Russo is author of The Celluloid Closet
which is published by Harper & Row and writes
about film for many national and local pubica-
tions. He lives in New York City.
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drugs without being a part of a formal experi-
ment was to have an attending physician plead
for special consideration. Last year, the FDA
implemented a new system for dispensing unap-
proved drugs, called Treatment IND—
Investigational New Drug. Run out of major
hospitals, the program hasn’t worked the way
AIDS advocates hoped it would. So far, only
one AIDS drug (trimetrexate, used to treat and
prevent pneumocystis pneumonia) has been
made available through Treatment IND—and
only to about 100 patients. Activists have dubbed
Treatment IND “a fast track with no trains,”’

Why the System Fails

Why has the system failed? Largely because
it’s up to the company holding rights over a
drug to make it available to Treatment IND.
Manufacturers may hesitate for several
reasons. They resent regulations which prohibit
profiting from drugs dispensed through the
program. Larger companies Oppose any
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FOOTNOTES

' RA asked Vito Russo to elaborate on this comment for
our readers. Russo responded, ‘*...on the Right I was refer-
ring to the opportunism of George Bush and the current
Administration which is using the AIDS epidemic as an ex-
cuse and a smokescreen to push for deregulation of the
FDA which is their real agenda. On the Left, I have had the
sorry experience of The Revolutionary Socialist Workers
Party coming to gay demonstrations in the past, trying to
latch onto the gay movement in order that it might seem
that gay people as a group support their political ideology.
They don’t want to fight for gay rights as much as they
want to claim us as numbers in their battle to appear suc-
cessful as an ideological movement. The same has been true
of the New Alliance Party, especially in regard to ACT-UP.
The New Alliance Party is not a political party but a
cult....They simply wish it to appear that they are sup-
ported by greater numbers of people than they are actually
supported by. To do this they have been wasting their time
(and ours) by pushing a phony and unnecessary “AlIDS
Bill of Rights’” which does nothing that isn’t already man-
dated by law.”

! Frank Young is currently Director of the Food and Drug
Administration (FDA).

mechanism that would make experimental drug
testing less rigid and more attractive to smaller
competitors. Most troublesome of all to
manufacturers is that Treatment IND regula-
tions provide no protection from liability. In a
letter last month to Otis Bowen, secretary of
Health and Human Services, the Phar-
maceutical Manufacturers Association stated
its position unequivocally: [We] would oppose
any sort of ‘conditional approval’ of a new
drug application.”

David Barr of Lambda Legal Defense, an ad-
viser to ACT UP, says these obstacles are sur-
mountable; ““Treatment IND could be made
more attractive through liability protection and
tax incentives. The FDA could agree to expedite
licensing applications for companies enrolled in

INDs. Finally, recognizing that AIDS is a na-

tional emergency, it could request from Con-
gress the authority to demand that companies
enroll or risk losing exclusive rights over
drug.” Given the FDA’s symbiotic relationship
with the pharmaceutical industry, this is the

ﬂ



—— Passion Play at the FDA

We all suffer from AIDS by now, or at least
from one of the related disorders—worsening
health care, bigotry, exhaustion, relentless loss.
On Tuesday, October 11, 1200 of us encircled
the Food and Drug Administration in
Rockville, Maryland to demand some fast
relief; the doctor, FDA commissioner Frank
Young wasn’t in, so we shut his big office
down. By the end of the nine-hour blockade,
176 of us had been arrested, and by current
estimates, 18 more Americans had died of
AIDS...

