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Pretender on the Potomac
Milton J. Esman

On January 20, the Republican nominee, 
George W. Bush, attained the presidency of the 
United States. Though he received a half mil
lion fewer votes nationwide than his defeated 
opponent, Vice-President Albert Gore, thanks 
to the blatantly political intervention of a 5^4 
majority of the US Supreme Court he “won” a 
narrow majority of the electoral college. At the 
same time, Bush’s party lost seats both in the 
Senate and in the House of Representatives so 
that the Congress is now more evenly divided 
than at any time during the last century.

Given the disputed circumstances of George 
W. Bush’s victory and the close divisions in 
Congress there was brief speculation that the 
new President would “govern from the center,” 
foregoing, for the moment at least, some of the 
more contentious provisions in his party’s plat
form, such as an across-the-board tax cut of 
$1.6 trillion, the privatization of social security, 
and the construction of an anti-ballistic missile 
system.

During the campaign, candidate Bush had 
advertised himself as a different kind of 
Republican, a “compassionate conservative,” a 
uniter rather than a divider, a man skilled at 
fashioning bi-partisan working agreements. 
But no sooner had his election been assured by 
the Supreme Court than the mask of modera
tion was abruptly dropped. For the most part, 
Bush’s Cabinet choices are persons who served 
in the Reagan and Bush administrations. Three 
are rightist zealots, most notably his nominee 
for Attorney-General, the defeated ex-Senator 
John Ashcroft. A darling of the Christian 
Coalition, Ashcroft advocates the criminaliza
tion of abortion, even in cases of rape and 
incest; he opposes hate crime and gun control 
measures; he has blocked the appointment of a 
highly qualified African-American lawyer to 
the federal bench and of a respected gay busi
nessman to an ambassadorial post; he has pro
claimed his admiration for the goals of the 
Confederate rebellion; and he sees no need for 
anti-trust measures. Ashcroft, the man the 
uniter-not-the-divider has selected to be the 
chief law enforcement officer o f the United 
States is, in fact, a model right-wing idealogue. 
Ashcroft has pledged that he will enforce all 
laws, including those he has opposed. But, can 
a man whose entire political career has been 
devoted to resisting and condemning abortion 
rights, gay rights, affirmative action, gun con
trol, environmental protection, and anti-trust 
measures transform himself into a faithful 
enforcer of the very laws that in principle he 
finds repugnant?

Clearly, this will not be a different kind of 
Republican administration. Both in its person
nel and in the policies it is likely to promote 
Bush fils  portends the continuation, after an 
eight year hiatus, of the Reagan-Bush pere 
regime which some commentators dub “the 
restoration”. Not since Calvin Coolidge has a 
man assumed the presidency who was less pre
pared for the job. A man of modest talents, with 
limited experience in public affairs and none in

foreign policy, and astonishingly little intellec
tual curiosity, George W. has attempted to sur
round himself with advisors who compensate 
for these deficiencies. Principal among them is 
his vice-president, Richard Cheney, father 
George’s Secretary of Defense, who has been 
closely associated with the Republican estab
lishment since the Nixon era.

Cheney’s voting record while in Congress is 
said to have been to the right o f Newt Gingrich; 
his wife is a prominent spokesperson for the 
Republican-right, especially on cultural issues.

Because he is more talented, more articulate, 
more experienced, and-despite a chronic heart 
ailment-more energetic than his chief, he is 
expected to be the eminence grise of the second 
Bush administration. Both Bush and Cheney 
have had recent experience in the petroleum 
business, making it likely that their instincts, 
their sympathies, and their understandings will 
resonate with the preferences of America’s cor
porate boardrooms: lower taxes, minimal regu
lation, hostility to labor unions, full confidence 
that unconstrained market operations produce

optimal outcomes for everybody. They will 
promote economic and social policies consis
tent with the preferences of their major con
stituencies, large corporations and the religious 
right.

Mainstream Republican Doctrine: Cut 
Back the Federal Government

Faithful to mainstream Republican doctrine 
for the past quarter century, George W. is com
mitted to cutting back the role of the federal

continued on page 6
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Letters
Pseudoscience and Culturology

To the Editor:
It may be taken as a compliment, of a kind, 

that Terence Turner’s defense of himself and 
of what anthropology has become (“Human 
Science, Pseudo-Science, and Anthropological 
Ethics in the Yanomami Controversy,” 
Bookpress, December 2000) is even lengthier 
than my own overlong critique (“Why I Am 
Not a Cultural Anthropologist,” same issue). 
To paraphrase another student of human 
behavior, it appears the professor doth protest 
too much.

Before addressing our differences, it might 
also be useful to summarize what Turner and 
I actually agree about. These points, both in 
themselves and in how Turner excuses them, 
are quite informative. Turner agrees, in fact, 
that modern sociocultural anthropology does 
integrate ideas that are “avowedly anti-socio
logical, anti-empiricist, anti-systematic, and 
anti-scientific...;” he just believes this ele
ment isn’t “dominant.” Turner agrees that he 
used hyperbolic language in his email to the 
American Anthropological Association lead
ership; he just thinks such hyperbole was a 
harmless device in the service of “descrip
tion.” Turner also acknowledges that Tierney 
was mistaken in his attribution of mass mur
der to James Neel & Co.; he just thinks that 
this, a mere “gaffe,” should not detract from 
the book’s credibility.

Turner predictably attempts to deflect criti
cism by arguing for a moralistic construal of 
his involvement. He asserts “Nicastro...is 
fundamentally mistaken about the reasons for 
the [Tierney] controversy. It is not about ‘hos
tility to science’ but the ethics of research, and 
the responsibility for the damage that has 
been done to the Yanomami...” Turner’s ver
sion of what the controversy is about would 
be more convincing if the atmosphere around 
sociocultural anthropology, including that 
practiced at Cornell, was not in fact so scorn
ful, dismissive, or (at best) neglectful of 
anthropological science. This impression is 
borne not only of my own experience over 
several years in and around the field, but of 
numerous conversations I have had with indi
viduals who have found their interests in bio
logical anthropology and archaeology ill- 
served by the department’s overwhelmingly 
culturological (OK, .soc/'o-culturological) 
focus. Turner’s self-appointed position in the 
vanguard of what appears to be a minimally- 
informed crusade against the “sociobiology” 
of Neel and Napolean Chagnon is only the 
most publicly visible manifestation of that 
hostility. A certain innocence of the issues at 
hand is also visible in the way that Turner, in 
his response to me, absurdly takes all system
atic, scientific approaches to behavior as 
somehow the same as genetic determinism.

Contrary to Turner’s impression that I had
n’t “kept my eyes and ears open” during my 
stint in Anthropology, I was indeed watching

and listening during the Peter Rodman collo
quium and Turner’s subsequent question. 
Then, as now with his Bookpress account of 
the incident, it is evident that Turner has not 
bothered to become acquainted in any signif
icant way with plain old Darwinian, let alone 
“neo-Darwinian,” approaches to behavior. 
Asserting that the development of incest 
avoidance in apes cannot be explained by 
what he simplistically insists on calling its 
“effect”—namely, that incestuous matings 
lead to a decline in reproductive 
fitness—Turner misdiagnoses a logical prob
lem of post hoc ergo propter hoc, of appeal
ing to (fitness) effects to account for behavior. 
What he failed, and fails, to recognize, how
ever, is that behavioral evolution is not just a 
matter of behaviors “causing” fitness conse
quences. Instead, behavior and fitness are 
implicated in a mutually causal interrelation
ship. That is, they recursively swap roles of 
cause and effect over time: behavior affects 
fitness—fitness consequences bias (but not 
determine!) an organism’s behaviors—adapt
ed behaviors affect fitness, and so on. In 
short, this is not a case of post hoc ergo 
propter hoc, because there isn’t any clear post 
(nor ante). Rodman was not, as Turner sug
gests, “appealing to an evolutionary effect as 
a cause of the behavior that produces it.” 
Rather, he was appealing to an evolutionary 
cause to explain an evolutionary effect.

In my discussion of this incident I suggest
ed that Turner might have been thinking of 
Niko Tinbergen’s division of explanation into 
proximate and ultimate causations in framing 
his question. My reference to that ethologist’s 
methodological legacy was only in passing, 
so perhaps it was an accident that Turner 
simultaneously rejects my suggestion and 
inadvertently echoes Tinbergen’s well-known 
warning against analyzing behavioral devel
opment from the evolutionary perspective 
only. For the record, what Tinbergen suggest
ed is that four kinds of questions need to be 
integrated into any fully satisfying account of 
behavior: immediate circumstance, survival 
value, ontogeny, and evolution. Like a proper 
holist, Tinbergen did not believe any of these 
sub-questions were more fundamental than 
the others. Instead, he took them all to be 
orthogonal.

Though genetic determinists get a lot of 
popular press (and it is amusing to read 
Turner attempt to portray me as one), richly 
integrative approaches to behavior are hardly 
rare among “selectionist” psychologists. The 
debate in cognitive science over the roles of 
nature and nurture—or more exactly the tran
scendence of that simplistic distinction—has 
advocates on all sides, from nativists such as 
Noam Chomsky, Cosmides & Tooby, and 
Elizabeth Spelke, to “learning theorists” like 
Elizabeth Bates and Jeffrey Elman, to every 
position in between. Among psychologists at
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Idees Fixes and Innuendos
To the Editor:
Readers of this month’s Bookpress may or 

may not be aware that Nicastro published an 
even longer diatribe in last month’s issue, to 
which I wrote a rejoinder (“Human science, 
Pseudo-science, and anthropological ethics in 
the Yanomami controversy,” Bookpress, 
December 2000). His new effort goes back 
over the same ground, rehearsing the same list 
o f charges and complaints against anthropolo
gy and me personally for my role in calling 
attention to Patrick Tierney’s book, Darkness 
in El Dorado, which blows the whistle on eth
ical abuses by scientists, anthropologists and 
media workers among the Yanomami Indians 
of Venezuela. The motive for this repeat per
formance is apparently to try to do a better job 
of arguing the points I rebutted in my reply to 
his previous effort. This could obviously go on 
forever, and I see little point to continuing to 
provide a pretext for Nicastro to recycle his 
idees fixes at the expense of readers who may 
know little of the subjects in question and thus 
be unable to filter critically his many misstate
ments of the issues. For critical discussion of 
most of the main contentions in his renewed 
effort, 1 refer interested readers to my previous 
statement in December’s Bookpress. Most of 
what 1 said there applies equally to the slight
ly refurbished versions in the current offering.

As a glance at Nicastro’s current offering 
will show, his method is to heap so many 
charges, misstatements and innuendos into 
Sach sentence that responding to all of them 
would require far more space than it takes to 
write them down. In my rejoinder in the last 
Bookpress, I did try to make a relatively full, if 
still far from comprehensive, response to his 
last chaotic outburst. His response in the cur
rent text is to begin by preening himself over 
the length of my reply, and insinuating that 
“the professor doth protest too much.” 1 could

easily have protested a lot more, but to what 
end? With Nicastro, it’s clear that you can’t 
win. Take him seriously and answer him point 
by point and he will sneer that you protest too 
much. Don’t answer his many distorted and 
tendentious assertions and he will no doubt 
crow that you have forfeited the argument.

Although 1 am not going to take the space, or 
the time, for another point-by-point response I 
think that I should explicitly repudiate certain 
of Nicastro’s personally abusive claims, such 
as that I said, or think, that a false charge of 
“mass murder” is a “mere gaffe,” or that my 
pointing out that the controversy over 
Tierney’s allegations is fundamentally about 
the ethics of research, not a rejection of “sci
ence” as Nicastro claims, is really just an 
attempt “to deflect criticism” (from myself or 
from anthropology is not clear). Nicastro again 
misstates the issues about the confidential 
memo that my colleague Leslie Sponsel and I 
sent to the leadership of the American 
Anthropological Association to warn them of 
the allegations in Tierney’s book, Darkness in 
Ed Dorado, and urge them to set up a full inves
tigation of them. We called for the investiga
tion precisely because we preserved an “agnos
tic” attitude toward the truth of the charges; we 
did not investigate them ourselves before writ
ing our memo because our purpose in writing 
the memo was precisely to call for a full inves
tigation. We did not circulate our memo to a 
wider public or media precisely because we 
had not researched the most serious allegations 
ourselves. The unauthorized leaking of our 
memo by parties unknown, and the sensation
alized publication of its contents as if they 
were allegations we were making on our own 
behalf, were indeed “misuses” of that memo, 
Nicastro to the contrary. Nicastro misstates and 
twists every aspect o f the story of the memo

continued on page 10
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Anthropological Angst
John Stevens

It has been called “a firestorm of controver
sy,”1 “thoroughly dishonest,”2 and everything in 
between. Some scientists have asked people to 
not read the book because of its misrepresenta
tions and lies, while others have called for 
investigations, proclaiming that the “charges 
cannot be lightly dismissed.”’ Patrick Tierney’s 
Darkness in El Dorado: How Scientists and 
Journalists Destroyed the Amazon (W.W. 
Norton, 2000), which was reviewed in The 
Bookpress in the November issue and debated 
by Nick Nicastro and Terry Turner in the 
December issue (and the current one as well), 
has been called a lot of things in the past sever
al months, and has certainly ignited a conflagra
tion of recriminations, accusations, and procla
mations in and out of anthropology. It is the hot 
topic on numerous web sites where ideological 
and interpretive battles rage over whether 
Tierney is right or wrong, anti-science or criti
cal of science, a vindictive left-winger or a hard- 
nosed journalist, a charlatan or a human-rights 
champion.

While Nicastro and Turner have conveyed 
two of the prevailing positions on this contro
versy and its ramifications for the discipline of 
anthropology and social science in general, it 
may still be hard to make sense of the hulla
baloo of interpersonal and interdisciplinary con
flicts that the controversy has engendered. The 
real crisis is, sadly, not the issues contained in 
the controversy itself, but its implications for a 
number of organizations and academic inter
ests, and while many have paid lip service to the 
Yanomami as victims, much more energy has 
been expended to use the controversy as a 
weapon against academic opponents.

Given that there is an excellent web site that 
contains the bulk of the written responses to this 
case,1 1 will focus on what happened at the 
recent Annual General Meeting of the American 
Anthropological Association (AAA) in San 
Francisco last November 15-20. While some 
participants dismissed any need for investiga
tion or change, others called for ethical realign
ments, self-examination, and other reforms or 
repentance that, while often genuine, some
times dodged the need for a truly principled, 
pragmatic examination and revision of anthro
pological practice. Anthropologists have ago
nized over the effects of their work on their sub
jects since the inception of the discipline; the 
question now is, what should be done about it in 
light of this controversy?

AAA president Louise Lamphere devoted 
two evenings of the Association’s program to 
Tierney’s work. The first was a panel of experts 
commenting on the accusations, the second an 
open forum.5 The ballroom where the first meet
ing took place had to be expanded (via moving 
walls) to twice its size, and the huge crowd 
(which included a number of TV cameras) filled 
every available space in the room, prompting a 
stern lecture from fire safety officials and the 
relocation of the next meeting to an even larger 
ballroom.

The panel of experts included Susan Lindee, 
a historian of science who has written on the 
career of Dr. James Neel; Dr. Yvonne 
Maldonado, an epidemiologist; Noeli 
Pocatierra, a representative of Venezuelan 
indigenous peoples (and now chair of a special 
investigative committee on the controversy in 
Venezuela); a representative of IDIC XXXX, 
the leading Venezuelan research institution; Dr. 
Sharon Kaufman, an ethics expert from UC San 
Francisco; and Dr. William Irons, an evolution
ary biologist and long-time ally of Napoleon 
Chagnon. Patrick Tierney was also on the panel 
to provide a response to the presentations and 
make a general statement about his book.

