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During his recent visit to Romania from April 2008, Norman Manea ended his lecture on the “Nomadic Language” (”Limba nomadă”) with a series of rhetorical questions regarding the writer’s status: “Am I a Romanian-language American? Or a Romanian-language Jewish American author? Or a Romanian-language Jewish and American author? Or maybe a Romanian author in America? Or a writer in exile?”  His aim was to problematize over what counts most, an author’s social-ethnic identity or his interiority (which, in his particular case, was represented by the exclusive use of Romanian in his works). 
If in Norman Manea’s early interviews he affirmed that his writings are not ethnic-geared, in his New York dialogue with Leon Volovici from September 10, 2007, Manea’s relation to assuming Jewish identity acquires new valences. As the author recalls, his adolescence represented an attempt to free himself from Jewishness by contrast to his parents: “After Transnistria, I wanted to forget, to become ‘new’. Culture had taken me out of the parental and communitarian environment” (Manea, Sertarele exilului 459). But the 1970s represented a turning point in his career, given 
old themes such as official antisemitism and Jewish destiny [which] resurfaced. I refused to go to Israel, feeling that I belonged to the Romanian language. I have never denied my Jewishness, I have simply not considered it as the only and most important feature of my life. Leaving Romania shattered my fragile equilibrium (Manea, Sertarele exilului
 459). 
Indeed, in 1986, after willfully leaving Communist Romania, Manea first went to Germany, a place tightly knit to the Jewish destiny and where he was seen as a deported Romanian Jew and, later on, when he definitely settled in the United States in 1988, he again noticed how “the Jewish coordinate was immediately perceived” (Manea, Sertarele exilului 460, my translation). His initial desire, to be granted the privacy of ethnic belonging, was here superseded: 
I felt embarrassed, I wouldn’t want to be valued for my biography but despite it. Yet, these aspects can’t be kept apart and aren’t separate anymore. Is it good or not? I don’t know! (...) I have finally had to accept living with this surplus (Manea, Sertarele exilului 461). 
It is this very “surplus” of Jewishness which constitutes the focus of my paper, in its relation to both totalitarian and democratic societies.       
Early in Manea’s memoir, The Hooligan’s Return (2003), there is a brief sketch of a lifetime’s experience of Jewish marginality in ghettos and camps, of a presumed universalism of equality preached by Communism and the disillusion of its hidden anti-semitism and nationalism which, when disclosed in 1982, immediately turned Manea into a “stranger” and inscribed him within the scope of the Jewish Question, being “called by the official press ‘anti-Party’, ‘cosmopolitan’, ‘extra-territorial’” (Manea, “The Jewish Writer in the Public Arena” 532) and  “cut off even by the community’s officials” since “[s]uch impudent gestures, it seemed, hindered, rather than helped, relations with the authorities” (Manea, Sertarele Exilului 266).
Based upon these considerations, the aim of my paper is to assess the role of Jewishness as a dialogue setter between post-communist Romania and democratic America in Manea’s memoir, The Hooligan’s Return, and my analysis is also informed by Manea’s dialogical exchanges with Leon Volovici over the past twenty-five years, recently published in book form by Polirom. 

In this sense, I will analyze the factual post-communist situation presented by Manea after the end of the Cold War, especially in relation to his return to Romania in 1997. In addition, I will compare his own assessment of Romania to that of his American companion, composer Leon Botstein, as rendered in his memoir and show how Jewishness serves as the means for the transatlantic dialogue between Romania and the United States in the post-Cold War situation. Jewishness will allow an insight into post-communist Romania’s problem of self-pity and fleeing from responsibility and the possible model of American democracy as acceptance of guilt and of the wandering condition.    

In view of this, I will start from Manea’s definition of Jewishness, centered around two identified characteristics: the condition of the stranger and the permanent exile of existence. As Manea confesses to Volovici, “The Jew remains a permanent stranger, doesn’t he?” (Sertarele exilului 58) and “For me, Jewishness means staying human, despite too many adversities. Maybe a case of maximal intensification of life’s exile? Simultaneously solitary and solidary” (Sertarele exilului 115).