For weeks, ACT NOW had been meeting
with top FDA officials to present demands, and
with Montgomery County police to negotiate
terms. Wild rumors circulated among FDA
employees: we were going to throw blood and
urine; 15,000 of us were planning to camp out
for days. The police looked ready for us as the
crowds began to gather at dawn. Some 350 were
poised in squad cars, busses, and watchful lines
at the open entrances on three sides of the
18-story black box. SWAT teams in visored
helmets and rubber gloves stood at a discreet
distance. One affinity group after another

likely option of all.
activists make several other demands,
from their conviction that, in AIDS,
is health care. ACT UP insists that
ers be informed of results as soon as
e available; the FDA replies that
re release of findings could bias the
or frighten patients into leaving a study.
P urges that HIV-infected people be
on safety monitoring boards; the FDA
nds that the composition of these boards
ermined by centers conducting the trial
S “not very much in our purview.”’

ind ACT UP insists the trials be open to the
 range of people affected by AIDS. At
I, gay white men reportedly make up
-percent of those in federally financed
studies, though nonwhites and women
Ip more than half of New York City’s
cases and an increasing percentage
iide. Activists call this situation not only
but unscientific: Patients with a history
se are known to have a lower tolerance

began crossing the street to shout at one or
another entrance. Seeing Red stalked the front
doors in bloody lab coats. Livid Lesbians yelled,
“Tie me up, but not with red tape.”” The
Candelabras fell limply to the street holding up
tombstones, “‘I got the placebo—R.I.P.”’ and
“Women with AIDS die twice as fast.”” Names
Project volunteers held up a 12 x 12 quilt with
two stark names at the bottom, ‘“You” and
“Me.” FDA workers pressed against upper-
story windows to watch this expressionist
theater; some waved and smiled, because
theater arouses longing.

To enter such a play does require a leap of
faith: the structure is all but invisible. Indeed
“‘choreography’’ was the final agenda item at
our packed pre-action meeting the night before
in D.C.’s All Souls Church. We had agreed
upon non-violence guidelines and a list of
demands, but all the decisions on how to carry
them out were ours: who would risk arrest,
what to communicate, how to “‘seize control of
the FDA.”’ Wave 3 intended to take over an of-
fice, establish a New Center of Drugs and
Biologics, and issue revised policy on FDA sta-

for AZT, for example; drugs safe for men may
cause complications in women. ‘“After a drug is
licensed, it can be used on anyone and these
problems will show up,”” FDA spokesman Don
McClaren says. The reason for the discrepancy,
he insists, is to maintain the purity of an experi-
ment. ““If you keep adding variables, that only
slows the process, which doesn’t serve
anybody.”’

The heart of the matter is whose interest is
being served? ‘‘Our intent is not to provide
public health in clinical trials,”” McClaren con-
cedes. ““If you did that, you might have great
public health, but no drug development.’’

Besides the afflicted, the FDA serves
manufacturers, whose interests aren’t always
compatible with those of their customers. The
FDA, for example, declines to publish a com-
prehensive list of drug trials because of federal
laws protecting the confidentiality of a corpora-
tion’s property. Likewise, the agency has taken
no steps to discourage price gouging of AZT (at
$10,000 per year, the most expensive drug ever
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tionery. The Forget-Me-Nots planned to read
names of the dead in Frank Young’s office, as
some had read names at draft boards 20 years
ago. But getting inside was starting to look im-
possible, and the cops were clearly inclined to
take as few of us into detention as they could,
dragging some from the scene only to let them
go. How to mix up this polite two-step?
““What’s the country coming to,’’ lamented one
of the United Fruits, ‘‘when a screaming faggot
has to wait in line to get arrested?”’

By 8 a.m. all but the main entrance was closed.
Then Queer and Present Danger staged a die-in
at the doors, outlining their bodies in chalk.
Police encircled them fast and began a first
busload of arrests, but now these doors too
were impassable, and all arriving employees
were advised to go on home. The FDA was sealed
shut; two people affixed a sign to the doors
reading ‘‘Federal Death Administration.’”” One
man in black was hoisted onto the central por-
tico to unroll and tape a giant Silence = Death
banner; he set off little smoke bombs to rein-
force the slogan. Toward 9 a.m., 19 members
of PISD [People with Immune System
Disorders] and five of our group found them-

M

marketed) or pentamidine (the cost has risen
300 percent since the epidemic began). But the
FDA is hardly, as commissioner Frank Young
has claimed, ‘‘above economics.’’ As with all
federal regulatory agencies, there exists a rather
busy revolving door between the agency and the
industry. The FDA reportedly has a 20 percent
staff turnover every year.