Most of the presentations focused on the 
1968 measles epidemic, an episode detailed in 
one of Tierney’s 18 chapters and briefly referred 
to in regard to Timothy Asch and Napoleon 
Chagnon’s film The Feast which was made at 
the same time the epidemic was taking place.

These presentations, which were based on 
either the galley proofs of the book or Internet 
traffic, generally condemned Tierney’s entire 
book as “anti-science” based on Tierney’s inter
pretation of how Neel’s team reacted to—and 
possibly exacerbated—the effects of the epi
demic. Susan Lindee labeled his charges 
“unsupported insinuation” that could damage 
international health efforts. This idea was 
echoed by D-. Maldonado, who stated that her 
comments were not based on the book, but on 
epidemiology, and that the vaccine used, 
Edmonston B, did sometimes cause severe reac
tions, but could not transmit measles between 
patients. Dr. Kaufman discussed the idea of 
informed consent and stated that in essence the 
idea did not exist before 1974, implying that 
despite recent criticism of other Atomic Energy 
Commission researchers of the period, in this 
case there were “complexities” that had to be 
taken into account.

The representative of the IDIC reported that 
while many Yanomami did react to the vaccine 
with measles-like symptoms, Neel could not be 
blamed for not having obtained informed con
sent because many other researchers did the 
same thing at that time. Another presentation on 
the epidemiology of South American Indians 
maintained that, while Indians are generally still 
in poor health after 40 years of study, scientific 
research could still “save” the Indians. Noeli 
Pocatierra called for a complete investigation of 
all the charges in the book, because it was cru
cial to determine what had been done to the 
Yanomami.'’ She thanked the gathered anthro
pologists for their past support of indigenous 
peoples, and uiged them to cooperate with the 
AAA investigation to guarantee that incidents 
such as those described in Tierney’s book would 
never happen again.

William Irons then arose to defend Napoleon 
Chagnon. Chagnon declined to attend the AAA 
meeting because he was “disgusted” with the 
whole issue. Irons said that a number of investi
gations were being carried out by the National 
Academy of Sciences (of which Neel was a dis
tinguished member), the University of 
California at Santa Barbara (where Chagnon 
had taught for a number of years) and the 
Human Behavior & Evolution Society, an aca
demic group of which Chagnon had been the 
first president and to which he still belongs. 
Irons declared that it had taken only days to 
prove Tierney’s years of research wrong and his 
allegations untrue. He accused Tierney of being 
an “advocate,” and proclaimed that “if Tierney 
says it, it’s probably not true.” He said that no 
one could refute Chagnon’s data and that he was 
being persecuted because people did not like 
Chagnon’s “neo-Darwinian: views which “cast 
doubt on the ‘noble savage.’” He ended by sug
gesting that the book not be read, and compared 
Tierney’s journalism to the National Enquirer.

Patrick Tierney, the final speaker, gave a rel
atively gentle rejoinder to the panel presenta
tions. The issues raised in his book stimulated 
strong emotions, he realized, but he insisted that 
people read the book itself carefully. He point
ed out that the measles epidemic was only a sin
gle incident in the book and that it was being 
distorted by detractors. He understood the pain 
the book caused some people, but he had also 
seen the suffering of the people who were stud
ied which was ongoing. He asked people to 
fact-check not only his work, but also 
Chagnon’s, and he denied that he was anti-sci
ence or that he was against contacting isolated 
groups. “To leave them alone is to condemn 
them to death,” he stated, but he believed that it 
needed to be done differently.

For the open forum on the second evening, a 
microphone was set up at the head of the room 
and speakers were encouraged to line up and 
express their views to the audience. Defending 
the composition of the previous evening’s 
panel, Louise Lamphere declared that the board 
and the AAA Committee on Human Rights had 
been consulted, but that several participants 
had been added at the last minute. She said that 
the focus on the measles epidemic was in

response to the Tumer/Sponsel e-mail and 
“people’s interest.” Lamphere had invited the 
Association of Brazilian Anthropologists to 
send a representative, but they could only send 
a written statement, which was read by Dr. 
Darcy Ribiero. This statement (available on 
the Web71 is a searing indictment of Chagnon’s 
work. The ABA had warned the AAA in the 
past about Chagnon’s activities, but nothing 
had been done. Now, they hoped that the recent 
allegations would stimulate action on the part 
of the AAA and that there would be increased 
dialogue on these issues. A statement was also 
read from the Venezuelan Office of Indigenous 
Affairs, pledging a “fair and impartial analysis” 
of Tierney’s charges and cooperation with the 
AAA investigation. The rights of the 
Yanomami, they asserted, should be of primary 
concern. A different view was offered in a 
statement from the National School of Public 
Health in Rio de Janiero, which conceded that 
misconduct had to be investigated, but objected 
to the “vicious, twisted logic” of Tierney’s 
book implying that he had smeared Dr. 
Francisco Salzano, a prominent Brazilian biol
ogist.

The floor was then opened for comments, 
and over the course of about ninety minutes, 
over two dozen audience members spoke, 
including Terry Turner, Leslie Sponsel, and 
individual members of the AAA Committee on 
Human Rights. The range of comments was 
quite varied, from another diatribe by William 
Irons to a plea from an undergraduate anthro
pology student to carefully investigate not just 
anthropologists but also missionaries who had 
an impact on the Yanomami. More support was 
expressed for Tierney’s book than had been on 
the previous evening. Several people refuted the 
“anti-science” charge against Tierney, calling it 
a propagandists label that arose solely from the 
measles epidemic controversy.

A number of speakers, including Dr. Linda 
Rabben, a Yanomami expert formerly with 
Amnesty International,* asserted that ethics had 
to be paramount in anthropological practice and 
that dubious actions of the past could not be 
excused. Other speakers linked this to concerns 
for the Yanomami as well as those of the anthro
pologists who study them. In this regard, Leslie 
Sponsel quoted from the AAA Code of Ethics 
that “[anthropologists must do everything in 
their power. . .  to act responsibly for their sub
jects.”1

A specialist in radiation experimentation 
called for full discussion of the need for 
informed consent from the subjects of anthro
pological studies. John Solomon, tribal anthro
pologist for the Karuk Tribe of California, 
pointed out that ethics in the social sciences had 
been debated as long ago as the 1960s, and 
asked why it had taken so long for such prob
lems to finally become public. Caroline Fleur- 
Lobyn, the drafter of the original AAA ethics 
policy, pointed out that the message of this pol
icy was “do no harm,” but it appeared that, 
through deception, harm had indeed been done 
to the Yanomami. She also brought up the issue 
of intellectual property rights of the Yanomami. 
Have they any claim to their cultural knowledge 
and biographical materials, and if so, how 
should they benefit?

A number of speakers took Tierney’s book to 
task. One, who acknowledged that he “reveres” 
James Neel, called the book a “witch-hunt.” 
Others charged that Tierney’s interpretation of 
the measles epidemic was intentionally vindic
tive. Another speaker insinuated that, since all 
anthropologists use deception to some extent, 
Chagnon could not be faulted on this count.

Controversy is not new to anthropology, and 
in fact many of the accusations in Darkness in 
El Dorado are not unique or unknown within 
the anthropological community. Chagnon has 
often been taken to task in the past not merely 
for his political or theoretical ideas, but for his 
concrete actions and their effects on Yanomami 
communities.1" As John Solomon and the ABA 
statement both pointed out, such accusations are 
old hat in anthropology, but despite copious

hand-wringing they have not been adequately 
addressed.

What is different now is that these accusa
tions have been brought out into the open after 
Darkness was nominated for the National Book 
Award; anthropologists must now deal with this 
in a very public way.

But in the overall debate on Tierney’s charges 
far more verbiage has been expended defending 
or attacking individuals, ideologies, and theo
retical positions than in trying to get to the facts.

When John Tooby (a faculty member of the 
UC Santa Barbara Department of 
Anthropology and ally of Napoleon Chagnon) 
proclaims that this controversy will destroy the 
discipline of anthropology," he is invoking a 
seminal fear of the discipline. He is also trying 
to deflect attention away from the fact that 
much of what Tierney says outside of the 
measles chapter may be right.12 A recent article 
by former AAA President Jane Hill in the 
Anthropology Newsletter takes a different tack, 
by stating that the real opportunity in this con
troversy is its potential as a “teachable 
moment” and an “unforeseen opportunity to 
get the good word about anthropology and 
anthropologists.”1’ “[Ejvery sneering op-ed 
piece or credulous bit of wire-service tripe can 
be seen as an opportunity for ‘spin.’”11 Many 
anthropologists believe that their work and dis
cipline are grossly misunderstood, and if we 
can just get the world to see us as we really are 
(i.e., as we see ourselves) then the goodness 
and inherent value of anthropology will be evi
dent. Hill implies (as a number of other anthro
pologists have done) that the real crimes are the 
accusations themselves because they demean 
the endeavors of anthropology. But Tierney’s 
allegations cannot be resolved by endless ideo
logical debates. They must be addressed direct
ly, both for the sake of the Yanomami and for 
the field of anthropology itself.

John Stevens is a doctoral candidate in the 
Cornell University Department o f  
Anthropology, conducting research on the treat
ment o f indigenous peoples by the United 
Nations human rights system. He is also 
researching the allegations in Patrick Tierney s 
book with Terry Turner.
See W.W Norton’s web site on the controversy (www.dark- 

nessineldorado com), where a number of review highlights are 

available.

JSee the UCSB Preliminary Report, which can be accessed at 

http://www psych. ucsb.edu/research/ cep/el dorado.

’See Robert Proctor’s comments on the W.W. Norton web site 

(note I above)

4See the comprehensive offerings at http://www.anth.uconn. 

edu/gradstudents/dhume/index4 htm overseen by UConn anthro

pology student Douglas Hume.

'Interestingly enough, as an article in Science recently pointed 

out, “Surprisingly, the symposium. . . included no researchers 

who specialize in the Yanomamo.” (See Charles Mann, 

“Scientific Community: Anthropological Warfare” in Science 

2001 291: 416-421, also accessible at

http://www sciencemag.org/cgi/content/full/291 /5503/416.

'See a recent article by the San Francisco Gale, accessible elec

tronically at http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?filc~/ 

chronicle/archive/2001 /01 /07/MN102188 DTL.

This statement is available at Douglas Hume’s Web site (see note 

4).

"See her excellent book (Innalurai Selection:The Yanomami. the 

Kayapo and the Onslaught o f  Civilization (1998, Washington 

Pluto Press).

'a copy o f this code as available at 

http://www.ameranthassn org/committees/ethics/ethics.htm 

"Sec Rabben, op. cit., p. 35-37.

"See “Witchcraft Accusations in Anthropology.” Anthropology 

Newsletter 41 (9), p. 8.

11 for more on Tooby’s perspective and his initially spirited 

defense of Chagnon and Neel, see the UCSB “preliminary 

report” on the controversy, which can be accessed at 

http://www psych, ucsb.edu/research/cep/ eldorado. The initial 

onslaught o f counter-accusations has at this point diminished to 

a trickle, and the report has not been updated for nearly two 

months.

’' “Getting Out the Real Story.” Anthropology Newsletter 41(8), 

p. 5. For an official statement by the AAA, see the statement at 

http://www.aaanet.org/press/eldorado.htm.

‘"Ibid.
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Old Beatles Never Die
David DeVries

The Beatles Anthology
by John Lennon, Paul McCartney,
George Harrison, Ringo Starr 
Chronicle Books, 2000 
368 Pages, $60 00

The Beatles 1
by The Beatles
EMD/Capitol Records, 2000. $18.99

I turned ten the week after The Beatles first 
appeared on The Ed Sullivan Show. I was in 
the fourth grade. It was quite a year, the year I 
was in the fourth grade. There are two 
moments from the classroom that 1 remember 
distinctly, and neither of them had anything to 
do with whatever we happened to be learning. 
The first was in late November when Perry, 
the aged janitor of the Campbell Elementary 
School, walked slowly into our classroom and 
up to Mrs. Martin and whispered in her ear. 
This was something that never happened; we 
never saw Perry except at the beginning and 
end of the day shoveling snow or spreading 
salt, or mopping water from the floors. Never 
in the classroom, and never bending low to 
whisper in Mrs. Martin's ear news that caused 
her to sink into her seat and sob.

Then the principal came into our classroom 
and told us that school was dismissed and that 
we should hurry home because something ter
rible had happened, that the President was 
badly hurt. From that moment the world 
moved in a kind of suspended animation for 
four days while we absorbed the murder of 
John F. Kennedy and all that happened as a 
consequence. That was the first moment.

The second came on the Monday after The 
Beatles first played The Ed Sullivan Show. 
Walking to school that morning my sister and I 
bubbled over to Mike Finn about it, but his par
ents never allowed him to watch television on 
Sunday nights, so he hadn’t seen them. We 
watched Ed Sullivan every week. It was a rou
tine: make popcorn and settle in to watch a 
string of performers my sister and I found main
ly boring. But that Sunday night in February of 
1964 was something different and life seemed 
to change in some fundamental way.

The next morning all the students were gath
ered around Kenny Hollenbeck’s desk. He had 
the first single there on his desk, the black and 
orange and yellow single, “I Want To Hold 
Your Hand.” The black-and-white sleeve pho
tograph of the four of them in their gray sleeve
less suits. We just couldn’t stop talking about 
them. Mrs. Martin struggled mightily to make 
us take our seats, but the buzz continued sotto 
voce around the class, whispers, notes passed to 
and fro, winks, nods, irrepressible excitement. 
That second moment in the classroom marked 
a shift in my consciousness and in the world.

All of a sudden everywhere and all the time 
were The Beatles. 77 WABeatleC with Cousin 
Brucie and Dandy Dan Ingraham, or WMCA’s 
Murray the K, with The Beatles all day and 
every day. The string of singles and then 
albums and then the movies.

All of this is coming back, of course, 
because of the twinned releases this autumn of 
The Beatles Anthology, and a compilation of 
their number one singles, I. Listening to the 
singles and reading the book, as I have been 
doing nearly continuously for the last month, 
I am struck over and over by how outside time 
The Beatles seem. Geoffrey O’Brien, in The 
New York Review o f Books, commented that 
for him the songs function as bookmarks to 
moments in his teenage years. But for me 
Beatles songs have never conjured moments 
of my own past. For me, Motown, especially 
The Four Tops, are the keys to the kingdom of 
my adolescent romantic disappointments. 
Hearing, “Reach Out,” or “Same Old Song,” 
will wrench me out of the present and back to 
being twelve or thirteen and staring out the 
window of my bedroom sighing. But The 
Beatles records-now there something differ

Ronson Slagle

ent is going on. 1 must have listened to the 
songs on this new compilation hundreds, 
maybe thousands of times. I know them inside 
and out, better almost than I know anything 
else in the world. And yet, each time the 
chords of “I Want to Hold Your Hand” blast 
out, each time seems new. These songs exist 
in some kind of timeless ether, some world of 
their own making, some self-contained and 
crystalline space beyond the aging time and 
space of the performers themselves or the 
multitudes of listeners over the years.