Manea’s definition above draws on the image of the detached stranger praised by Robert E. Park as the figure of the cosmopolite brought by migration, the one learning to look upon the world where he was born and bred with the detachment of a stranger (Park 161) and also the image that subsumes the mainstream’s sense of hostility under different anti-semitic guises. As Robert E. Park mentions, with the demise of ghettos, the Jew became a citizen of two worlds, sharing the cultural life of the land but not fully accepted and not willing to give up his own culture. As a result, the critic concludes that “The emancipated Jew was, and is, historically and typically the marginal man, the first cosmopolite and citizen of the world”, “the stranger par excellence” (Park 165). A typical case for Manea, too, who tries to escape the claw of the ghetto with its “tyranny of affections” and this only leads him to an ambiguous position conjoining his total immersion in the Romanian language (the only language of his writings) and his Jewish sensitivity (especially its self-critical dimension which he singles out in his dialogue with Volovici, materialized in the sustained “rhythm of self-interrogation” that informs his work, according to his own confession, Sertarele exilului 444).  
Apart from that, there is another equally relevant feature of Jewishness that Manea points to above, that of “staying human,” which the author further clarifies as meaning nothing else than the “ethical” turn of Jews, the need and unity of the moral principle for them. This is in fact a Jewish feature identified by Irving Howe as early as the 1960, namely the moral code of “menshlichkayt,” and which the critic defines as “a readiness to live for ideals beyond the clamor of self, a sense of plebeian fraternity, an ability to forge a fraternity of moral order even while remaining subject to a society of social disorder, and a persuasion that human existence is a deeply serious matter for which all of us are finally accountable” (Howe 645). Furthermore, Bonnie K. Lyons identifies the main themes of post-World War II Jewish-American fiction as also including this struggle with and towards the ideal of menshlichkayt (66), therefore providing a double space context (Jewish and American) which can also be subsumed to Norman Manea given his U.S. location ever since 1988. Moreover, Andrew Furman contends most adamantly that the particular character of Jewish American literature revolves around its moral content, in the chapter entitled “Toward an Ethical (Re)Definition of Jewish Literature”, part of his 2000 book, Contemporary Jewish American Authors and the Multicultural Dilemma. The Return of the Exiled. The critic notes Cynthia Ozick’s relevant assertion that “the imposition of moral structure in natural life and on nature itself” is a distinctly Jewish principle (103). Starting from here, Furman singles out Jewish American literature as the place of serious ethical issues bearing down on protagonists and related to such themes as “the sanctity of human life” and “the inexorable responsibility to one’s family and to the larger human community” (104). In other words, Jewish American authors use the Jewish moral experience to arrive at dilemmas and decisions of the heart: such are the cases of Bernard Malamud and Philip Roth, discussed by Andrew Furman, to which I also add the case of Norman Manea, a Jewish author living in America, writing in Romanian and openly assuming this moral penchant.  
One reason for this widely accepted ethical turn, according to Manea, is to be found in the charged European past of Jewish writers, more precisely in the disaster of Holocaust deportation which “changes everything. The people around him [the deported] quickly become inhuman, while the protagonist becomes more human” (Manea in Kanterian, “Trivializing Tragedy. An Interview with Norman Manea” 186). That is to say that disaster makes one more sensitive to the human ethical component. This proclivity towards opposing any form of fanaticism also fosters what Manea calls an “infinite exile [which] also translates a fantastic freedom from fixed forms and from a sedentary existence” (Manea, Sertarele exilului 65, my translation).    

In other words, the meaning of Jewishness for Manea is the sum of three main features (the condition of a stranger, infinite exile and the ethical turn) and in what follows I mean to analyze the relation of this Jewishness to Romanian post-communism and American democracy in point of The Hooligan’s Return. 

First, post-communism, as rendered by Manea in his memoir, does not vary extremely from communism, given the marks that he can see at any step. The idea has also been retained by Carmen Muşat in her article “The Myth of Identity. Surrogates of Memories” (“Mitul identităţii. Surogatele amintirii”), in her reading of Manea’s depiction of post-communism as centered around several key words: ambiguity, an attenuated but not extirpated duplicity, betraying nationalist obsessions and a new type of suspicion.

In this context, Jewishness also seems to be influenced by post-communist practices following the condition of the Jewish Federation of Romania and Norman Manea’s initial description of self as close to post-communist Romania’s victimizing posture.