Ultimately, this is a debate about economics,
not science. As of June, the FDA had only 127
officers tracking the 162 AIDS drugs in trials;
some involve paperwork of up to 100,000
pages. When human trials are completed, it
takes an average of two to three years for the
agency to review the results. If research
facilities were adequately funded, experiments
could be more flexible and the results could be
analyzed more quickly. As things stand, the
patients’ interest must be sacrificed in the name
of efficiency.

The irony is that the present system will be
even more expensive in the long run. Expanding
drug research can’t be costlier than the burden
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selves surrounded and swept toward a
second bus—great God almighty, busted at
last.

Now is supposed to come the boring part—in
the hands of the law, waiting like school-
children for the recess bell. But we were a pretty
obstreperous busload. A hearing-impaired
member of PISD wouldn’t cooperate, nor
would we, until the cops let his interpreter on
board and agreed to pay him. As the driver
started a slow three-point turn to pull away, we
hollered “‘Block the road!” through one
cracked-open window, and dozens swept in to
lie down in front of the wheels, chanting, ‘“You
block the drugs—we block the bus.”” After
nearly half an hour, some of the sick on board
were ready for bathrooms and rest, so we called
off the blockade and took the 10-mile ride to
the county Police Academy. I had almost wrig-
gled out of my plastic handcuffs when a cop
spotted me—*‘Going somewhere?”’—and made
them good and tight. Officer McNally, a well-
trained, affable control queen, claimed not to
be prejudiced against gays like ‘‘some of these
hard asses on the force.”” One cop said, ‘‘I'm
with you,”’ although he wasn’t entirely: he was

placed on hospitals by dying AIDS patients, not
to mention the loss of productivity from an
epidemic that attacks people in their prime.
ACT UP’s critique cuts right to a fatal flaw in
our for-profit health care system. The HIV
virus may not be within our control right now,
but that system is.

And in the end, patient-centered drug
development would benefit everyone. Each of
us will someday be a patient.

Robert Massa

“Why AIDS Activists Target the FDA,” Excerpls
from Village Voice, Oct. 18, 1987



“

trying to get my real name, and I kept giving
him Brian Keith’s.

As we were getting booked some news came
in over a walkie-talkie: a basement window had
been broken during a scuffle, and four people
had hopped into the building. Later we learned
that 12 members of Seeing Red had entered an
adjacent building and held a conference in the
EDA’s Ethics Office. Our group was released at
3 p.m. and made it back as the seventh and
final busload of detainees rode off. A small
picket line was still carrying on, but the stand-
off was complete: dozens of frustrated souls
hadn’t managed to get arrested all day. A final
chant went up—“We’ll be stronger, we'll be
back’’—as a cleanup crew arrived for business
as usual tomorrow,

Dan Bellm

Excerpts from Village Voice, “4 Power & Passion
Play,”’ Oct. 25, 1987.

Diary: FDA Action

Monday: At the demonstration in front of the
Department of Health and Human Services, we
put the Reagan Administration on trial. The
verdict is definitely ““guilty.’’ This demonstra-
tion is our chance to articulate a broader
politics of the AIDS activist movement, but the
media fails to pick up on this and covers the
demonstration as a pre-FDA rally...

After a quick bite to eat we go off to the
‘‘pre-action’” meeting at All Soul’s Church, to
make final plans for the Civil Disobedience
(CD) at the Food and Drug Adminstration.
Used to leaving things to the last minute, our
Mass Act Out affinity group makes its
preliminary decisions at this meeting, and
agrees Lo scope out the situation when we get to
the FDA and make more detailed plans then.
The group doubles in size when folks from
Boston Act Up, Boston PWA Coalition, and
several Rhode Island AIDS activists put aside
differences in order to be part of a bigger
group. There are about 20 of us now, equally
divided between men and women. We agree to
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all wear bright yellow gloves (to mock the
police). We’ve named our affinity group
“Nobody’s Nasty Little Secret,” but we
become known as ““Yellow Gloves.”” Our plan
is to meet in Rockville, Maryland at the ungod-
ly hour of 6:45 a.m. No one gets much sleep.

