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view of the inexorability of frustration in human life 
has prevented him from achieving full effectiveness. His | 
‘main anti-fascist character, Lieutenant Hearn, therefore 
lacks the degree of definition given to the fascists. 

Of the reconaissance platoon that Mailer intensively 
analyzes in his novel, two members are Jewish. Goldstein 
is good-natured, essentially decent, sensitive and proud of 
his Jewishness, but possessed: ofa mind~ stored--with- petty- 
bourgeois cant and cliches. The other, Roth, is a maladroit, 

unsympathetic character. He has a false sense of superiority 
‘because of his college education and is a maladjusted per- 
sonality. He is ashamed of his Jewishness (“Still I’m not 
sorry I never learned Yiddish,” he says to himself). Both 
types are recognizable and well-drawn. There has been 
some criticism of Mailer for not having drawn a single 
good Jewish character. Aside from the consideration that 
this does not seem to me imperative in any case, such 
critics miss the point of Goldstein’s real nature because 
they are misled by Mailer’s tendency to reduce all action to 
the “shoddy motive.” For Goldstein is in fact one of the 
best characters in the novel, with all his failings. He volun- 
teers for tough assignments and his behavior in the gruel- 
ling trip with the wounded Wilson is admirable. 

It is interesting to note that the contrast between Gold- 
stein and Roth at one point parallels that between Noah 
and Fein in the Shaw novel. The will to resist the anti- 
Semite is contrasted with the hush-hush attitude. When 
Goldstein tells Roth, “When ,the time comes. they won’t 
ask you what kind of Jew you are,” Roth replies, “The 
Jews worry too much about themselves.” And it is Roth 
who is finally killed-because of anti-Semitism. 
What conclusions can we draw from this brief study of 

the complex literary and social problems of the interrelation 
of fictional treatment of fascism and the introduction of the 
Jew into recent fiction? The acceptance of the Jew into 
fiction is. an inevitable result of the emergence of anti- 
Semitism as a major problem in America and in the world 
because of fascism and its persistence as a profound danger 
in the post-war period. The literary enfranchisement of the 
Jew is itself one sign of the social advance that has come 
out of the anti-fascist war. But there is as yet no assurance 
that this citizenship in the world of fiction will be perma- 
nent. What is clear, however, is that these literary pheno- 
mena are an expression of social and political developments, 
and the future of the problem will also depend on the way 
in which the world situation develops. 

ZIONISM AND THE STATE OF 

ial our last article we showed that communist support of 
Israel does not and never did constitute an endorsement 

of Zionism. We nbdted that Zionism is not a philanthropic 
“movement but a political ideology and that one of its basic 
tenets is that Jews constitute a world-wide “nation.” No 
matter in what part of the world a Jew may reside, he 
belongs to this world-wide “nation.” We further noted 
that this view evolved out of a specific concept of nation- 
hood based on such subjective factors as “national fate or 
will” or “unity of destiny and culture.” These factors, ac- 
cording to Zionism, are the decisive and determining ele- 

_ ments of nationhood. 
Some people are completely mystified by the to-do about 

the definition of a nation. “What difference does it make,” 

they ask, “how you define the nation?” But a proper an- 
swer to this question is crucial to any analysis of the Jewish, 
as of the national question as a whole and therefore de- 
mands further probing. 
One does not need special powers of discernment to see 

that’ the peoples of the world differ in many ways. There 
are differences of sex, color, hair texture, etc. But there are 

also social differences of language, class, nation; state, re- 
_ ligion, art, philosophy and custom. The most superficial 

_ knowledge of history teaches that the world has had differ- 
ent types of societies, primitive, slave, feudal, capitalist and 
socialist. While the first category of differences lie properly 

_ within the sphere of biology and anthropology, the other 
differences, that is, the cultural, political, economic and 
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national, ‘properly fall within the sphere of the social 
sciences. What accounts for these social differences? How . 
do they.arise and develop? How can we account for the 
birth, development .and decline of societies? What forces 
cause these changes in human history? 

Every political ideology or philosophy gives its own 
answer to these questions. Zionist ideology, too, gives its 
own answers. Of course, we must bear in mind that most 

Zionist theoreticians and leaders limit themselves to inter- 
pretation of Jewish history alone. Some even insist that 
Jews are completely different from all other peoples and 
that, therefore, general theories which might explain the 
pattern of the history of all other peoples do not apply to 
the history and life of the Jewish people. 