The revelations of the last decade afforded 
by the steady stream of “new” Beatle material 
have only, for me, added to the mystique. 
Listening to I's  string of singles is, o f course, 
a joyful experience. Starting with “She Loves 
You,” which by all accounts is the first really 
great number one Beatle single, the band hits 
a stride that is unstoppable. The next nine 
number ones, from “She Loves You” through 
“Yesterday,” show the dynamic power of their 
compositional and performance skills. They 
knew, better than anybody before or after, 
how to catch your attention.

Listening, for instance, to “Eight Days A 
Week,” on the album on which it first 
appeared, The Beatles For Sale, is to be struck 
with wonder at the seamless, seemingly 
effortless, grace of John Lennon’s pop-song 
writing. The album (or the cassette tape that 1 
listen to in the car) opens with “No Reply,” a 
haunting song of disappointment, performed 
with impeccable ensemble playing by the 
whole band. Then comes John’s “Baby’s In 
Black,” one of The Beatles’ great country 
songs, with a transcendent harmony part on 
the verse, “oh how long will it take, till she 
sees the m istake...” And then George’s 
uncannily drunk-sounding guitar solo leading

into a repetition of the beauty of that harmony 
on that pleading heartbreak. After that comes 
“Eight Days a Week,” and John isn’t finished. 
The first of his really mature songs of disap
pointment follows, “I Don’t Want To Spoil 
The Party.”

Listening to the revisionary takes of “No 
Reply” in the mid-1990s Anthology, with John 
announcing after one collapsed take, “Well, 
now we know how to do it”; or hearing them 
worry over how to open “Eight Days a Week,” 
with a sustained single note carried by all 
three voices in a kind of Beach Boy-esque 
three-part harmony before hitting on the 
genius of the faded-in chords, reveals how 
hard they worked on their effortless grace.

The Beatles Anthology, is not the sort of 
book one reads through from cover to cover. 
For one thing, it is not designed for that kind 
of reading. It is ungainly, large and awkward 
to hold in any comfortable way in your read
ing chair. This is a book that needs to rest on 
a table to be browsed through. There is no pro
found cultural critique or commentary, noth
ing about the ways that the culture machine 
involved all o f us in a myth that made moun
tains o f money for many people, including the 
four of them. And why should there be? We 
already know all that. The machine is at work 
again, the book and the CD are selling furi
ously and more money is accumulating under 
the sign of “The Beatles.” We know the drea
ry science of how it’s done, but we are, most
ly, willing participants because The Beatles 
are, truly, something special.

I have not discovered in The Beatles 
Anthology anything that fundamentally 
changes the way that I think about them, or 
the way that I hear the music. O f course, Paul, 
George and Ringo’s written voices do sound 
like men in their late adult years looking back 
over four decades to, really, their childhood. 
What their lives after The Beatles proves, as if 
such proof is necessary, is that not even being 
a Beatle exempts one from the twisting, vex
ing complications of living. They are three 
aging, wealthy men who have experienced, in 
the years since their younger selves occupied 
the center o f the universe, the usual run of sor
rows and joys that we all encounter.

O f course the saddest, the most awful 
moment was that night in December of 1980 
when, yet again, I was drawn to a radio by The 
Beatles, but this time by the unfathomable 
news that John Lennon had been shot and 
killed. A profoundly dreadful irony seemed at 
work in the world: a kind of coda summing up 
the energy released by those two moments in 
my fourth grade class, the murder of JFK, and 
the advent of The Beatles. And here I was, 
more than fifteen years later, inhabiting a psy
chic space that partook of both of those 
moments. Even for a Beatle there is never 
world enough and time.

But what has not changed, what will never 
change, are the songs, the recordings, these 
miraculous moments of musical splendor that 
promise and deliver the closest approximation 
we humans ever get to a world outside time 
and change where we are blessed by the pres
ence of art hitting its stride and staying with us 
even as we grow, age, and live on.

David DeVries is Director o f  the 
Undergraduate Research Program in the 
Cornell Arts and Sciences Academic Advising 
and Admissions Center. His wife and two chil
dren are also Beatles fans.
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Silences
Joel Ray

He sees past the 1970s urban renewal 
(knowing it now as what the dispossessed call 
it, nigger removal— in all its manifestations 
for three hundred years), sees back forty years 
to the dirt road extension of Ashland Avenue, 
a short country road o f eight or ten houses in 
the middle of the city. Sees there a young col
ored woman nursing her child in a rocker on 
the front porch, her blouse opened on one 
side, and he hesitates, stricken with embar
rassment, to approach with the evening paper. 
She watches him without moving, not too 
much older than him, comfortable on her 
porch, and says to his averted fourteen-year- 
old eyes, "Iss okay, jes th’ow it on up."

(Every house on that road took the white 
Asheville Times.)

He sees, too, on collection day, a naked col
ored man who hollers “Come right on in” on 
a Saturday morning, rising muzzily from the 
couch to fish in his pants hung over the chair, 
unembarrassed, friendly to the skinny nervous 
white boy, who still remembers the feel of the 
old, wadded dollar bill and the bewildering 
glimpse of black male nakedness arising from 
sleep.

Then as he hauls back to throw the Times at 
another porch, comes the,stocky brindled yard 
dog, charging fast and low, hackles stiffened in 
fury. He wonders later, after the bite, whether 
this was a colored dog? Were there dogs whose 
personalities and teeth were filed sharp against 
whites? The Ashland Avenue people know that 
there are white dogs—how many times had he 
seen them going after a colored man who had 
the misfortune not to know his place. In his rec
ollection it was why rich white people and poor 
white farmers had dogs. Big white German 
dogs that would not too many years hence be 
featured on the front pages of northern papers.

The questions and disturbances arising from 
these encounters remain unspoken, maybe 
even consciously unthought; he does not ask 
about them of his own people, expecting some 
kind of hostile or dismissive response. And so 
he does not really look at them for many years. 
Having nothing to do with his own life, they do 
not stimulate his imagination. Nor as a boy can 
he think what to ask, put into words 
whatever it is that bothers him about 
the facts of this degraded race.

He does not yet fully understand, 
nor could he then have named, the 
bravery of the fifteen-year-olds who 
climb the steep brambly hill from 
that now-lost Ashland Avenue com
munity to the dirt basketball court in 
the back of the South French Broad 
house, a block over, who stand 
watching for a few minutes then ask 
if the white boys want to play four 
on four. Sure, they say, “come on 
then, shirts and sk...?”— not yet 
knowing how as the colored boys’ 
courage grew and bodies relaxed 
they would look one way and go 
another, preferring the inside as his friends pre
ferred the set shots or long jumpers. It was a 
silent game, mostly, except for the grunts under 
the backboard, leaping for rebounds with arms 
stretched out in front, carefully avoiding hard 
contact, and the periodic moans and curses as 
his team missed another little fake that led to a 
basket for the skins.

Earlier: he sits in the laundry truck, late in 
the evening out on Swannanoa Road, past 
closing time for the ABC store, as his uncle 
climbs the steps to the colored bootlegger’s 
house and emerges shortly afterward with the 
pint in a paper sack twisted at the top, held 
hidden inside his large hand; the boy peering 
curiously past the figure looming down the 
steps to see an old colored woman's face peer
ing back from behind the closing door, then 
his tall rawboned red-headed uncle getting in 
the truck with a slam and growling, whatchu 
lookin’ at, knothead?

And later: standing nervously outside of the

Southside ABC store with Big Al, scanning 
the street, hands in pockets, heads down, wait
ing for a colored man they can pay a dollar to 
buy them a bottle of gin for the basketball trip 
to Charlotte.

And the colored grocery store in the back 
room of the house on Clingman, where they 
bought RC’s and moon pies after tennis and 
sat on the back steps for awhile, cooling down 
in that friendly enveloping atmosphere.

What he knows mostly is the hiddenness 
and silence and accommodation of colored 
people, and the obliqueness or careless insult 
o f his own. Or their silence, too, a different 
kind. He hears his mother’s humiliation at her 
own “nigger” name, Beulah, masked in a joke 
about the shy colored girl applying for a job as 
a domestic, who shuffles and says, “My name 
is Beulah, but dey calls me Bee.” How, his 
mother must have sorrowed, could her own 
mother have marked her in such a way? Now 
he sees how her identity was wrapped in that 
powerless silence. And how her rage against 
her mother, for the many dominations beyond 
that naming, became dislocated and reapplied 
irrelevantly, meaningfully, to colored people. 
To all except her mother and her red-haired 
brother, her name would be forever “Bee.”

And yet her relations with William, the col
ored orderly at the hospital where she worked, 
and with others she depended on for help, 
were friendly, warm even, the relations of 
people who belong to the same class and share 
a solidarity despite themselves.

Yet too he thinks at times, remembering the 
woman bootlegger and the man who went into 
the ABC store on Depot St. for him and his 
friend, that the solidarity was alcohol, with all 
the mess that brought.

Sometimes the hiddenness became music.
At the Thanksgiving Day parade, his junior 

high band had finished and dispersed and he 
was wandering, trombone still warm in hand 
from the oomps and blats o f the stiff Sousa 
marches, when at the very back of the parade 
came the Stephens-Lee High School marching 
band. Following the drum major and the high- 
kicking majorettes, shimmering white tights 
elastic tight around their strong black thighs, 
here’s the band: swaying left and right on the 
beat, trombones swinging side to side, playing 

something not quite Sousa, 
something with space and inflec
tions, dancing inside the 
march—one two three, a half
step back and forward, one two 
three, half-step back and forward, 
a march with a hitch in it (now, 
he knows, a style of black cele
bration for a hundred years and 
longer, this sly appropriation of 
the correct white predictable mil
itary regularity), and the drum
mers’ flourishing wrists sounding 
ratamacues and paradiddles 
against the basic march beat. All 
against the rules, this startling 
irregularity, and dramatic in its 
exuberant disciplined flam-buoy

ant visibility. He would not have been able to 
call it beautiful; but the open subversion of it 
stunned him, his first experience, in 1953, of 
hipness and cool. First experience of the musi
cal feint, the wide-eyed silence of the unstated 
beat, the stop-time, the little mockery.

(The memory recalled too his own discom
fiture with the trombone at his lips during the 
final junior high band concert, he trembling 
for that exposed moment when the brief pas
sage came around, the rest of the band silent, 
and he flat-footed and naked to that crowd of 
strangers...)

How he admired his friend Bruce on the 
high school team for his little hesitations as he 
approached the basket, his head feint or quick 
stop-and-go that left his defender 
groping—like the hitch in the Stephens-Lee 
band and the kids from Ashland Avenue, the 
mockery of it, the friendly con. And how that 
love of feinting made its way into the boy’s 
tennis, his dancing, a little slyness there and

irony. All in the music he would come to love, 
the pleasures of the body. Say one thing and 
do another...countermoves and melodies. 
Some odd relation between the faking and 
feinting of kids, to fool the adults, and the 
feinting of the colored boys to fool the whites.

And then, later, having spent many 
Saturday nights listening to big bands from 
New York over the networks, the dance bands, 
Woody Herman and Les Brown and His Band 
of Renown and Stan Kenton’s Artistry in 
Rhythm, one night he is tuning for another 
station and lights by chance onto the Dew 
Drop In Barbershop Hour, a local 
black radio station; he is amazed, 
and hears this, by the tenor man 
James Moody and the Johnny Pate 
orchestra: “Don’t Worry ‘Bout 
Me.” Moody’s brief falling beauti
ful geometric intro is a momentary 
pause, a kind of spiritual clearing 
of the throat, before the fluent testi
mony and passionate assertion.

Completely different from the 
flash and strut and impudent humor 
of the Stephens-Lee Band, from the 
smoothness of the white dance 
bands, Glenn Miller or Tommy 
Dorsey or Les Elgart. A sound of 
confident resignation almost, the 
deep ensemble horns a speaking cho
rus to the soloist, encouraging and 
answering him as he sculpts this credo, this 
white pop song transformed into a profound, 
sophisticated city blues by a black man who had 
just emerged from Overbrook Hospital and the 
bouts with alcohol. This haunting sound slipped 
into him, and was held there in the body to be 
rediscovered many years later; a musical trigger 
that did not so much provoke a specific memory 
as it expressed some kind of yearning in him 
(persisting all those years) that was yet courage 
and discipline and accomplishment in them...the 
depth of the sound, its evanescing harmonies. 
Don’t wor-ry ‘bout me, I’ll get a-long...

A testament that cut clean through Eddy 
Arnold and Tex Ritter and Vaughan Monroe 
and the country songs about faithful dogs and 
drinking and unfaithful women, “Old Shep” 
and “Fool for a Cigarette,” and the high acrid 
harmonies of the hillbilly songs about sweet 
Jesus and the little white church in the vale, 
and the Sousa and the straight white 
Methodist hymns on Sunday.

And the Barbershop Hour was where he 
heard too the rebirth of Ellington’s band, the 
famous 1956 Newport night when Paul 
“Mex” Gonsalves took 27 choruses, carrying 
the band and every present witness into histo
ry; and Stan Getz playing “Blues for Mary 
Jane” with Oscar Peterson; and Kenny Clarke 
and “Ah Funky New Baby”; and Bill Doggett 
and Arthur Prysock (or was it Red?). Ads for 
pomade and hair straightener, and the deejay 
holding forth with a kind of joyous unre
strained talk he had never heard from the 
mostly silent colored people.

Something in all this drew him 
north—aided by his mother’s memories of the

city, her painful nostalgia which had become 
absorbed in him: lost world of Waldorf 
Astoria dancing and late night subways and 
Sundays in the flower garden at the park; and 
then, suddenly, lost husband and father, and 
the final train to Asheville. And when he saw 
“The Glenn Miller Story” years later there 
occurred a fleeting image of his dead father; 
this man— trombone player—with a band and 
the dream of a particular sound in the saxo
phone section, living there in Jackson Heights 
where the boy too had lived with his father 
arid mother when he was small; this musician 

struggling to come up with the 
right combination, instruments, 
harmony, attack, trying to find 
what he heard in his head. Then 
disappearing in a storm, in the 
small plane. How vivid still the 
image of June Allyson in the 
Jackson Heights apartment on 
Christmas eve night, decorating 
the tree, and then the radio report 
and the tearjerking broadcast of 
“Little Brown Jug.” He looks at 
photos o f his father, and of 
Miller, both handsome studious- 
looking men, with their frameless 
octagonal eyeglasses. Miller with 
his long coat on, headed some
where. And feels that the first 
time he revisited New York City, 

his birthplace, when he was seventeen, he 
sensed he had been living in exile since the 
death of his father.

Never more plain than on the hitchhiking 
trip back home, through Reidsville, North 
Carolina, on a loud and dangerous Friday 
summer night when he and David, walking 
with their suitcases like rubes through the 
town to find a place to sleep, had escaped with 
their skins from drunken white boys checking 
the drag and then from the hopped-up farm 
dogs and spent the rainy night soaked in a bus 
stop shed on a country road.

A humiliation after the glory of the guitarist 
Johnny Smith at Birdland, sitting so still as he 
called the spirits, only his fingers moving; and 
the thrilling drum battle in Central Park 
between Buddy Rich and Basie’s drummer Jo 
Jones, the white drummer thundering and 
thrashing, the black winking and slashing, his 
eyebrows lifting suddenly in that now-famil- 
iar mockery and in the deep body-pleasure.