Tuesday: Images and sounds take over my
senses. Brightly costumed affinity groups begin
to gather in the parking lot across from the
FDA and in front of the building. San Fran-
cisco ACT UP is wearing tie-dyed t-shirts with
““Purple Rage’’ scrawled across the front. The
PISD caucus of ACT NOW has formed an af-
finity group. They have on white shirts and
headbands. A New York ACT UP (AIDS Co-
alition To Unleash Power) “‘Seeing Red”’ af-
finity group is wearing lab coats with red paint
splattered across the front and red gloves. They
can be seen throughout the day walking around
chanting ‘“The government has blood on its
hands, and I’m seeing red.”” Everyone is chant-
ing ‘‘Act Up. Fight Back, Fight AIDS and
“History will record, Reagan and Bush did
nothing at all.”’ I notice many lesbians from
around the country who were once active in the
Reproductive Rights National Network, and
am not surprised by their presence here.

The whole demonstration has more the
flavor of the sixties than the ’80s. People are
being spontaneous and creative. The building is
soon draped with ‘‘Silence Equals Death’” ban-
ners and many different posters. All the en-
trances to the building are blocked. No one else
can get in to work. There is more media at this
demonstration than any I’ve been to lately. The
way to get arrested at this CD is to lie down in
front of the main entrance. Those lying down in
frony of other entrances are left alone. Those
who lie down in the street in front of a bus-full
of arrested demonstrators are also allowed to
stay put. Finally the arrestees themselves ask
the demonstrators to move. They don’t want to
sit in the bus all day. They want to be processed
and released, so they can return to the FDA.

“Yellow Gloves” hooks up for most of the
day with “Purple Rage.”” We become a bi-
coastal action team, roaming around the
building forcing the closing of entrance after
entrance. We are pushed around by the police,
but most are not arrested. Our two groups stage

a kiss-in in front of a bus load of arrestees. We
chant ‘‘Purple Rage in my hair, pardon me
while I kiss this guy/gal.”’ We notice that the
bus driver of this particular bus is a sympathetic
woman with several “Silence = Death”
stickers on her jacket. Everyone applauds her
and she gives the thumbs up...

Throughout the day I chat with building
employees who have not been able to get into
work. Some of them work at the FDA, many
work in other departments the building houses.
People from the Mental Health Department are
very sympathetic to the protest. One man stays
around all day, and points out to us a ‘‘Silence
— Death’’ poster a co-worker of his has put in
his office window, many flights up. I have a
long conversation with an off-duty police of-
ficer who says she is out as a lesbian to everyone
but people in her department, and has come to
support us in the way she can—by just being
there and watching.

At the end of the day, those of us still left get
on the Metro back to DC. We are exhausted
and exhilarated. We are talking loudly and un-
containably about the action. An FDA
employee approaches us, wanting to discuss the
protest. She is so excited by the conversation
that she misses her stop and stays on for two
more stations to continue the conversation.
Mostly we ask her questions. What did you
think of the protest? What do you think of the
Reagan administration’s response to the AIDS
epidemic? We learn from her that burning an
effigy of Reagan was a big hit inside the
building. She tells us that employees have been
discussing the protest for the last week, and
that today very little work got done because
everyone was completely captivated by the pro-
test. As they watched affinity groups approach
an entrance, do an action, and then pull back to
discuss their next move, her co-workers would
exclaim, ““I wonder what they will do next?”’

We huddle together in a hotel room to watch
the news. We are with the men from ‘‘Purple
Rage” again. The local news does extensive
coverage. The demonstration makes the na-
tional news...

Nancy Wechsler

This article is excerpted from Resist Newsletter,

November 1988.
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1984 AND AFTER

edited by Marsha Hewitt and
Dimitrios I. Roussopoulos
Perspectives on authoritarianism and its
libertarian alternatives. Contributors
include George Woodcock, Noam
Chomsky, Murray Bookchin, Claire
Culhane, and Yolande Cohen.