“Will”? Runs History 

The general philosophy of Theodore Herzl, father of 
political Zionism, can be summarized in his own words: 
“If you will it, it is no fanciful tale. And if you do not will 
it, it will remain mere fancy.” In these words Herzl was 
stating his theory of social action. The supreme element in 
social movement is for him the “will” and upon this “will” 
depends the course and destiny of Jewish life. Dr. Chaim 
Weizmann was giving his interpretation of history when 
he stated before the Anglo-American commission, as we 
pointed out in the previous article: “Some mystical force, 
some belief that one day the God of Israel will liberate them 
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[the Jews] and they will return, and it is this hope of 
return which has kept us in one way or another consciously 
or unconsciously alive.” What is implied when one says 
that “hope of return” has kept the Jewish people alive? It 
means simply that the conscjousness of the Jew, his thoughts 
and feelings, determined his existence, that his “inner will” 
was the decisive factor in determining the course of Jewish 
history, that the wishes of the people were the essential 
element in molding the objective realities of their existence. 

If one adopts such a viewpoint, there is little justification 
for studying the inter-relationship of Jewish and general 
history, for trying to correlate events in Jewish history of 
any epoch with events and movements in the surrounding 
world. According to this view, any attempt to analyze 
problems, struggles and differences within the Jewish com- 
munity on a socio-economic basis is nothing short of heresy. 
History, at best, therefore becomes a sort of moral judgment 
of whether events and epochs advanced or.hindered realiza- 
tion of the national will or consciousness. The history of 
peoples and the causes of differences among them can only 
be explained in terms of the presence or absence of a sense 
of national will, of the strengthening or weakening of this 
sense of destiny and national fate. Although Zionists may 
be inclined to consider this philosophy to be unique to the 
Jewish people, it is in fact the interpretation of history of 
all nationalist movements. History thus becomes a series of 
struggles created by the subjective urge and inner determi- 
nation for national survival. 

Emancipation As Catastrophe 

It is no accident therefore that, in line with this theory, 
many Zionist leaders and theoreticians considered the 
emergence of the Jew from the ghetto with the emancipa- 
tion that opened in the 18th century as a great catastrophe 
because it weakened the ties binding the Jewish people 
together. Or that many Zionist historians should have re- 
garded the Haskala (enlightenment) movement that re- 
sulted from emancipation as a tragedy. For it follows 
logically that, if national consciousness is the determining 
factor in history, all movements and events should be 
judged in relation to it. Dr. Weizmann wa therefore quite 
consistent when he said that the fate of the emancipated 
Jew was more tragic than that of his persecuted brother.’ 
Or that Ahad Haam, exponent of cultural Zionism, should 

have held that the plight of “unutterably poor,»persecuted, 
ignorant and degraded Jews” of tsarist Russia was prefer- 
able to the life of the emancipated Jew in western Europe. 
Or that Bialik, noted Hebrew poet, should have held that 
Hitlerism was in one sense a blessing, since it forced Jews 
to’return to’a consciousness of their national destiny. 

It should now be clear that the definition of a nation 
underlying one’s policy is not an academic question. For 
this definition is based on one’s ideological outlook and 
therefore governs one’s program of action. It is therefore 
apparent that the Zionist view of the national question is 

1See Zionism and the Jewish Future, edited by H. Sacher, 1916, p. 6. 

divorced from space or time, is considered to operate in 
isolation from all social, political and economic problems. — 

This does not imply that all Zionist theoreticians and 
writers deny the role of economic, social and political fac- _ 
tors in the life of the Jewish people. Some assign an im- 
portant role to these elements. But it remains true that 
Zionist ideologists either totally ignore them or at best 
subordinate them to that which the Zionists regard as deci- 
sive and determining, the national. 