Seeing the road through the thick woods, 
though he did not realize it at the time, just for 
one night through the eyes of a black man. What 
it’s like to be without a place to sleep, in strange 
territory, afraid of dogs. To be wary and scram
bling and alien. And to awaken at 3 a.rn. in the 
rain, soaked through, a misty soaking rain, sore 
in the back from sleeping upright on the bench, 
hoping for a car that might come along that two- 
lane blacktop early on a Saturday morning, 
whose driver would see that he and his friend 
were two miserable white boys.

Joel Ray is a form er editor o f The 
Bookpress. He lives in Ithaca.
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government in American society. The sole 
exception is the defense establishment which 
would receive large increments of additional 
funding for salary increases, equipment mod
ernization, and the anti-ballistic missile defense 
system.

Following the Reagan precedent, the princi
pal method of curbing the federal government 
would be to strip it of resources by spending 
the Clinton-era fiscal surpluses on a massive 
across-the-board tax cut favoring the wealthiest 
five percent of the population and further skew
ing the distribution of wealth and income 
which is already more unequal than in any 
other industrialized country. This supply-side 
logic promises that the rich would be inclined 
to invest their tax savings in new industries, 
benefitting workers with new job opportunities. 
Never mind that the investment boom of the 
1990s began after Clinton had raised taxes on 
upper incomes.

Republicans wield three instruments for 
curbing the federal government: privatization, 
deregulation, and devolution to the states. Even 
though they have functioned successfully since 
their inception as government-operated insur
ance systems, Bush seeks to convert the Social 
Security and Medicare programs to individual
ly owned and managed retirement and medical 
accounts that would be invested by their own
ers in the securities markets. While individuals 
would be exposed to the risks of the stock mar
ket, the securities industry would guaranteed 
enormous profits under this scheme. Another 
form of privatization is to contract government 
services to profit-seeking firms to operate pris
ons, hospitals, public schools, airports, and 
libraries.

Principal candidates for deregulation are 
labor standards, occupational health and safety, 
consumer product safety, minority rights, affir
mative action, and environmental protection. 
As governor of Texas, President Bush, who is 
not persuaded that there is any danger from 
global warming, strongly favored voluntary 
enforcement of environmental standards. Bush 
has already promised to vigorously promote 
drilling for oil in the Alaska National Wild Life 
Refuge. Gale Norton, his Secretary of the 
interior, is a protege of Reagan’s former 
Interior Secretary, James Watt. She has demon
strated greater interest in opening federal lands 
to mining, logging, and grazing than in envi
ronmental protection or the conservation of 
natural resources.

Under Bush, activities not suitable for priva
tization or deregulation would, where possible, 
be devolved to the 50 state governments. This 
would apply especially to health, welfare, envi
ronmental, and labor services where federal 
funds would be passed along to state govern
ments in the form of block grants with few if 
any strings attached. Unlike current arrange
ments by which Congress establishes standards 
to which states must adhere in order to qualify 
for federal funds, block grants enhance the dis
cretion of state officials to spend the funds 
according to their judgment of distinctive local 
needs and political pressures. States’ rights res
onates with a long-standing theme in American 
political culture, suspicion of central govern
ment. Yet, experience has demonstrated that, 
though they vary in this respect, state govern
ments tend to be far more responsive to organ
ized business interests and property holders 
than to unorganized consumers, workers, envi
ronmentalists, and racial minorities, who have 
since the progressive era early in the 20th cen
tury received more favorable treatment in 
Washington. Moreover, it seems curious that in 
an era that has witnessed the emergence of an 
integrated national economy, in which individ
uals and businesses move freely and frequently 
across state lines, conservatives should make

Pretender on
such a fetish of resisting national standards and 
administration even for activities financed by 
the federal government.

President Bush is also likely to press 
Congress to authorize state governments to 
assign the front-line delivery of federally 
financed health and welfare service to “faith 
based,” meaning religiously sponsored social 
service organizations. This is a variation on the 
privatization theme, rewarding one of the 
Republicans’ important constituencies and 
harking back to father Bush’s invocation of 
“the thousand points of light.”

The Special Case of Education
Traditionally Republicans have opposed fed

eral aid to elementary and secondary education 
as dangerously encroaching on state and local 
prerogatives. While bashing the public schools 
and especially the teachers unions for sub-stan
dard student performance and promoting 
parentaLchoice through vouchers, they advo
cated elimination of the federal Department of 
Education.

Bush has succeeded in redirecting the 
Republican position. He has proposed that fed
eral funds be committed to improved facilities 
(teaching aids, books, computers, laboratories) 
and teacher training. The buzz word is 
“accountability,” that principals and teachers 
must be judged by the performance of students 
on standardized tests of basic verbal and 
numerical skills at successive stages in their 
school experience. Principals and teachers who 
succeed are to be rewarded. Those who fail are 
first to be assisted, but if students’ sub-standard 
performance persists, the schools are to be con
sidered bankrupt and parents given vouchers to 
enroll their children in public, private, or reli
gious schools of their choice. Presumably, 
competition for student enrollments will intro
duce a valuable element of market competition 
throughout entire school systems. Because his 
proposals for federal aid to education, except 
for vouchers, are not inconsistent with some of 
those recommended by ex-President Clinton, 
these are among the first legislative proposals 
that he will submit to Congress.

Foreign Policy
Foreign affairs figured very little in the 

recent election campaign, a boon to candidate 
Bush given his unfamiliarity with the subject. 
His choices for key posts in his administration, 
Colin Powell as Secretary of State, Condoleeza 
Rice as National Security Advisor, and Donald 
Rumsfeld as Defense Secretary, are all veterans 
of the Cold War era; despite their contemptu
ous criticism of the stop-and-start uncertainties 
of Clinton’s foreign policies, their own inclina
tions are unclear. Given the unilateralist tenor 
of Republic rhetoric in recent years, they can be 
expected to deemphasize the promotion of 
democracy and human rights outside the 
United States, cooperation with the United 
Nations and other international agencies, or 
participation as peacekeepers in regional dis
putes. They are likely to construe US interests 
in more classical security and economic terms. 
Their determination to proceed with an anti- 
ballistic missile defense system is certain to be 
opposed by all our NATO allies who regard it 
as a needlessly provocative and destabilizing 
violation of the anti-ballistic missile treaty. 
They also perceive it as a threat that the United 
States may decide to go it alone and abandon 
collective security obligations to our European 
allies. Despite assurances that it is directed only 
against rogue states and terrorists, the Chinese 
and Russians regard it as a direct threat to their 
security, providing the US with a first strike 
capability at a time when they cannot afford a 
credible anti-missile shield of their own. 
Secretary Powell will attempt to reassure our 
allies by pledging to maintain American forces 
in Europe and Japan, but this will not calm the 
fears of the Russians or Chinese.

There will be no interruption in Clinton’s

international economic policy—the vigorous 
promotion of free trade and the unrestricted 
freedom of movement of capital. Like their 
predecessors, contemporary Republicans 
believe that global free trade and laissez faire 
are good for Americans and for the world at 
large. This is strongly supported by America’s 
corporate leadership, an important constituent 
and the main financier of the Republican Party. 
Protectionism will continue to be a pejorative 
and there will be little interest in attaching labor 
or environmental standards to World Trade 
Organization rules that safeguard property 
rights but are silent on environmental protec
tion and on the rights of workers and con
sumers.

What little remains of American foreign aid 
to the world’s poor, now a smaller proportion of 
national GNP than that of any other industrial
ized country, is likely to continue to wither. 
This is bad news for all of Africa, South Asia, 
and several Caribbean and Central American 
countries where the bulk of the world’s billion 
poorest people are concentrated. According to 
Republican doctrine, trade and private invest
ment within a market framework are the salva
tion for poor countries, along with charity from 
non-governmental organizations. As a result the 
enormous gap in wealth, incomes, and living 
standards between rich and poor countries will 
continue to widen. The White House has 
already restored the Reagan-Bush practice that 
denies US support to family planning assistance 
through organizations that perform abortions.

America’s gaping trade deficit that now 
exceeds $300 billion annually or 4 percent of 
GDP will baffle the Republicans as it has the 
Clintonites. This persistent structural deficit 
indicates that the US is consuming year after 
year $300 billion more in goods and services 
than it is producing. These unhealthy and 
unsustainable deficits are financed by pur
chasers of US Government bonds in such coun
tries as Japan and Saudi Arabia that run balance 
of payments surpluses. So long as laissez faire 
dictates our foreign economic policies, this sit
uation will be neglected; politicians will pray 
that it may somehow go away and economists 
will urge, without ever indicating how, that 
savings rates increase in order to dampen 
demand for foreign goods. Since these deficits 
are unlikely to go away, foreigners can be 
expected one day—and it may be soon—to 
decline to finance these mounting deficits and 
shift their purchases to other securities. This 
will force the Federal Reserve to raise interest 
rates in order to attract and maintain these 
investments, but its effect would be to depress 
our domestic economy. The value of the dollar 
on foreign exchange markets would plummet, 
making foreign goods and services more 
expensive, with possible inflationary conse
quences. In the absence of measures to deal 
positively with the trade gap in advance of a 
crisis, this scenario is likely to confront the 
Bush team during its watch; it will not auto
matically correct itself.

Causes and Consequences 
What Brought Candidate Bush to the 

White House
Most observers agree that Vice President 

Gore entered the 2000 Presidential campaign 
with many advantages. Though many 
Americans had been bypassed by the current 
prosperity, the good times were rolling and 
Gore’s mentor, Bill Clinton, maintained a high 
level of popularity despite his serious personal 
failings and the relentless efforts of his oppo
nents to destroy him. At the annual meetings in 
September of the American Political Science 
Association, experts in election forecasting 
agreed unanimously that the prevailing pros
perity would win the election for Gore. The 
election was Gore’s to win, yet his campaign 
sputtered. Four factors contributed to his fail
ure. The first was his inept campaign strategy

or lack of strategy. Unlike his opponent who 
exploited a few carefully constructed themes 
that had worked in the past for Republicans, 
Gore’s frenetic speechmaking lacked coher
ence, conveying the impression that he would 
say anything that might please a particular con
stituency, that he lacked the basic trait of sin
cerity. Failure to capture his home state and his 
loss of West Virginia which had not deserted 
the Democrats since 1928 attest to a flawed 
campaign.

Next was the Nader adventure. Nader 
appealed to many young people who were trou
bled by the sincerity factor and by others who 
believed that Clinton-Gore with their “centrist” 
strategy were serving corporate interests at the 
expense of the people. Though Clinton had 
rescued the Democrats from the image of fis
cal irresponsibility, softness on crime, and pan
dering to welfare cheats, his enthusiastic pro
motion of global free trade, his acquiescence in 
the concentration of economic power in the 
hands of a handful o f mega corporations, and 
his harsh elimination of welfare entitlement 
created political space for a populist protest 
movement. Though Nader fell short of his goal, 
gamering only three million votes, absent his 
campaign most o f these votes would have gone 
to Gore. In several states, conspicuously 
Florida, had even half his voters supported 
Gore, Gore would have carried the state com
fortably, ensuring his majority in the electoral 
college. Nader’s supporters must discover for 
themselves whether there are indeed any differ
ences between a Bush or a Gore presidency.

Gore was the victim o f our archaic and 
chaotic procedure for electing the President. 
The electoral college is a relic of the Framers’ 
distrust of direct democracy which has been 
superseded in the ensuing two centuries by 
extension o f the franchise to provide 
Constitutionally for universal adult suffrage. 
The management of elections for national offi
cers, for the President and members of 
Congress, by local officials with unstandard
ized ballots that may vary from county to coun
ty, ambiguous criteria for determining eligibili
ty and counting votes, and responsibility for 
tallying and recording votes in the hands of 
untrained clerks and political hacks were high
lighted by the travesty in Florida where thou
sands of angry, qualified voters believed they 
were denied the opportunity to cast their ballots 
or that their votes were never counted. Yet, it is 
unlikely that the electoral college will be dis
pensed with because smaller states, overrepre
sented in the electoral college, benefit from the 
present system and a Constitutional amend
ment to supersede it would require ratification 
by three-fourths of the state legislatures.

Congress might, however, and it should 
require a standard ballot for national offices, 
establish standard criteria and procedures for 
determining eligibility and for counting votes, 
and require that state officials who supervise 
national elections be chosen on a non-partisan 
basis. Congress should provide funds to help 
the states purchase and maintain modem voting 
machines that could be used, if the states so 
choose, for state and local elections as well. A 
positive result of the confusing, anachronistic 
procedures and shameful manipulation 
revealed in the 2000 election should be to clean 
up and restore public confidence in our election 
machinery.

The critical factor in Gore’s defeat was the 
gratuitous intervention of a partisan majority of 
the current US Supreme Court. Their two rul
ings blocking the recount of critical disputed 
ballots locked in Bush’s razor-thin majority in 
Florida. Their 5-4 opinion in Bush v Gore that 
awarded the highest office in the land to Bush 
was totally void of legal or moral principle. It 
constituted a sordid abuse of the institution of 
rule of law. It was, moreover, a rich payoff to 
the Reagan policy of appointing to the federal
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the Potomac
bench only persons who shared his “conserva
tive” political ideology. With Bush fils  as 
President and John Ashcroft as Attorney 
General, the far-right will renew their efforts to 
pack the courts with even more jurists of simi
lar disposition. The country faces a repetition 
of the situation in the 1920s and early 1930s 
when a reactionary Supreme Court systemati
cally annulled even moderately progressive 
social and economic measures passed by 
Congress and signed by the President.

What May We Expect
Political prophecy is a risky game because of 

contingencies that even the most prescient 
among us cannot forsee. George W. could 
prove to be a more astute and effective politi
cian than his detractors predict. It can reason
ably be expected that his educational measures, 
stripped of vouchers for private and religious 
schools, will become law. Prospects are that 
there will be a substantial tax cut, though less in 
magnitude and less generous to the very 
wealthy than the new President has proposed. 
The inheritance tax will be repealed, allowing 
the super wealthy to pass Jheir estates to heirs 
free of any taxation, including capital gains, 
and eliminating a major incentive for the 
wealthy to endow educational, research, and 
charitable institutions. Should a recession 
ensue, much of the present federal surplus will 
vanish and be unavailable to shore-up the 
social security and medicare trust funds or to 
pay down the national debt. Preliminary steps 
to privatize social security and medicare may 
be authorized, health coverage may be extend
ed to more low-income children, and some ver
sion of prescription drug benefits benefits for 
seniors will be enacted. With the support of the 
Supreme Court, the Bush administration will 
succeed in chipping away at abortion rights, 
limiting the federal government’s role in envi
ronmental protection, and weakening the 
enforcement of civil rights in such areas as vot
ing, housing, education, and employment. 
Congress will ratchet up the defense budget 
and authorize and finance initial construction 
of the anti-ballistic missile system. Briefly, 
much of the Bush agenda will be transformed 
into government policy.

Equally important is what will not be done. 
44 million working Americans will remain 
deprived of health insurance; twenty percent of 
our children will continue to languish in pover
ty under a President pledged to leave no kids 
behind; there will be no change in the mini
mum wage or the earned income tax credit to 
lift 30 million Americans above the poverty 
line; the United States will remain the only 
industrialized country that fails to mandate paid 
maternity leave for working mothers or to pro
vide affordable and competent supervised day 
care for pre-school children; there will be no 
further gun control measures; massive trade 
deficits will threaten economic stability; family 
farming will continue its precipitous decline 
and replacement by large-scale corporate agri
culture.