ISBN: 0-920057-29-2 $14.95

THE TRADE UNIONS
AND THE STATE

by Walter Johnson
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Canadian labour conflicts and compares
the effectiveness of direct aciton to
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THE PEOPLE ARMED
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translated by Nancy MacDonald
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by Phil Mailer
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ISBN: 0-919618-33-2 $9.95
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WORKERS’ CONTROL
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ISBN: 0-919618-69-3 $5.95

CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE

by Christian Bay and

Charles C. Walker

Examines the political, social, and moral
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of direct action.

ISBN: 0-919618-56-1 $4.95

QUEBEC AND RADICAL
SOCIAL CHANGE

edited by Dimitrios Roussopoulos

Perceptive essays on radical movements
and manifestations in Québec politics by
québéois analysts. A study of radical
elements and their impact on the
political development of Canada’s
nation-province.

ISBN: 0-919618-51-0 $5.95
CHINA

The Revolution is Dead--Long
Live the Revolution

edited by The 70’s

Previously untranslated writings of
non-Marxist Chinese revolutionaries,
presenting their views on the "Great
Proletarian Cultural Revolution".

ISBN: 0-919618-37-5 $9.95
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WORLD INEQUALITY
edited by Immanuel Wallerstein
A selection of articles constituting an in-

ternational debate on inequality and de-
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VOL. 20, NO. 5. SPECIAL ISSUE ON "RACE
& COMMUNITY CONTROL, MEDIA, POLITICS" with
'Blueprint for Tomorrow: The fight for community control in
black and Latino Boston,' 'The Mandela Campaign: An
overview,' 'Community & Kinship, History & Control: Two
organizers view development and Boston's
neighborhoods,' 'Winter in America: Notes on media and
race,' 'Anti-racists and other demons: The Press and
Ideology in Thatcher's Britain.' Also included, 'In
Search of Common Ground: A Review Essay'
James Green's searing critique of the Pulitzer
Prize history of busing in Boston.

Vol. 20, No. 1. "Women & War" issue featuring
'Conflict, Fear, and Security in the Nuclear Age: The
Challenge of the Feminist Peace Movement in Italy,' 'Her
Story of War: Demilitarizing Literature and Literary Studies,’
'On the German Question: Left, Right, and the Politics of
National Identity,' 'US Media and the "Election Coup” in the
Philippines,' as well as ‘'Letter from Berlin,' and a tribute to
Genet.

Vol. 19, No. 6. "Technology: The Tarnished
Promise" featuring 'Reproductive Engineering and the
Social Control of Women,' 'Border Wars: The Science and
Politics of Artificial Intelligence,' 'Notes for Reproductive
Rights Activists,' the new Hollywood Red Scare, and
"David Horowitz: The Politics of Forgetting."

Vol. 19, No. 5. SPECIAL ISSUE ON WEST
GERMANY TODAY with articles on Bitburg, Fassbinder,
Anti-Semitism and the Left, Crisis in the Greens. Also a
report on elections in Guatemala, and interviews with
Nicaraguan coffee workers.

Vol. 19, No. 4 with "Bananas, Bases, and
Patriarchy: Women and the Militarization of Central
America" by Cynthia Enloe.

Vol. 19, Nos. 2-3. SPECIAL ISSUE ON THE
BRITISH MINERS' STRIKE OF 1984-85 with articles by
John Field, Bob Sutcliffe, and Larry Goldsmith and Brian
Flynn; Also, articles on the IWW, and the working class in
the academy.

Vol. 19, No. 1. SPECIAL ISSUE-
"QUESTIONS FOR THE PEACE MOVEMENT:
ANTI-INTERVENTIONISM & ANTI-MILITARISM" with
articles by Noam Chomsky, Egbal Ahmed, Susan Levene,
and Dan Smith.

Vol. 18, No. 6. SPECIAL ISSUE ON
CULTURE AND YOUTH" with articles on "Women in Pop
Music," Punk and Hip Hop Subcultures; Rock against
Sexism, and "Zoot Suits and Style Warfare, and
"Confessions of a 'movement DJ'." lllustrated galore. _  _
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