There is little essential difference between the Zionist 
interpretation of history and the religious interpretation of 
Jewish history. The latter ascribes Jewish survival to God's 
will and to the fact that Jews in all ages held firmly to 
their religious precepts and code of moral law. But essen- 
tially both approach history from an idealistic viewpoint, 
that is, they agree that mind or consciousness, whether 
divine, as in the case of the religious or theocratic interpre- 
tation, or human, as in the nationalistic interpretation, is 
primary and dominant, while matter, that is, the material 
conditions of life, have either no reality at all or at best 
secondary significance. Both are founded on an autonomous, 
self-sufficient will, divine or national, which is independent 
of the material conditions of life. This will molds the course 
of a people’s history and actounts for the ability of the 
people to survive and adjust itself to each crisis. 
The absurd lengths to which some apostles of this view 

can go, is exemplified by the scurrilous attack by: Menahem 
Boraisha? on Ilya Ehrenburg’s article in Pravda? In the 
course of his diatribe, Boraisha takes issue with Ehrenburg’s 
contention that “Jews were compelled to live apart and 
isolated from the rest of the population. . . . The Catholic 
inquisitors created the ghetto, not the Jewish mystics.” 
Boraisha labels this statement “untarnished ignorance” and 
concludes: “Had Ehrenburg wanted to be accurate, he could 
easily have learned that ‘ghettos’ were in existence long be- 
fore the time when the Catholic Inquisition imposed them; 
that Jews chose to be separated from non-Jews so that they 
could live their own life and together resist the pull of 
assimilation; that neither mystics nor persecutors invented 
the ghetto and, finally, when walls were thrown arqund 
the Jewish quarter, the quarter had already been established 
by Jews themselves.” 

Who Is Ignorant? 

An examination of history would readily show, however, 
that it was Boraisha and not Ehrenburg who was guilty 
of “untarnished ignorance.” True, there are records of 
Jewish ghettos prior to the Middle Ages. But almost every 
Jewish historian has recognized that “the era of the ghetto 
proper begins with the sixteenth century. .. .”* A. L. Sacher 
in his History of the Jews summarizes the history of the » 
ghetto as follows: “Already in the early Middle Ages a 
number of cities had established compulsory segregation. 
Salerno had its ghetto in the-eleventh century and Bari 

2 Congress Weekly, December 6, 1948. 
8 Reprinted on pages 25-28 of this issue—Eds. 
4 See Israel Abrahams, Jewish Life in the Middle Ages, 1896, p. 62. 
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our iinedoms .. . Shall have their distinct Jewries’ and 
Moories by themselves, and not reside intermixed with 
Christians nor have enclosures together with them.’ But the 
sixteenth century was the ghetto age. City by city and 
province by province the institution was established until 
there was scarcely a spot in Europe where Jews were not 
herded together. The ghettos were usually marked out in 
the filthiest and most unwholesome parts of the towns, and, 
though their population grew, their areas were not in- 
creased. Incredible: overcrowding, with its attendant ill- 

% . Messes and plagues and its frequent devastating fires, made 
Jewish existence a torment.” 

So much for the theory that “Jews chose to be separated.” 
One might add that Boraisha showed ignorance about the 
so-called voluntary ghettos which existed before the six- 
teenth century. If he had remained faithful to history in- 
stead of indulging himself in hysterical outbursts, he would 
have said, as Sacher points out, that “They felt more secure, 
too, in a ghetto, where they avoided the insults and the 

_ dangers which would be inevitable if they were scattered 
in a hostile community. In Majorca, in the fourteenth cen- 
tury, the Jewish community begged for the continuance of 
the ghetto as a protection against the growing intolerance 
of the Balearic Islands.” 

It does not follow that Jewish existence was the result 
solely of this negative element. Out of this ghetto life 
affirmative values were likewise strengthened, values that 
were transformed into cultural and intellectual creativity. 
These in turn promoted and influenced subsequent Jewish 
development. ‘= 
* The absurdity of Boraisha’s position emerges even more 
clearly if one turns to the period of Jewish emancipation, 

~ when the Jew emerged from the ghetto. If the “Jews chose 
to be separated,” why did. they leave the ghetto in the 
eighteenth century? Why did so many Jewish communi- 
ties wage such a bitter struggle for the removal of ghetto 
restrictions? Why did Jews, as individuals and as groups, 
constantly look for ways to move out of the ghetto? Nor 
could Boraisha explain why Jewish emancipation occurred 
just when it did. Or, for that matter, why emancipation 
ame much earlier in Western than in Eastern Europe. 

Boraisha approaches Jewish history from the same view- 
point as Dr. Weizmann and Ahad Haam. For them Jewish 
emancipation was a grim tragedy since it helped to break 

_ down the separateness and isolation of the Jew. But the 
Jew who had the opportunity to leave the ghetto and the 
many cursed aspects of that life, surely did not look on 
this as a tragedy. 