In the event of economic recession, which 
seems not unlikely, as corporations renew their 
downsizing, contracting operations to tempo
rary employees and to low-wage foreign firms, 
as unemployment mounts even among 
denizens of the high-tech sector, as banks 
begin to call in their more troubled loans, as 
personal and business bankruptcies and mort
gage foreclosures multiply, as economic inse
curity replaces consumer confidence, will son 
George prove any more caring or less inept 
than was father George when facing similar 
economic distress only a decade ago?

The Next Few Years
The religious right regard themselves as the 

most reliable, but most meagerly rewarded 
electoral base of the Republican Party. They 
consider Bush-Cheney a quantum improve
ment over their immediate predecessors and 
will prod the administration to promote their

cultural agenda: to overturn Roe v Wade, pro
vide federal funding through vouchers for their 
schools, authorize school prayer, ban homosex
uals from the military and from government 
jobs, and censor pornography in the mass 
media and the internet. Administration 
spokespersons will verbalize support for these 
measures before sympathetic audiences, but 
will probably not invest much political capital 
to promote enactment of these highly contro
versial initiatives.

Progressives who consoled themselves with 
the thought that W. would be blocked by the 
narrowly divided Congress are due for a rude 
awakening. During the Clinton years, 
Republicans maintained an unrelenting, disci
plined opposition to Clinton’s initiatives, mod
erate though they were, to the point that they 
were willing to close down the federal govern
ment; and they ruthlessly harassed and humili
ated the President and First Lady till the day 
they left the White House and beyond. By con
trast, most Democrats are disinclined to treat 
their political opponents as enemies, more dis
posed to give the President the benefit of the 
doubt, and prepared to accommodate his initia
tives where they feel they can. Though the aura 
of illegitimacy will haunt the second Bush 
presidency, on many vital matters there are 
some Democrats who will deal—for example 
on tax reductions and the military buildup—just 
as there were during the Reagan years.

By controlling all appointments in the 
Executive Branch, the President will be able to 
impress his conservative preferences on law 
enforcement, on the construction and adminis
tration of the federal budget, and above all, on 
foreign and defense policy. Following 
Reaganaut precedents, federal programs that 
the President opposes will be starved for funds 
and committed to administrators who will drag 
their feet on enforcement. The effects on labor 
standards and anti-poverty policy, on environ
mental, civil rights and anti-trust enforcement, 
on gun control and campaign finance reform, 
on medicare and health policy, on consumer 
product safety and natural resource manage
ment will not be pleasant for progressives to 
contemplate. If they remain united, Senate 
Democrats will, however, be able to resist fur
ther colonization of the federal courts with 
clones of Justices Scalia and Thomas. It will be 
a while before the country can recover from the 
events surrounding the elevation to the 
Presidency of a man who, rejected by a sub
stantial majority of the nations’ voters, attempt
ed nevertheless to impose his reactionary agen
da on government as though he had earned a 
popular mandate.

The first opportunity will come with the 
mid-term Congressional elections in 2002. 
Normally the party that controls the Executive
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Branch loses seats in the mid-term elections, 
but as in 1998, this is no iron law. Much will 
depend on the impression Bush makes on vot
ing publics, on the state of the economy, on 
preparations implemented by Democrats to 
confront voters, including ex-Naderites, with 
appealing progressive policy alternatives to 
Bush’s right-wing agenda, and on the calibre of 
the candidates that Democrats induce to run, 
especially for the Senate as most of the vacan
cies will occur in states that have favored 
Republicans in recent elections. Not until 2004 
can Democrats hope to regain control o f the 
Executive Branch, to undo the excesses of an

administration dominated by corporate inter
ests and religious ayatollahs, and begin to 
address the accumulated host o f social needs 
and economic issues that have for too long 
been neglected.

Milton J. Esman is the John S. Knight 
Professor o f International Studies, Emeritus, 
and Professor o f Government, Emeritus at 
Cornell. His most recent book, Government 
Works: Why Americans Need the Feds was 
published last year by the Cornell University 
Press and is available for purchase at the 
Bookery.

upcoming readings at

THE BOOKERY
Sunday, February 4, 2001, 2:00 p.m.

Beth Saulnier 
The Fourth Wall

Women's Community Building Auditorium

Local reporter-turned-mystery writer returns with the third 
installment in her popular Alex Bernier series. This time, 
Alex finds herself covering a story about the local etfort to 
save a grand old theater—until bodies start turning up in the 

wreckage. Alex must once again play detective, outwitting a murderer determined to 
bring down the curtain on her act. Lavish refreshments will once again be provided 
by Beth’s mom, so come hungry!

Sunday, February 11, 2001, 2:00 p.m. 
Kenneth A.R. Kennedy 
God-Apes and Fossil Men: 
Paleoanthropology in South Asia
The Bookery I

Cornell professor Kenneth Kennedy will present a talk and 
slide show based upon his new book and his 40 years 
researching the prehistory of South Asia. Kennedy comple
ments his historical descriptions with discussions of the 
biological diversity and evolution of the ancestral popula
tions of South Asia, the ancient landscapes, and the place 
of South Asia in the broader arena of world prehistory.

Sunday, February 18, 2001, 2:00 p.m. 
Mario Hernandez and Adam Marcotte 

An Afternoon of Poetry
The Bookery I

Local poets Mario Hernandez and Adam Marcotte offer an afternoon of poetry 
reading at The Bookery'. Hernandez will read from Oblivion Diary, a limited edi
tion hand-bound book he has recently put together; Marcotte from his recent col
lection, What We Want and Other Poems, published last year by his own Bound 
& Determined press.

Saturday, February 24, 2001, 2:00 p.m. 
Thomas Glave
Whose Song? and Other Stories
The Bookery I

Jamaican-American writer Thomas Glave offers us a reading 
from his critically acclaimed collection, Whose Song?and 
Other Stories. Lauded by the Village Voice as a “Writer on 
the Verge,” Glave is the second gay African-American writer 
(after James Baldwin) to win the prestigious O. Henry 
award.

Sunday, February 25, 2001, 2:00 p.m.
James McConkey 

To A Distant Island
Women’s Community Building Auditorium

James McConkey’s To A Distant Island has been hailed as 
one of the definitive and beautifully written books on 
Russian writer Anton Chekhov—’’exceptionally serene 
prose. . . .neither history nor fiction, but rather a kind of 
reimagining of the p ast” McConkey’s book has recently 
been reissued by Paul Dry Books.

All Bookery events are free and open to the public. 
Books arc available for 10% off on the day of the reading.
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"A deeply moving, exquisitely 
written book."

— The Washington Post 
"One of our finest writers."

— Annie Dillard

to a distant island
James McConkey

In late April of the 1890, T. [Anton 
Chekhov], who had been undergoing 
a depression so severe that his most 
recent biographer believes he might 
have been nearing a breakdown, left 

his home in Moscow for the penal 
colony on the island of.Sakhalin, a 
journey of over sixty-five hundred 

miles, or more than a quarter of our 
planet's circumference.

—from Chapter 1

pb
Paul Dry Books, Inc. 
$14.95 ❖  203 pages
www.pauldrybooks.com
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Mary M. Woodsen
Here is one good memory. In bed at night, 

after we’d thawed out the bed and untangled 
our arms, my sister and I would play a simple 
game. Just tapping out musical rhythms on each 
other’s backs, that was all. Our father, you 
see—an old man already and helpless in most 
regards— wouldn’t have trashy music in the 
house. It was his most successful obsession. So 
we had a cheap phonograph and a set of classi
cal records; there was always music playing. 
But back to our game. Tapping out the rhythm, 
tracing as graphically as we could the melodic 
strain, and guessing the name of the composer, 
the work. Then singing it softly in our young 
girl voices, something light in the dark...

Not long after my sister died—I was fifteen 
and she, Suella, had just left school—my father 
wigged out for good. My mother would come 
back from work almost daily to find old blan
kets, or stuff out of the bottoms of closets, 
tacked up over the windows. She was restrained 
at first—big surprise—and just went around 
silently yanking them down. I saw her crying 
once, a heap of tom blankets and things in her 
arms. I went to my room by a different route. I 
truly did hate her then.

When my father didn't take the hint, my 
mother... well, she was quite a strong woman. 
And much younger than he. She would throw 
things. Tableware, skillets, the whole nine 
yards. Plus she was a screamer. Screamed that 
she’d lock him in his room and nail the goddam 
door shut if this went on; bum down the whole 
goddam house with him in it, too. Those rages 
were always impressive. Scared and sullen, he 
avoided her for days; to compensate him for his 
misery she ignored the rags across his window, 
which otherwise stared through leafless vines 
onto a pile of old boards and trash.

But then my father did the craziest thing of 
all. You know, I’m not sure if it was soon after 
the blanket thing or if months had gone by... at 
any rate, he took all the records out of their jack
ets, broke them in half, and taped them over his 
bedroom window. All the records. Man! My 
mother did love music. It relaxed her some at 
night. So she—to find that pile of empty—she 
was incredulous. Flew up the stairs and into his 
room and saw... stormed downstairs, shrieking, 
picked up the old phonograph cabinet, raced 
back up the stairs, kicked his door wide and 
blasted in—she heaved that thing right through 
his window. 1 was outside. I generally meant to 
be somewhere else most of the time. I saw it 
come crashing through, catch on the vines for a 
second or two, then drop to the rubble below.

I was probably still outside when I heard 
my father calling, and 1 had to help him drag 
some of those old boards out from under the 
wreckage, to scrape off snow and ice enough 
to see by lantern light, could they be used. 
There was a swelling, something dark, on his 
jaw, and he was distraught, he was shaking. I 
don’t know... I was really scared for him. I 
guess I sort of loved him. It was a long time 
before I began to understand how things had 
actually been. Yet at the time it seemed... 
well, I guess “normal” isn’t quite the word. 
But like, that’s just how people are. Anyway, 
we found a few boards that were—normal, 
you might say, so we lugged them into the 
house, nailed them up over the sash, and 
stuffed the cracks with rags; what else.

A number of years later 1 worked for a 
woman who was a therapist. I’m not sure how 
we got on the topic, but one day I told her about 
my first real friend. Carrie, from when I was 
seventeen. An intense kid, Carrie; after high 
school she went off to Berkeley and eventually 
she didn’t write anymore; I had just lately heard 
that she’d killed herself; she’d come back 
home, had been home for several months and 
never called—just slit her wrists instead. I tried 
to cry, because this woman seemed to think I 
should. But it had been so long. And you know, 
through it all I never said a word about my sis
ter. Now that is really weird. Not a word.

In some ways it still amazes me that it was

Suella and not 1. She seemed to me so pretty, so 
charmed. She was the one with friends. She had 
the knack of disguising it: her life, the one she 
lived at home. As to how I found out hers was a 
suicide... funny that I’m really a little unsure 
who told me, though it had to have been my 
cousin Ty. Which is a whole other story. Ty 
looked so much like my dad. And walked and 
talked... only he wasn’t quite crazy, he was 
merely clever, and sometimes very mean. But 
with my dad... “That Ty’s the guy,” my dad 
would say in his chirrupy voice; he really doted 
on Ty. Yes, it must have been he who told me. 
The other thing I don’t remember well is how 
much time had passed, between Suella’s death 
and his telling, or if I even felt... anything at all. 
My state of mind was pretty rough back then. I 
had left home and—I’m not sure just how to 
explain. Like instead of sleeping I would have 
waking nightmares, grotesque images, ugly and 
hallucinatory. Yet by day, the world was flat— 
one-dimensional, but then again 1 might just— 
well, on wet pavement, for example. The reflec
tions, they were so frightening. I wasn’t sure 
how far down each step was as I walked; I 
might just—fall in.

* * *

So here I am. It’s been so long. It’s like a 
river, Time. I can see it flowing. Lucky for me I 
was such a weedy child, always out in the 
woods. 1 would go to bed early, at six or seven 
o’clock, while they were still awake. But long 
before dawn I was up. I’d slip out the door and 
just... go. It was alienation, avoidance, sure, 
but—more. I felt the earth like my body. 1 
would wander... it was incredible. Surrounded 
by stars, by wind, by darkness. Then the pale 
light coming, the dawn... I would stop, just 
stand there, stunned. Staring out over the valley, 
the river. Blue water, wind in the grass, and 
then—the colors, sweeping in on the clouds. I 
have always loved clouds, we’ve got no lack in 
this comer of the world; I’m lucky there again. 
The clouds, the wind, the light. The river. I still 
go there now and then, drive by that little house, 
or what I can see of it through the tangle of 
brambles and old lilac. No one living there, and 
broken windows everywhere. Mostly I don’t go 
in. But I do go through the woods, into the high 
pasture, half-grown trees and meadow now; and 
it’s still there, the river. Which sort of amazes

Allison Dailey

me, because it seems that I’ve forgotten so 
much—which is the very best thing about time.

I go and see my mother sometimes too. 
Funny thing, she’s... quiet; A very quiet 
woman, as it turns out. We sit together. She’ll 
hum a strain of some old song; sometimes she’ll 
smile, and touch my wrist... I don’t pull away 
anymore. Her skin is so soft. Such a beautiful 
thing about old skin, how soft it is.

Well—this is something—the last time 1 vis
ited, she was holding a faded photograph in her 
lap, one she’d recently found in some old box. 
A photo of two young girls. I recognized myself 
almost right off, but for a minute I stumbled on 
my sister. Odd that I didn’t remember her in 
braids. Then my mom said, “Your father’s 
nephew happened by the other day. That Tyler.” 
She propped the photo against a vase, got up, 
stepped to the window, drew up the sash, stared 
out for several minutes. Came back slowly. Sat 
down. Looked straight at me, and asked, “What 
did he tell you about it?” It took me a moment 
to figure her meaning; then I said, “Something 
you never told me, Mom.”

She just looked at me awhile. “There’s a 
streak runs through that family,” she said final
ly. I felt it funny, like a winter wind or memory. 
“The spittin’ image, that Ty. Isn’t he? Reminded 
me of old times.” She picked up the photograph 
again and studied it and studied me. And then 
she said, “Suella didn’t kill herself, honey. It 
was a dark night; the road was slick. The driver 
lost control. It was an accident.” She paused, 
reached out, touched my hand. “Suella loved 
life.” There was a.wind now; I could feel it. I 
looked out the window and the trees were mov
ing, the river rippling, and the clouds...

Well, I always keep something apart. I draw 
conclusions slowly. But if I don’t quite believe 
her, yet, could 1 ever have believed Ty? Not 
that it even matters now, with all I’ve denied. 
That photograph; we looked so sweet. Even I!
I wouldn’t have believed that either, but there 
it is. Suella, my sister. My sister! I begin to 
miss her now.