Outer Reality Determines History 

Above all, it is most important to note that this subjective 
and mystical approach to Jewish history fails completely 

to grasp that the subjective will of the Jew never was or 
_ could be the determining factor in shaping his destiny. 
Neither the creation of the ghetto nor emancipation from 

it depended on the Jew’s own choice. Forces operating inde- 
pendently of the Jewish will determined their destiny. In the 
early Middle Ages, for example, Jews lived in comparative 
peace and received extensive privileges from their rulers. 
In the later Middle Ages, however, the severest, most dras- 
tic restrictions were placed on the Jew. Can the subjective 
will of the Jew account for the difference in his situation 
during these two periods? Must one not rather analyze the 
history of the period and look for differences in the eco- 
nomic, social and political developments of the two periods 
to account for the greater tolerance of the Jew in the earlier 
period and the grave intolerance in the latter? Similarly, 
what sense can one make of the emancipation, unless one 
delves into the history of the period and accounts for it in 
terms of the breakdown of feudalism and the weakening of 
absolutism, the growing separation of church and state, the 
abolition of privileges of the clergy? All these forces laid 
the groundwork for the emancipation of the Jew, because 
the achievement of the free market demanded the applica- 
tion of the principles of equality—formally, at least—to all 
peoples, and therefore to the Jew as well. 

If one attempts, like the Zionist theoreticians, to remove 
the national question from its actual social and economic 
framework and to set it up as a development operating 
independently of time and space, one’s attempt to explain 
any period of Jewish life raises insoluble difficulties. Why, 
for example, did political Zionism arise in the late 1880's 
and not earlier? Or how explain the Zionist thesis that the 
homelessness of the Jew is responsible for his suflerings 
when it is a historical fact that the Jew could live in com- 
parative peace for many generations in certain countries at 
the very same moment that Jews in other countries were 
subjected to persecution and pogroms? 

The “Ingathering’’ Panacea 

Or let us, note another aspect. According to Boraisha, as 
well as many other Zionists, Jews chose to live apart “so 
that they could live their own life and together resist the 
pull of assimilation.” Once the ghetto walls were broken 
down and Jews were granted a degree of political, social 
and economic ¢quality, Jewish ties began to dissolve. It 
follows therefore from the Zionist viewpoint that the 
greater the opportunities offered to Jews to particpiate in 
all aspects of a country’s life, the greater will be the danger 
of assimilation. Hence, say the Zionists, the only hope for 
Jewish survival rests in the “ingathering of the exile” to 
the national homeland. 
The Zionists advance still another argument. The Jew 

is a stranger everywhere. Anti-Semitism, according to 
Weizmann, is a mystical phenomenon which the Jew car- 
ries with him wherever he goes. So strong is antipathy to 
the Jew, that a cure is impossible. Whatever the Jew may 
do to overcome anti-Semitism will be of no avail. Take the 
case of the German Jews, the Zionist says. Did any Jewish 
community ever try harder to identify itself with the cul- 
tural and social life of their country? The German Jew, 
cries the Zionist, was more German than the Germans. 

. 



ee ee aha 

wists 

And what was his fate? The Zionist therefore concludes 
that the Jew is the scapegoat of history and little can be 
done about it. The only hope for the Jew is return to his 
own homeland. 

Because communists dare to oppose such ideas as these, 
reactionary Zionists and the reactionary Jewish press have 
hysterically accused the communists of lack of concern for 
the fate of the Jew. Yet, what greater indifference can there 
be to the fate of millions of Jews all over the world than is 
inherent in the logic of these two Zionist arguments? For 
the Zionists maintain that anti-Semitism is inevitable and 
will of necessity increase wherever the Jews reside. There- 
fore, there is hardly any likelihood that the Jew will ever 
assimilate. At best the Jew can look forward to a return to 
tlie ghetto. On the other hand we are told that even if real 
equality could be achieved by the Jew, it would be undesir- 
able. For freedom would automatically lead to assimilation. 
These arguments leave the Jews in a hopeless situation. 
What alternative is then left for the Jew? To go to Israel? 
But this is certainly no solution. For even the most irre- 
sponsible Zionist would not dare to assert that approxi- 
mately eleven million Jews throughout the world could go 
to Israel—even if they wanted to. But the fact is that mil- 
lions of Jews consider the country in which they live as 
their home and they have no desire to leave. 

Hopeless Zionist Conclusion 

Zionist ideology is thus at an impasse. And what is more 
important, the Zionist leaves the Jewish people at this im- 
passe. Consider the implications of the Zionist ideology for 
the American Jewish community. America’s five million 
Jews form the largest Jewish community in the world. 
Should the Jews of America consider themselves as living 
‘in outer darkness because they do not live in Israel? Are 
they second-class Jews whose energies, creativity and effort 
are meaningless except as directed toward the upbuilding 
of Israel (and this, incidentally, only in terms of money- 
raising)? Is the Jewish community: of America to resign 
itself to the Zionist thesis that disaster and-destruction must 
ultimately overwhelm it? Certainly there are forces in 
America determined to destroy civil liberyes, trample de- 
mocracy underfoot and embark upon a drive for world 
domination which, if unopposed, can lead to another 
world war, with its particularly dire consequences for 
the entire Jewish people. But there are other forces in 
America, too, forces that fight for the expansion of democ- 
racy, for the broadening of civil liberties, for a program of 
peace. Can the Jew be indifferent to the outcome of this 
fight? Has the Jew no part to play in this struggle? For 

that matter, if the progressive forces in America do not 
suéceed in halting the tide of reaction and fascism, if war 
should break out, is there any greater guarantee of safety 
for the Jew in Israel than for the Jew in America? 

We can now see clearly that the Zionist idea that Jews 
all over the world make up a single nation, has immediately 
practical and serious consequences. For, under this theory 
the fulfillment of the Jewish “national will” becomes the 
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,will” unrelated to and independent of the concrete political, 

economic, social and political problems? 

sarily follows that all Jews must view Israel as the fulcrum — 
around which all Jewish communities must revolve and to” 
which all Jews must dedicate their. lives. 
Few Jews in America will deny the urge and the need to 

help Israel and its people achieve security and independence. 
Although the American Jewish community has contributed — 
greatly, both materially and politically, to the cause of 
Israel, few will deny that much more remains to be done. 
Does this oblige us to accept the Zionist thesis that our tasks 
and program are determined by some mystical “national 

social and economic environment of which we are a part 
and which molds our lives? To accept such a thesis is to 
tear the Jew away from reality. Above all this means 
divorce of the Jew from those general political struggles 
upon whose success depend the well-being and the security 
of the Jew. All people of one nation have common tasks 
which grow out of their common life on a common terri- 
tory and in a common economy. From such struggles grow 
not only a national consciousness and a national culture, 
but also struggles which decide the course of the nation. 
Hence, can we say that the Jews in America, in Poland, 
in the Soviet Union, in Israel, in Brazil face the same 

Karl Marx. once wrote: “Men make heir own history, 
but they do not make it just as they please; they do nog 
make. it under circumstances chosen by themselves, but 
under circumstances directly found, given and transmitted 
by themselves.” This profound truth must be heeded in any 
analysis of the Zionist concept of the Jews throughout the 
world as a single nation. Certainly Jews, like all other ped- 
ples, make their own history. But they do not make it by 
their “will” alone, independently of time and space or of , 
the: concrete circumstances in which they live. Since the 

Jews of any given country are confronted by different cir- 
cumstances from those of the Jewish community in another 
country, the tasks that confront them differ accordingly. 
Jews in any country will either be guided by the problems 
in which their own country are involved, or they will dissi- 
pate their energies in tilting at windmills. They will, con- 
sciously or not, either completely refrain from participating 
in those struggles upon which depend the extension of 
democracy and therefore their own well being, or they will 
at best subordinate these questions to the so-called struggle 
for “national fulfillment,” which in the final analysis means 
subordinating reality to illusion. 

Jews Are Not an Exception 

The situation will become clearer if we see how the prob- 
lem operates among other national groups or minorities. 
Take the case of the Italians who have emigrated to 

America. In Italy they were part of an Italian nation. 
There they participated not only in a common cultural life, 
but also in a common economic life. Their thinking, cus- 
toms and outlook were molded by the conditions and 
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pendent upon the subjective factor of national will or 

consciousness, we must conclude that Italians, whether 
they lived in Italy or not, are still members of the Italian 
mation. It is true that the Italians in America have certain 

things in common with the Italian people in Italy which 
make for continued interest in and concern for what is 
happening in Italy. Certain limited common actions by 
Italians all over the world in relation to Italy are possible 
and legitimate. But in the final analysis these common 
actions of Italians all over the world are subordinate to the 
objective political, economic and social conditions under 
which the Italians live in America. For the subjective will 
and conciousness of Italians here necessarily undergo a 
transformation and are molded by their life in America. 