M ary M. Woodsen has published in 
American Forests, Cornell Magazine, 
Harrowsmith, Herb Quarterly, Troika, and The 
New York State Conservationist She lives in 
Willseyville, NY.

t i l l *

http://www.pauldrybooks.com


February 2001 The BOOKPRESS page 9

Bohemians to Bobos
Edward T. Chase

BOBOS in Paradise: The New Upper Class 
and How They Got There
by David Brooks 
Simon & Schuster, 2000 
284 pages, $25.00

Nobrow: The Culture of Marketing—The 
Marketing of Culture
by John Seabrook 
Alfred A. Knopf, 2000 
218 pages, $23.00

American Moderns: Bohemian New York 
and the Creation of a New Century
by Christine Stansell
Metropolitan Books/Henry Holt and 
Company, 2000 
420pages. $30.00

Berlin Metropolis: Jews and the New 
Culture. 1890-1918
by Emily D. Bilski
University o f  California Press and the Jewish 
Museum/New York, 1999 
266 pages, $29.95

It takes an agile sensibility to catch the 
emergence of a new social class as it super
sedes the dominating establishment. David 
Brooks, the author of Bobos in Paradise, a 
writer for The Weekly Standard, Newsweek, 
and formerly the Wall Street Journal, is one 
such sensibility. Another is John Seabrook, a 
New Yorker magazine writer, author of 
Nobrow. Providing an historical perspective, 
Princeton professor Christine Stansell’s 
Modern Americans: Bohemian New York and 
the Creation o f a New Century is a compre
hensive history o f .  the turn-of-the-century 
thinkers whose writings and behavior some
what paved the way for the Bobos and 
Nobrows. Perhaps most enlightening is the 
overlooked but dazzling new book Berlin 
Metropolis: Jews o f  the New Culture, 
1890-1918 edited by Emily D. Bilski, a con
tributing writer. If Bobos can be roughly 
defined as “bourgeois bohemians,” Nobrows 
may be understood as typical Americans, 
innocent o f “highbrowism,” “middlebrow- 
ism,” or “lowbrowism,” who instead define 
and consume our new pop culture. They bliss
fully accede to the marketing of today’s arts, 
entertainments, celebrities, and the media 
buzz about them all.

In Bobos, David Brooks observes that 
throughout the twentieth century it was easy 
to distinguish between the bourgeois class and 
the bohemian counterculture. “The bour
geoisie were the square, practical ones. . . . 
Meanwhile the bohemians were the free spir
its who flouted convention. They were the 
artists and the intellectuals.” No more. 
Returning to the US after some time living in 
Europe, Brooks was taken aback:

WASPy upscale suburbs were suddenly dot
ted with arty coffee houses where people drank 
little European coffees and listened to alterna
tive music. Meanwhile, the bohemian down
town neighborhoods were packed with multi
million dollar lofts, and those up-scale garden
ing stores where you can buy a faux-authentic 
trowel for $35.99. . .  . Hip lawyers were wear
ing those teeny tiny steel-framed glasses 
because now it was apparently more prestigious 
to look like Franz Kafka than Paul Newman...
. It was getting harder and harder to separate the 
antiestablishment renegade from the pro-estab
lishment company man.

Brooks sees all this as

a cultural consequence of the information age: 
the intangible world of information merges with 
the material world of money.. . .  so the people 
who thrive in this period are the ones who can 
turn ideas and emotions into products. These 
are highly educated folk who have one foot in 
the bohemian world of creativity and. another 
foot in the bourgeois world of ambition and 
worldly success.

In a word, bourgeois bohemians, “Bobos.”
Likewise, John Seabrook senses the obliv

ion of “the old cultural distinctions of high
brow (Wagner’s Ring), middlebrow 
(Masterpiece Theatre) and lowbrow (the latest 
MTV video).” He notes this “melding of cul
tures” and its mass marketing exemplified by 
the audience of Nobrows obsessed with the 
Three Tenors on tour, or “how art and busi
ness mingle in the work of film moguls like 
George Lucas and David Geffen” or how Talk 
editor Tina Brown (formerly of Vanity Fair 
and The New Yorker) epitomizes the mixed-up 
culture of art, spin, hype and buzz. Seabrook 
saw Clinton as the “perfect steward” of the 
new Nobrow culture, proving that “it was pos
sible to lead without moral authority, if you 
had enough spin.” Yo!

Surprisingly informative is Seabrook’s slant 
on The New Yorker. We learn that after 
William Shawn’s departure and Robert 
Gottlieb’s ascension the magazine, once very 
profitable, was losing twelve million dollars a 
year. The old New Yorker which S. 1. 
Newhouse paid $168 million for in 1985 (the 
first year it began to lose money) provided “a 
tasteful, discreet and quietly snobbish take on 
the affairs of the world, blissfully free from 
the brawling, hollering carnival outside its 
covers.” But then, it seems, “No one could 
translate the old New Yorker s values into the 
new Nobrow values of sizzle, edginess, ‘home 
runs’ and ‘hot books.’” Was it because the so- 
called new New Yorker started trying to make 
money that it began losing money?

"The New Yorker was one of the last great 
middlebrow magazines, but the middle had 
been obscured by the Buzz,” writes Seabrook. 
Articles became shorter and “their publipation 
deadlines were pegged to buzz-making hap
penings.” '.’’ina Brown, he suggests, being 
British could be in the middle of this culture 
“without appearing to be a middlebrow.” 
Seabrook also credits her with “bringing ener
gy, zest, wit and argument while banishing 
both camp and cant.” Meanwhile over thirty 
of the old New Yorker writers eventually left 
during Tina’s regime.

Seabrook’s chapter on his assignment with 
The New Yorker, reporting on the MTV rock 
music world, reveals how the “science” of 
demographics is the key to this marketing rev
olution. What MTV changed most about the 
world was that it broke down the old barrier 
between mainstream and underground, 
between mass and cult, reflects Seabrook. 
“With the release of Nirvana’s [the grunge 
rock group] second album, Nevermind, on the 
Geffen label in 1991 expected to sell two hun
dred thousand copies it went on to sell ten mil
lion.” Cult to mass, an explosion.

In his concluding chapter on book publish
ing, “No Place in the Buzz”, Seabrook 
describes a symposium at the New York 
Public Library where Cynthia Ozick argues

for rescuing the “good” midlist books from 
oblivion and Leonard Riggio, Barnes and 
Noble’s CEO, questions, “Why support a 
midlist title readers clearly won’t buy?” Some 
of the audience then hissed Riggio.

Finally Seabrook reveals his own initial 
book experience, to wit the flop of his book 
Deeper: My Two Years Odyssey in
Cyberspace. It got a big advance, then tanked. 
Why? Because, writes Seabrook, he’d written 
the wrong book, “the dreaded tweener”—nei
ther a highbrow literary work nor a lowbrow 
guide, but an “unworkable combination of 
categories.”

Seabrook ends his book somewhat lamely, 
lamenting that in this Nobrow culture “in 
which five or six global media companies 
controlled everything—some the culture, 
some the marketing and some both. . .  .1 was 
just one of millions of content providers. The 
starving artist, the visionary who can’t make 
money from his art, had lost his resonance as 
a cultural archetype.”

The New Yorker's new Times Square home, 
Conde Nast’s triumphalist tower, is symbolic 
to Seabrook of some dreary “generic structure 
where all the editors and writers at every 
Cond6 Nast magazine would have exactly the 
same style cubicle or office irrespective of 
whether they worked for The New Yorker, 
Vogue or Mademoiselle." Standing in Times 
Square, he ruminates, “I felt I had reached
N obrow ___ground zero, the exact midpoint
at which culture and marketing converged.”

Stansell’s Modern Americans is altogether 
different in tone and style from Brooks and 
Seabrook. It helps to foretell their work by 
focusing on legendary turn-of-the-century 
Greenwich Village. Her protagonists are the 
likes of Emma Goldman, Randolphe Bourne, 
John Reed, Floyd Dell, Margaret Sanger, 
Frank Tanenbaum, and Walter Lippmann. 
Bohemian dissenters from all walks of 
life— immigrant Jews, Harvard men,
Wobblies, hoboes, society matrons—created a 
nexus of theater groups, magazines, cafes, 
galleries, salons that swept away stodgy 
Victorian, academic and bourgeois art and 
political conservatism.

Stansell has a breadth of reference that 
Brooks and Seabrook simply lack, for all their 
wit. She credits Greenwich Village and its 
outposts (Woodstock) with having “negotiat
ed a transition into a new order. . .  immeasur
ably broadening in the process the provenance 
of American culture . . . Laying down chan
nels between high and low culture, outsiders 
and insiders that made the avant-garde pecu
liarly susceptible to vagrant influences and 
exchanges.” Stansell writes of “the bohemian 
version of a modernism that is democratic and 
quotidian . .  . their belief that the culture was 
that much the richer for infusions from out
siders . . . The bohemians believed they stood 
at the beginning of an arc through American 
time.”

Berlin Metropolis: Jews and the New 
Culture I891D19I8, was published to coin
cide with the exhibition at the Jewish Museum 
in New York (November 14, 1999—April 23, 
2000). Richly illustrated, with an invaluable 
chronology and bibliography, it documents 
the unique 28-year period of the birth and 
flowering of the culture of modernism in 
Weimar Berlin. Covering art, literature, the
ater, music, cabaret, journalism, film, even the 
first emporiums, the book’s protagonists and 
venues include: Max Reinhardt, Edvard 
Munch, Walter Benjamin, Vasily Kandinsky, 
Paul Klee, Lionel Feininger, Ernst Lubitsch, 
Max Pechstein, Lovis Corinth, Ernst Barlach, 
Kathe Kollwitz, Lesser Ury, Martin Buber, 
Frank Wedekind, Max Ernst, Walter Gropius, 
Rainer Maria Rilke, Max Beckmann, Wilhelm 
Schulz, Adolph Menzel, Karl Scheffier, 
Richard Janthur, Rudolf Steiner, Harwath 
Walden, Richard Huelsenbeck, Gerhart 
Hauptmann, Auguste Hauschner, Franz 
Pfemfert, Adolf Brand, Reinhard Sorge, Paul 
and Bruno Cassirer, Ludwig Jacobowski, E. 
M. Lilien, Werner Sombart, Else Lasker-

Schuler, Rudolf Nelson. The Cafe des 
Westens, the Freie Btthne, the Berliner 
lllustrierte Zeitung, the Verein Berliner 
KUntsler, the Fritz Gurlitt Gallery, the journal 
Pan, the Berlin Secession, Cafe Uberbrettl, 
Die Kommenden, the Lessing Theater, 
Nollendorf Casino, Chat Noir cabaret, Die 
Brilcke, Die Aktion, the Metropol Theater, Der 
Neue Club.

This was a nonpareil galaxy of pioneer cre
ative artists making the ranks of the Bobos and 
Nobrows in Brooks’s and Seabrook’s books 
seem relative nobodies. Bilski writes how the 
emancipation of German Jewry, a slow and 
gradual process, largely fulfilled during the 
Weimar Republic, was decisive for this cultur
al flowering: “Jews were integrated into 
German society not through the political sys
tem, but through their economic success as 
well as their interaction with German culture.” 
She observes that, while Germany in 1850 was 
still an agrarian society, by 1890 it had become 
an advanced industrial nation. “Because they 
had left their villages for the cities approxi
mately one generation before other Germans, 
Jews played a central role in this process.” But 
“denied access to the official public spheres, 
they turned to the less organized alternative 
public spheres that characterized urban life, 
such as the newspaper, the journal, the art 
gallery, the cafe, the theater and the political 
group. At this juncture in German history Jews 
were fully German but still social outsiders.” 
This situation of the Jews’ position “astride the 
two cultures gave them an extraordinary van
tage point from which to survey the European 
cultural landscape.”

In his essay, “The Berlin Jew as 
Cosmopolitan,” Paul Mendes-Flohr, a profes
sor of Modem Jewish Intellectual History at 
the Hebrew University of Jerusalem and 
author of German Jews: A Dual Identity 
(1999), quotes Thorsten Veblen postulating 
that “skepticism is the cognitive ground of 
intellectual innovation,” and that assimilation 
placed “gifted Jews” between their ethnic ori
gins’ culture and European culture, “rendering 
them ingrained skeptics. They’re at the 
boundary of two disparate cultural universes, 
they are unable to maintain unquestioned alle
giance to either.” He continues, “They were, 
in a sense, simultaneously insiders and out
siders; while at home in European culture, 
their origins as outsiders induced a lingering 
cognitive dissonance, an abiding irreverence 
that allowed them to assume a position at the 
forefront of modern inquiry and imagination.”

Lest this offers too philo-Semitic an imbal
ance, Mendes-Flohr goes on to discount “the 
facile assumption that ‘Jewish genius’ was 
unique” and cites “the Kants, the Hegels, the 
Nietzsches, the Jungs, the Thomas Manns, the 
Beethovens, the Bruckners.”

Whatever euphoria was engendered by this 
miraculous cultural effervescence in Weimar 
Berlin was suddenly obliterated by World War 
I. In 1916 as the Germans began to suffer 
defeats, the German government conducted a 
census of Jews serving in the army, the 
Judenzahlung.

“Ostensibly taken in response to allegations 
that Jews were shirking military service, the 
census confirmed that Jews were in fact per
forming their patriotic duty,” writes Bilski. 
“When the army refused to release the exon
erating data, German Jews experienced a pro
found sense of betrayal. It was as if the bubble 
of the Jewish-German symbiosis had been 
burst.”

This was an ominous intimation of the Nazi 
era just ahead. Nonetheless, modernism in all 
its ramifications had been founded, surviving 
the ravages of two world wars, but perhaps 
having now run its course with the rise of the 
present era o f consumer culture— Seabrooks’ 
Nobrows and Brooks’ Bobos.

Edward T. Chase is the former editor-in- 
chief o f  New York Times Books and senior 
editor at Scribner. He is a frequent contribu
tor to The Bookpress.
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Cornell, 1 have met many evolutionists, but 
very few who would reduce all behavior to the 
sorting of genes. The difference, however, is 
that among scientific investigators of behav
ior, “neo-Darwinian” or otherwise, principled 
resistance to genetic determinism makes the 
collection, presentation, and interpretation of 
empirical evidence more necessary, not less.

The visibility of the “anti-empiricist, anti- 
systematic” notions in Turner’s field is, to my 
mind, a contributing factor to sociocultural 
anthropology’s effective abdication of a con
structive role in this debate. In an implausible 
but typical inversion, Turner attempts to portray 
the sort of ad hoc politicized anecdotage that 
currently qualifies as sociocultural discourse as 
“evidence” that should be included in any 
empirically-based understanding of human 
behavior; as he says, “subjective factors such as 
affective dispositions, intentionality, 
and...value orientations” should be taken as 
“empirical data.” Unfortunately, Turner and his 
like-minded colleagues provide no clue as to 
how scientists are supposed to operationalize a 
program of reasonably objective research, 
including the need for such qualities as replica
bility and falsifiability, based on subjectivities. 
(Perhaps, for instance, Turner would favor inte
grating “data” on Bishop Wilberforce’s anti- 
evolutionary “value orientation” into our scien
tific understanding of human origins?) Nor do I 
recognize Turner’s definition of science as “an 
effort to understand and explain the total system 
of determinants of reality...[including subjec
tive factors].” Insofar as scientific inquiry is 
bounded by the range of possible data and 
answerable questions, the “total system of 
determinants of reality” seems more the domain 
of theologians than of behavioral scientists.

Regarding the controversy surrounding 
Patrick Tierney’s Darkness in El Dorado, 
there’s little point in disputing what Turner 
subjectively believes he is accomplishing 
with his involvement. Nor am I interested in 
characterizing his actions as motivated by 
high-minded principle or personal vendetta or 
both. Nevertheless, in his response to me 
Turner still appears to want to take the high 
road around his own car wreck.