Similarly with the Jew. Of course there are certain dif- 
ferences in the situation of the two peoples in America 
which we must note and which we shall discuss in detail 

_in the next article. But it is absurd to maintain that there 
exists an eternal national consciousness independent of time 
or space and of the concrete political, social and economic 
‘conditions under which the Jew lives. Certainly, anyone 
with any knowledge of Jewish history can verify that Jewish 
cultural development in different countries, while having 

certain features in common, nevertheless underwent most 
important changes in the concrete conditions of their exist- 

ce. The Jew in Spain created a different Jewish culture 
from that of the Jew in Babylonia, the Jew in Poland from 

* Our Fight Is in America 

The fate of the Jew in America, for example, who has 
certain common ties with Jews throughout the world, is, 
in the final analysis, determined by the concrete social, 
political and economic conditions of life in America. His 
struggle for survival, for security, for cultural achievement 
will therefore be dependent upon his struggles here. And 
for that matter, the efforts he will make on behalf of Jewish 
communities elsewhere are equally determined by his life 
in America. The American Jew who is concerned with the 
indepeudence and security of Israel, fights best for Israel by 
applying his energies to the political arena in America, by 
joining with the progressive forces who struggle for democ- 
racy and against imperialism and who are therefore waging 
the only struggle that can assure the independence of all 
peoples. 

Therefore the Zionist attempt to define the Jewish people 
as a world-wide nation, when objective factors independent 
of his wishes have given different roles, different problems 
and therefore different programs ef action for each Jewish 
community, ‘tan only lead the Jew into confusion and to 
futile action inimical to his own interest. 
What, then, is the character of the relationships among 

* Jews throughout the world? And what are Jews through- 
out the. world, according to the Marxist viewpoint? This 
we shall discuss in our next article. 

(To be continued.) 

THE TWO ZAYDAS 

ONE upon a time there was a little boy who had two 

zaydas. What’s that? What is a zayda? A zayda is a 
grandfather. But it isn’t the same thing. That is, it is, but 

it isn’t. A grandfather is a father’s father or a mother’s 
father. You-see, already you've got me talking like a dic- 
leionary instead of telling a story. A zayda, too, is a father’s 
father or a mother’s father, but a zayda goes to a synagogue 
religiously, when a zayda kisses a grandson on the brow 
his beard tickles pleasantly and his kiss is a benediction. 
But there are few zaydas left. Now we have grandfathers. 

So let’s begin again. Only remember, everytime I say 
_ grandfather, I mean zayda. 

Once upon a time—some 30-odd years ago, to be exact— 
there was a little boy named Berel who went to public 
‘sdhool and had two grandfathers. One was a chubby, black- 
bearded grandfather, with a kindly smile and twinkly eyes, 

_ and when he would come to visit, Berel’s mother used to 

set the table and serve him a meal through all the courses 
from chopped liver to stewed prunes, for the old man en- 
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joyed good cooking, and a shnapps too, for that matter. 
He was a religious Jew, but it was a kosher house, and 
where in the Torah does.it say a man shouldn’t eat if it 
isn’t a fast day? Sometimes, after he had finished the 
glass of tea and honey cake which topped off the meal, 
he would tell a gtory to Berel. There was one about Joseph 
and his brethern, and another about Solomon and how 

he solved the case of the two women who claimed the 
same baby, or the one about David and Goliath. He 
seemed to have an endless stock of stories to tell the boy. 

The other grandfather didn’t go in for frivolous things 
like story telling. He was~a tall, thin, white-bearded 

‘ patriarch with deep set eyes and a stern face. When he 
came, it was as if God himself were in the house; if not 
God, Moses anyhow. And when he said something, it was 
said. He would ask questions of Berel’s mother, about the 
family, about Berel’s Hebrew school, and if she tried to 
explain something or make excuses, he’d stop her. 

“Don’t talk like 4 woman,” he’d say, “Answer my ques- 
tion.” . 
And when he gave his opinion on any subject, which 