Despite his protestations, in his e-mail with 
Leslie Sponsel, Turner was clearly not 
engaged in neutral reportage on an “impend
ing crisis.” When they initially characterized 
Tierney’s charges as “convincing,” and “prob
able truth,” Turner and Sponsel were doing 
more than merely warning about the book’s 
public impact—they were favorably evaluat
ing its credibility. In his September 28 email 
to Samuel Katz, one of the developers of the 
Edmonston B vaccine, Turner admits that he 
got around to checking out the veracity of 
Tierney’s mass murder charge only after he 
had sent his email to the AAA leadership. 
This naturally prompts the question of why 
Turner did not bother to do his own fact 
checking before positively assessing the cred
ibility of Tierney’s charges. (Incidentally, 
since when is it simply enough for a scholar to 
trust a publisher’s lawyers and fact-checkers? 
W.W. Norton’s primary interest, one would 
think, lies in selling books.)

In fact, one would think it very easy for 
Turner and Sponsel, skillful writers that they 
are, to have crafted a message that both 
warned the AAA and remained prudently 
agnostic about the veracity of Tierney’s sensa
tional claims. This is strikingly what they did 
not do, however.

Turner rationalizes “ ...Nicastro attempts to 
blame me and Sponsel for the misuse of our 
confidential memo after it was leaked to the 
media. We were not responsible for the circu
lation of the memo to the media. Whoever 
leaked the memo bears the responsibility for 
the misuses to which it was put by sensation
alist journalists.” There are at least three prob
lems with this statement. First, any references 
in the press to mass murder rooted in “fascis- 
tic” eugenic theories are not “misuses” of the 
leaked email, but. accurate reflections of its

content. Second, and as I pointedly argued in 
my original critique, the presumptive confi
dentiality of the memo does not excuse the 
transmission to the AAA leadership of what 
Turner himself admits were unverified 
charges. Instead of simply granting that ele
ments o f the memo were ill-considered, 
Turner waxes indignant that he and Sponsel 
are being held accountable for privately prop
agating Tierney’s grossly offensive “gaffe” to 
the AAA.

Third, while Turner is willing to excuse 
himself and Sponsel for the “misuse” of their 
memo by journalists, he appears unable to 
extend the same consideration to Napoleon 
Chagnon for journalistic misrepresentation of 
his work. Nor should we take Turner’s word 
for it that Chagnon has not spoken out enough 
against such misuses. While 1 consider myself 
only an incidental defender of Chagnon, I eas
ily found just such a repudiation of the sensa- 
tionalistic press in a 1997 essay, where 
Chagnon complains of “...a handful of jour
nalists [who] sensationalized and misrepre
sented the findings in my Science article and 
irresponsibly added twists and extensions they 
felt would be of interest to the public at large.”2

Turner attempts to restore his tenure on the 
moral high ground by suggesting that my cri
tique of culturology is somehow designed to 
rationalize or render invisible the sufferings of 
the YanomamO: “In this discourse, the vindi
cation of science and scientists becomes 
implicitly assimilated with the dissipation of 
the issue of Yanomami suffering and the rea
sons for it.” To borrow Turner’s word, this is 
tommyrot. (Or, if he prefers, horse-pucky, 
folderol, or blatherskite.) Turner must know 
that the reasons for YanomamO suffering are 
overwhelmingly associated with the “political 
and economic elements” he makes reference 
to himself, and hardly with (as Tierney hyper
bolizes) “scientists and journalists” who “dev
astated” the Amazon. The role of the Catholic 
missions, as I have remarked, is notably 
absent from any of Turner’s recent pro
nouncements on this matter, which is curious 
given their alleged position at the epicenter of 
the 1968 measles epidemic. Though he 
repeatedly ascribes a “Manichaean” cast to 
my article, Turner apparently regards 
Chagnon as a veritable Prince of Darkness 
whose devilish ethnographies (and significant 
silences!) are eagerly awaited by wildcat min
ers and crooked politicians desperate for aca
demic support for their schemes. Turner’s 
own Manichaean attribution of racist motives 
to those who don’t happen to share his priori
ties is a rhetorical ploy sadly typical of certain 
strains of current anthropological discourse.

It is likewise unfortunate that Turner badly 
misses the point of my discussion of 
Chagnon’s Science paper on differential 
reproductive success among Yanomamo
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males. Far from “touting” Chagnon’s thesis, I 
criticize it, albeit without the sanctimonious 
lather Turner might prefer. Instead, I valued 
the fact that his contentions are based on inter
pretations of empirical findings that at least 
have the potential o f being falsified. Nor is 
Turner displaying the kind of theoretical sub
tlety I know he is capable of when he tries to 
construe my phrase “behaviorally relevant 
alleles” as a simpleminded argument for some 
sort of leadership gene. Without such genetic 
determinism, wonders Turner, “ ...where does 
that leave the selectionist project of sociobiol
ogists and evolutionary psychologists, who 
seem to depend on arguing for just such direct 
influences?” Here’s one answer: it leaves the 
“selectionist project” in a similar place as any 
study of a complex, richly variable phenome
non subject to multiple, interacting, indirect 
influences. Evolutionary psychologists are, 
fortunately, also left with a powerful integrat
ed theory, rooted in biological fact, against 
which to interpret and test their observations. 
The theory may still be wrong, of course, or 
inappropriately applied, but scientists tend to 
regard even negative results to be instructive. 
Socioculturology, by contrast, lacks such a 
paradigm, though it appears that some believe 
political ideologies and/or ethical good inten
tions can serve just as well.

While Turner labors in vain to portray my 
critique as the work of some sort of rabidly sci
entistic genetic determinist, he fails to notice a 
number of other areas of agreement. 1 explicit
ly note that “...there are other ways to appre
hend reality than science.” I go on to credit 
anthropologists who “express legitimate skep
ticism about overly enthusiastic genetic and 
biological reductionisms.” Socioculturologists 
can bring to the table an awareness of the enor
mous diversity of human sociality that would 
be very instructive for some evolutionary psy
chologists. Unfortunately, too many anthropol
ogy departments, including Cornell’s, do their 
own ideals of mutual respect and inclusion (not 
to mention a number of their students) a dis
service by marginalizing systematic empirical 
approaches to the study of people. Unlike some 
socio-culturologists, I see the highly integrative 
tradition of anthropology as valuable, unique, 
and worth defending.

Nicholas Nicastro is a doctoral student in 
Psychology at Cornell University.

1 http://www.egroups.com/message/evolu- 
tionary_psychology/7470

2 Chagnon, Napoleon (1997) “Sticks and 
Stones,” in Human Nature: A Critical Reader, 
L. Betzig, ed. (Oxford U. Press, NY) pp. 100-2
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that he mentions, in an attempt to make it 
appear that Sponsel and I deliberately set out 
to make and disseminate Tierney’s allegations 
ourselves. None of this is true.

Nicastro’s furious attack on our personal 
motives is odd for one who asserts, in the 
same text, the unreality of subjective inten
tions for his “objective” “scientific” perspec
tive on human behavior (an avowal of subjec
tive “value orientations” if ever there was 
one). His incomprehensible claim that my 
assertion that for social anthropology, “sub
jective factors such as affective dispositions, 
intentionality and value orientations” form 
part o f the “empirical data” of human social 
activity is equivalent to advocating “integrat
ing ‘data’ on Bishop Wilberforce’s anti-evolu
tionary ‘value orientation’ into our scientific 
understanding of human origins” demon
strates more starkly than anything else in his 
two confused diatribes the limitations, and 
sheer weirdness, of Nicastro’s Neo- 
Darwinian world-view. O f course 
Wilberforce’s views are “empirical data” for 
any anthropological (or historical) student of 
Victorian society and culture, because they 
were real parts of that culture and had real and 
objective effects within it. Just as Nicastro’s 
equally confused and misleading subjective 
views are empirical parts of his own, and our, 
objective social reality— which (thank God) 
does not imply that they must be integrated 
into our scientific understanding of human 
origins. Enough said.

Terence Turner is a professor o f anthro
pology at Cornell University and former 
head o f  the American Anthropological 
Association Special Commission to investi
gate the situation o f the Brazilian Yanomami.
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why there have been fewer 

women doing drag than men, 
and how academia can make 

itself more hospitable to queers.

“Esther Newton’s work . . . has 
changed anthropology, feminist 
studies, and queer studies in 
remarkable ways.”

—from the Foreword by 
JUDITH HALBERSTAM
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May we see not only with our two eyes but 
with the one eye which is our heart.

— Black Elk

My tradition says, " The Holy One's name is 
Surprise. "

—Melissa Griffith
Psychotherapy is constantly evolving, both 

within itself—in the theories and practices 
which make it a particular discipline—and at 
its edges, where people are experimenting with 
integrating verbal therapy with physical heal
ing practices and allowing (from the same ener
gy of holistic thinking) the therapeutic conver
sation to explore spiritual questions. Spiritual 
Resources in Family Therapy, a collection of 
essays edited by Froma Walsh, is a book which 
explores and extends the boundaries of therapy 
into the domain of the spiritual.

Talk about God (with the exception of the 
Jungian tradition or Christian-based counsel
ing) has usually been off limits in therapy. 
When I was training to become a social work
er in the early 1980s two neglected topics 
were class differences and spirituality. My 
guess is that the former was assumed to be 
understood by everyone, the latter was judged 
to be irrelevant. Walsh comments on this 
assumption: Spirituality has been “purpose
fully left out of clinical training, practice and 
research” because “it doesn’t belong in the 
clinical context.” Freud’s view that religious 
questions can be reduced to unresolved psy
chological problems was influential. And the 
whole development of psychotherapy as a dis
cipline in the 20th century was tied to the pro
fessionalization of the field through an 
alliance with science rather than the older tra
ditions of healing. A scientific approach to 
human problems has encouraged therapists to 
take an objective, value-free, observer stance 
(though caring, empathy, respect have always 
been crucial to their work too) and has led to 
rigid boundaries for the field. The idea of 
“treatment” comes from a scientific context, 
and many therapists, especially in the days of 
managed care, are required to have a “treat
ment plan.” The idea of healing draws on a 
greater variety of sources and is less easily 
confined to one discipline.

Why would a book deemed inappropriate 
twenty years ago (even today, an academic 
colleague of Walsh, hearing her topic, 
declared “it’s a good thing you have tenure”) 
be more acceptable today? The larger cultural 
context—an interest in holistic thinking, a 
resurgence of interest and visibility of spiritu
al practices and ideas— makes for a more wel
coming atmosphere. But a second reason that 
seems important to me, and that is reflected in 
some essays in this book, is that the field of 
therapy has been influenced by post-modern 
epistemology.

Most therapists do not think about the epis
temology implicit in their theory and practice. 
But in terms of 20th century intellectual 
debates, they follow a modern rather than 
post-modern theory of knowledge. That is to 
say, they assume an objective stance is possi
ble: They can know certain truths about peo
ple because they have expert knowledge and a 
certain amount of detachment; and there are 
universal truths they can rely on, especially 
those based on developmental theory about 
how our personalities evolve from infancy to 
adulthood. The DSM-IV embodies this scien
tific, medical model where mental illness is 
classified and coded for reference by practi
tioners in diagnosing (and in billing insurance 
companies).

Insurance only reimburses someone for a 
therapeutic conversation if it is classified as 
occurring in the context of illness. (There is

actually a code for “spiritual problems”— 
V62.89. It is not reimbursable. It coexists with 
“malingering” and “occupational problem” 
and numerous other psychological potholes 
that don’t quite open up into “illness”). Some 
therapists think in terms of the DSM-IV diag
noses and base their treatment plans on them. 
Others see DSM-IV as a necessary evil— 
something to be used for practical reasons (to 
help clients with reimbursement), but not rel
evant to how they think about the life prob
lems clients present. The field of family ther
apy in particular has claimed to move away 
from medical-model diagnoses. Yet its theo
ries usually place the therapist in an expert 
observer position also. The dividing line on 
modern vs. post-modem epistemology is not 
so much who diagnoses as who works from an 
expert vs. collaborative position.

There is this paradox in therapy: Clinicians 
are trained to be non-judgmental and clients 
expect them to be so, particularly about mat
ters of right and wrong behavior. But clinicians 
are also trained to have a body of knowledge 
which they use and this activity is unavoidably 
judgmental and categorizing. It is this aspect 
of psychotherapy that is caught by the word 
“shrink” and has been popularized in a culture 
where we are prone to tossing around psycho
logical judgments of people’s motives as com
plete explanations of their behavior. 
Psychologizing—personal or professional— 
tends to turn us all into talking heads.

How does the question of one’s epistemo
logical stance relate to therapy’s boundaries 
with the spiritual? In two ways: first, if the 
therapeutic conversation ventures into the 
realm of the spiritual, the therapist is not an 
expert. Second, the influence of post-modern 
epistemology allows more freedom to ' ask 
questions from the non-expert position, so that 
the boundaries of the conversation are less 
rigid. On the first point, therapists have to take 
a position on whether they are comfortable 
proceeding into the territory where spiritual 
issues are not reduced to psychological prob
lems. Harry Aponte puts it this way: “When it 
comes to our work, spirituality is an arena 
where we need our clients. It will require that 
we see ourselves not as proprietary experts on 
the subject, but as companions on a journey, 
their journey. We do not own the expertise 
about the spirit.”

Although spirituality and especially organ
ized religion can be extremely judgmental, at 
their best they affirm respect for the human 
spirit and its unique manifestations. The tran
scendent in each person— if we believe in it— 
is something that unifies and equalizes more 
than it divides us. It has to do more with con
nectedness than classification. Wayne Muller, 
writing on the Buddha nature and our capaci
ty to transcend suffering in “Three Spiritual 
Perspectives on Resilience: Buddhism, 
Christianity, Judaism,” says:

I would like to suggest that as therapists, as clini
cians, as healers, as people who are in the com
pany of those who suffer, the alliance we make 
when we begin a therapeutic relationship is with 
that capacity, that unbroken spark of fundamen
tal spirit and divinity.That i' our deepest alliance.

Sometimes we mistakenly make our alliance 
with a diagnosis...It’s fundamentally, unintention
ally, and insidiously violent to name someone by 
what's wrong with them...Diagnostic names 
make us smaller. We need to name ourselves 
with a name that’s large enough to hold both the 
ten thousand joys and the ten thousand sor
rows, to  hold this fundamental luminosity.

Herbert Andersen makes the same point 
(“Feet Planted Firmly in Midair: A Spirituality 
for Family Living”): “The first and most obvi
ous consequence of introducing the perspec
tive of spirituality into family therapy?..[is 
that] we will need to learn a language of soul 
not found in the DSM-IV and learn the art off

Crossword by Adam Perl

Across

1. "____ Du lieber!"
4. But, in Madrid 
8. French "bean"?
12. Hall and Oates, "__
Gone"
14. "__ story begins"
16. Give a __
17. Deux et trois
18. Wired "Threepenny 
Opera" star?
20. Wired "Scent of a 
Woman" star?
22. Michelangelo master
piece
23. "6__ Riv Vu"
24. HST's predecessor
27. Texas hots
31. Ubiquitous code
32. Asimov's "Murder at the

• //

35Tk -6
36. Key wood
37. Wired package service?
41. Onion byproduct
42. Verne captain
43. Perfect
44. Newts' relatives
45. Most senior

47. White alternative
48. Had a little lamb?
49. Pilot's woe
54. Wired star of "Your Show 
of Shows"?
58. Wired UN head?
61. Takes in
62. "Yeah, right!"
63. Heater
64. Popular joint?
65. Just say no
66. Cheers, of a sort
67. John and Paul

Down

1. Big name in music pub
lishing
2. It's hot!
3. Thus
4. Feeler
5. Biblical twin
6. Campus military grp.
7. Sob longer?
8. One of the Huxtables
9. Ages
10. Buzz Lightyear, e.g.
11. Airport stat.
13. Emulate Ella 
15. French cathedral town 
19. Some hosp. workers

soul care not always available through thera
peutic textbooks.” Soul care has to do with— 
among other things—enlarging perspective. 
Every essay in the book pushes the limits of 
how therapists usually think and converse 
about problems in therapy. Some writers 
approach spirituality with no reference to a 
particular faith tradition. Others discuss spiri
tuality from their understanding of Judaism, 
Christianity, or Buddhism (Islam is not repre
sented). And some come to the topic out of 
their experience of being therapists.

I cannot cover the rich variety of the book 
(there are sixteen essays), but I will comment 
on some of them by grouping them according 
to how they fit the “collaborative, strength- 
based, resilience-oriented” model Walsh 
claims is behind all the contributions.

Some essays function quite traditionally. 
They explain what a therapist may not know 
about particular spiritual traditions. This is in 
effect consciousness-raising for tjie expert. 
What is a white middle-class therapist, for 
example, likely to appreciate about the influ
ence of religion on the lives of African- 
Americans with membership in a Baptist or 
African Methodist Episcopal church? Nancy 
Boyd-Franklin and Tonya Lockwood point 
out the barriers to therapy for blacks: not only 
is there the “healthy cultural suspicion” of the 
institutions of which therapy is a part, but 
“attempts by the therapeutic community to be 
•neutral', secular, -and ‘aspiritual’1 have' led1 to
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21. Frontrunners, perhaps
24. "Mending Wall" author
25. Concentrated
26. Popular synthetic
28. Ending for pay or cup
29. "__ blu, dipinto di blu"
30. Correct
31. Honest politician?
32. Following
33. Well-built
34. "_____ which will
live..."
36. Blue
38. Hosp. sections
39. Date
40. Motrin target, for short
45. Western natives
46. Connected, musically 
48. French soul 
50. Early riser 
51 Desktop items
52. Medium-sized ensemble
53. Krypton and Xenon
54. Questionable
55. Chemical compound
56. Part of a church
57. Chemical suffixes
58. Heel
59. Verb ending
60. Fiver

therapy being viewed as ‘antispiritual’.” The 
result can easily be clients’ silence about core 
beliefs. If the meaning of “church home” or 
“church family” is understood, there is less 
risk of a counselor failing to recognize 
strengths or missing opportunities to help 
people mobilize support. Ignorance of these 
concepts narrows the conversation.

Celia Falicov’s essay, “Religion and 
Spiritual Folk Tradition in Immigrant 
Families: Therapeutic Resources With
Latinos” makes a similar point about Latinos: 
“Psychotherapists trained in the Euro- 
American cultural set need to become sensi
tive to the enduring presence of religion, spir
ituality, and folk belief and develop respectful 
curiosity as to the possible uses of those 
resources in psychotherapeutic work rather 
than privileging only dominant First World 
cultural views.” What she calls “American 
instrumentalism”—the idea that individuals 
can and should control as much of their lives 
as possible—may lead counselors to ignore or 
misunderstand Latino beliefs about the causes 
of illness, the coping value of acceptance, the 
variety of meanings o f fatalism.

Sybil Wolin (“Three Spiritual Perspectives 
on Resilience: Buddhism, Christianity,
Judaism”) and Mona Fishbane (“Honor Thy 
Father and Thy Mother: Intergenerational 
Spirituality and Jewish Tradition”) offer

■ * . . .  continued on page 12 •
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thoughts on how Judaism connects spirituali
ty and therapy. Wolin stresses resiliency “as a 
self-conscious achievement that could be 
reflected upon, understood, taught, replicat
ed... Judaism tells us that we are all holy and 
that all o f us are capable of achieving free
dom. The religion places a heavy burden on 
the individual by making resilience a moral 
obligation.” Fishbane’s essay stresses the cen
trality of the fifth commandment (“honor your 
father and your mother”) as “the link between 
divine and human realms.” It is a wonderful 
reflection on moral obligation and the sacred
ness of family relationships. She refers explic
itly to family systems thinking—Murray 
Bowen, but especially Ivan Boszormenyi- 
Nagy—as having strong links to spirituality.

Respecting parents in this view—as in the rabbinic 
view—is not contingent on whether the parent is 
a 'good parent'; rather it is a position that the adult 
child adopts out of his or her own personal and 
spiritual centeredness. Such a filial position is char
acterized by differentiation of self...The child is 
not a victim of the parent, but rather is the author 
of his or her own behavior.. .This is a relational 
and spiritual empowerment.

One of the pleasures of this book is its fre
quent counter-cultural edge. Many of the 
essays touch on how spirituality does not fit 
well with mainstream values that stress indi
vidualism (often the main focus of therapy). 
For example Fishbane writes:

The notion of the person in traditional Judaism 
is very different from the notion of«the person 
in the modern American world. The United 
States is the land of individualism, of freedom of 
choice.The traditional Jewish view of the person 
t* much more relational, tied to family, commu
nity, and G od...the individual is accountable «.o 
the past and the future; and in the present, to 
the community. There is no notion of individual
ity separated from all these 
entanglements...Intergenerational loyalty and 
respect for parents are core values. By contrast, 
popular psychology in the United States has 
made relationships with parents optional.

Herbert Andersen in his essay on Christian 
spirituality and family living, “Feet Planted 
Firmly In Midair: A Spirituality For Family 
Living,” talks about the importance of justice 
in marriage (“Seeking justice is not antitheti
cal to loving one another. It is the shared goal 
of life together.”), and brings in the discourse 
of religion to talk about covenant and recon
ciliation in marriage:

We need to  develop an understanding of prom
ising again and again in order to keep the mar
riage covenant alive. I understand "promising 
again" as an act of fidelity beyond the initial 
promise. Promising again is an act of creative 
fidelity because we see and understand implica
tions of the initial promise we could never have 
anticipated when we first made it....In order to 
survive the kind of fundamental changes that 
occur in marriage and the workplace today, we 
need to discover the possibility of transforma
tion that moves beyond adaptation. Promising 
again and again is an intentional, relational act
that definej-tfte other..... [It
require] r W  men and wcffn^S^ill need to 
l e a r n ^ y  to practice reconciliations in advance. 
Rec/fipliation, as I mean it here, uPraore than 
reshSfing relationships broken by conflicts over 
cohMpding 'oovsjo f^ l^ t i^jgQfyt is about a way 
of lljfflg ancT mlnking that seeks to promote a 
pelpeable environment in which husbands and 
wivds can sort out very complex and competing 
demanik on their time from worjy and home.

He also comments’ on the implications of 
living with limits in a capitalist society:

A free-market economic model presupposes a 
society without families or marriages.‘The mar

ket individual is ultimately a single individual 
unhindered by a relationship, marriage or fami
ly....[In fact] a fully realized market society is 
also a society without children— unless the chil
dren grow up with mobile, single-parent moth
ers and fathers (Beck, 1992)....The crisis of the 
family is built into the organization of modern, 
industrial, market-driven societies....Living with 
limits is difficult for individuals and families to do 
in an economy that depends on excess in order 
to  grow....Both families and the culture are con
tending with a deeper spiritual issue: that human 
life is finite and freedom is always limited.

The above essays function, as 1 have said, 
more traditionally, by which I mean that they 
enrich the therapist’s knowledge or widen the 
debate to include how people draw strength 
from the spiritual. They leave unchallenged 
the therapist’s expert position.

But how useful is it for a therapist to believe 
in strengths and resiliency, including those 
coming from spiritual beliefs, as gateways to 
change? In therapy, finding strengths is like 
finding pathology: what matters is what you 
do with it. There is no given advantage in one 
or the other. Either can be a dead-end unless 
transformed in the therapeutic conversation. 
When people are stuck in life problems, they 
are vulnerable to seeing their strengths as 
more random than their flaws. Problems are to 
therapy what tragedies are to TV news: they 
dominate the airwaves. And as in the media, 
so in therapy: expertise provides a narrow 
range of interpretations. What if there is a 
greater multiplicity of interpretations, includ
ing the angle of spirituality when it is rele
vant? According to narrative therapy (post
modern in its epistemology), it is more trans
formative for the expert (therapist) to take a 
non-expert position in order to understand 
what is going on, because it is there that 
curiosity, respect, and fresh meaning-making 
will thrive best.

The essays by Melissa Griffith and Kathy 
Weingarten are excellent places to get the fla
vor of this approach. In “Opening Therapy to 
Conversations with a Personal God,” Griffith 
writes:

There is no completely open conversational 
space in therapy just as there is no totally neu
tral therapist. Therapist and client are always 
opening and closing the doors to new places 
together, looking for that which has not been 
seen, listening for that which had not been 
heard, negotiating together the limits and the 
possibilities.

In this space the construction of meaning is 
collaborative. The client’s meaning-making is 
privileged and therefore that client’s under
standing of all kinds of relationships to self 
and to significant others is important, “even 
when that significant other may be the Other, 
who is known by many names, whom some 
call God.” She continues:

If discourse is, as Bakhtin says, basically political, 
if story is made from many voices competing for 
space, then power is having space in the dis
course. Justice, then, is when clients can tell 
their stories as they experience them, the only 
just censorship being that of protecting others 
from harm.

The space that this justice would create for 
clients to speak of their experiences with a per
sonal God can be limited both by proscriptive 
constraints—that this God-talk is not to be spo
ken of here, and by prescriptive constraints— 
that God can and should be spoken of here, but 
only in a certain way. The secular psychothera
py culture may influence a therapist to  impose 
proscriptive constraints inadvertently, while the 
religious counseling culture may influence a 
therapist to impose prescriptive constraints 
inadvertently.

The best way to avoid these constraints is to

be aware of “ ‘stories of certainty’ that lure us 
into ‘already knowingness,’ away from 
curiosity and creativity.” Griffith lists four 
certainties that she has found limited her 
openness in therapy when clients brought in 
their religious views:

1. I know what God is like for you because I 
know your religious denomination.

2. I know what God is like for you because I 
know what your language about God means.

3 .1 know what God is like for you because your 
image of God is a reflection of your early attach
ment figures.

4. I know what God is like, and you need to 
know God as I do.

The word “God” itsdlf can be a barrier 
because “there is no language that therapists 
can employ— including the word ‘God’— 
which' is free from oppressive connotations.” 
If language is “a way of touching the other,” 
Griffith had to learn with one particular client 
that “to say the word ‘God’ was to touch her 
with a hard, cold thing, but to learn and say 
her words— ‘Spirit’ and ‘Light’— was to 
touch her with a strong, enveloping goodness; 
for her, ‘the real thing’.” Here expertise is less 
about having knowledge than about listening 
with a beginner’s mind.

An example from Griffith’s working 
against the third certainty will illustrate the 
direction narrative questioning can take. She 
describes a client, a woman who worked three 
jobs, as exhausted and suffering from extreme 
anxiety. During their conversation this woman 
describes an attitude and lifestyle that she 
holds to that says “if I can handle it, then I 
should handle it.” Since Griffith knows this 
client is a spiritual person, she asks what is 
God’s view of her dilemma, and she learns 
that “this must be how God wants it or he 
would change it.” She explores the implica
tions of this statement for this person's view 
of Gou and gets a description of God as some
one whose face is turned away. Griffith asks: 
“Has there been a human relationship in 
which vou had this feeling of a face turned 
away, not knowing what it meant, but feeling 
awful?” She identifies her grandfather, who 
would ignore the grandchildren he was angry 
at and give gifts to those he favored. The 
client makes the parallel herself:

'Wow, that’s pretty similar. I mean intellectually, I 
believe this is not all there is to God, but that’s 
sure how he is for me right now, way out there, 
not concerned about me, but he has gifts for 
others.’

This was a point where I could have asked her 
what she believed, what she knew intellectually 
that was different than her experience, but she 
had already said she knew this did not tell the 
whole story of God, yet still this was her expe
rience. I was interested, not so much in what she 
knew, but how she knew that‘this is not all there 
is to  God.’ As with any relationship, one could 
assume that Carol’s experiences with God were 
broader and more varied than could be cap
tured by any single story, including the one 
about her grandfather. I asked then not about 
similarities to the grandfather story, which 
seemed to  be so limiting, but about times when 
her experiences with God were unlike those 
with her grandfather.

’Carol, has there ever been a time when you 
experienced God being with you in a different 
kind of way, a time when God surprised you?’

Tnis question elicits a very different kind of 
story (an evening when Carol resisted the urge

to drink) about her relationship to God, one 
that was comforting and empowering to her 
when she remembered it. The point here is not 
that one story is truer than the other, but that 
the question leading to the second story is less 
likely to be asked in traditional therapy 
(emphasizing as it does problems from the 
past), meaning that the second story would 
remain hidden (to both therapist and client) in 
spite of its potential to contribute to change.

The freshness of this book (and its accessi
bility to a non-professional audience) comes 
in large part from several writers speaking 
personally about their beliefs and lives. Mary 
Jo Barrett, who has worked for years with sur
vivors of sexual abuse, writes about her own 
depression resulting from work trauma and 
her spiritual path to healing, which she 
became sensitized to by listening to her 
clients’ descriptions of their spiritual journeys 
in healing. What she discovered from her 
clients then led her to include the spiritual 
dimension of healing in her later work with 
survivors. Kathy Weingarten writes movingly 
of how illness and death in her family influ
enced her professional work as a therapist. 
She too emphasizes the narrative therapy 
position of listening without preconceptions:

I listen for what is and can be, not just for what 
was and should be. Clients make much of the 
latter: I can assist my clients by noticing what 
they have not made much of yet—the still small 
green shoots of awareness of what they want to 
be so. I bring to this listening a willingness to 
empty myself of preconceptions, expert knowl
edge, and facts. I go alertly blank. At these times, 
I feel vastness and emptiness, terror and wonder 
looped together. I learned to listen this way 
when my mother was dying of cancer.

There are effects of listening this way. Respect 
and connection (terms from psychological dis
course) develop. Reverence and awe (terms 
from a spiritual discourse) can too.

Barrett’s stories of living through the period 
of her mother’s death while pregnant with her 
first child, o f raising a daughter with 
Beckwith-Wiedemann syndrome, and later 
dealing with her own breast cancer are woven 
into an account of her life as a therapist that is 
one of the clearest and most jargon-free 
descriptions of basic ideas in narrative thera
py 1 have read. On the difference between tak
ing an expert vs. a side-by-side position she 
summarizes her own work this way:

I propose a distinction between intimate interac- 
tionTln which meaning is co-created or shared, 
and nonintimate interaction, in which meaning is 
rejected, provided, or misunderstood. I suggest 
that intimate interaction between clients and 
therapists is therapeutic and that nonintimate 
interaction rarely is. However, I make clear that it 
is in the inevitable lapses of intimate interaction 
that occur between therapists and clients that 
there is an opportunity for profoundly meaning
ful collaboration. —

1 have made much of theoretical differences 
in and beyond this book. But Spiritual 
Resources is not a contentious book. It 
expands our ways of thinking about therapy. It 
contains its own caveats about introducing 
spirituality into therapy. My own experience 
in working as a therapist for almost twenty 
years is that a therapist “being right” about 
something, whether it’s a theory, an interpre
tation, a fact, has very little to do with how 
people change. Love and respect are the key 
ingredients in creating a context for change. 
They exist in therapists who use very different 
approaches, as they do in spiritual seekers 
who take many different paths and whose 
growing dialogue is part of what brought this 
book into existence.

Dan Finlay is a social worker who has 
lived in Ithaca since 1966.