Two episodes from The Hooligan’s Return are worth mentioning when discussing the Jewish Federation of Romania: Manea’s and Leon Botstein’s participation to the Seder meeting of the Federation and Manea’s visit to the shabby community headquarters. The former event, facilitated by Leon’s wish to be with his co-religionists for Seder, is placed in continuity with the communist situation of the securitate monitoring: “This time there are no police cordons, just one armed guard and a plainclothes man wearing the habitual leather jacket” (266), occasioning Manea’s recognition of a reduced yet equally valid sense of the authorities’ control over individuals. Once inside, “the air of festive duplicity and quarter-truth” (267) of the past era was superseded by “a sleepy assembly of apathetic survivors, gathered to join in the ancient recital” (267). Continuing in the lineage of the Eastern European Communist policy of tolerating Jewish organizations as long as these can serve the domestic and foreign affairs of the totalitarian state, The Jewish Federation of Romania borrows totalitarian ideological methods. Consequently, as Manea was confessing to Volovici, the Federation took up the “characteristics of the present-day Romanian society” (53) – its apathy because of prolonged poverty that the author records at every corner and its security-related tone of command which is a communist leftover within Romanian post-communism. This latter characteristic clearly springs from music critic Joseph Sava’s attitude, in coupling his arranged interview with Leon Botstein for the Romanian television show The Musical Soirée with the impromptu command of Manea’s joining him: “It will make the interview even more interesting, and you can do the interpreting. It’s settled. I’ll be excepting both of you on Friday morning at the TV center,” an attitude which leaves Manea “somewhat startled, unaccustomed to such a commanding tone” (267-8). 

A problem of post-communist Romania derived from here is that of “ideological contagion,” as Manea calls it in his essay “Incompatibilities” (32), a command-type of behavior lacking the sense of respect for the individual and not taking into consideration the need of one’s prior announcement and, most importantly, freedom of consent. The individual is still seen at the beck and call of the “sacred authority”. A similar experience is impinged on Manea as soon as he arrives in his Bucharest hotel room, when he receives a phone call to appear on Romanian television, followed five minutes later by a fax slipped under his door. Given the private character of Manea’s visit, such elements seem to uphold the continuing omnipresence of the securitate monitoring in 1997 Romania. Yet, this situation turns out to be the plan of his old friend Bedros, “as head of Cultural Affairs” (258), trying to benefit from his private meeting with Manea and turn it into a mediated cultural event, sic!, impinged upon the writer. Given this, Romanian Jewishness seems to share with mainstream Romanian culture the same continuation of monitoring practices and of subordinating the individual to the state. 

In addition, during Manea’s visit to the shabby headquarters of the Jewish community, he records the same suspicion towards the outsider, needing “an authorization” to get there and discarded by the Jewish porter with “What do you want? Who are you and what do you want? Mr Blumenfeld [the secretary of the community] has a fracture or something. He’s in bed, on sick leave. And I’m busy” (341).   Most importantly, once he gets admitted to the secretary of the community in view of obtaining his father’s certificate of deportation to Transnistria, he also learns that the reparations due to him will be obtained, but “not from Romanians, of course” (343). This affirmation opens up what I consider to be the largest problem of post-communist Romania in Manea’s memoir, fleeing from guilt. A glimpse into the issue is occasioned during Manea’s flight back from Cluj to Bucharest, following his Romanian fellow-passenger’s complaint as to a persisting “communist legacy” while her father, a pilot in an elite royal aviation unit, was “of course, persecuted by the Communists.” Self-pity and victimization of the self under communism seem to constitute the main unresolved problem of post-communist Romania. To this is added the flight from responsibility as to the past, no feeling of guilt despite one’s affiliation to the Communist party: “The woman admits she and her husband had been party members. This was a common practice, nobody believed in those slogans, it was all a lie” (357).  Such an attitude in fact means a refusal to confront the past, its mistakes and shared guilt, and the result is the situation of stagnation and lethargy discovered by Manea in 1997 Romania.
Manea too chooses to depict himself as sharing this boring “East-European self-pity” (313) in invoking how his family had been buried in Romania for five generations until Transnistria which occasioned a shift, the deportation resulting in his grandparents’ burial in Ukraine and in the mother’s unfulfilled wish of leaving Romania; of all his family, only his father managed to get to the Holy Land. Unlike the Romanian woman’s use of victimization as a means to block any assessment of the recent past, Manea’s invocation of self-pity is meant to reconsider his identity as a Jew in relation to Romanian nationalism and its adversity to any attempt at disclosing its possible guilts, following the “wanderer’s pathetic recital [which] had not been to the taste of his host” (313).   This situation amounts to an “original Romanian democracy” (Manea, Sertarele exilului 487), to use Manea’s designation from one of his interviews with Leon Volovici (February 2008), in which he considers that the fundamental problem of post-communist Romanian debates lies not in “temporary lapses of anti-semitism” (489) but in “the cynical indifference to one’s peer, not only represented by a Jew, a Hungarian or a gypsy but by a purely Romanian person” (489). No respect for the other individual is the basic problem of the new system.
At the opposite end of the spectrum, Norman Manea poses the notion of real democracy, not only meaning that the minority is submitted to the mainstream, but also that the mainstream ensures the minority’s right to express itself and keep its conviction, therefore to live. In other words, unlike totalitarian hangovers such as the above monitoring practices, individual subordination to the state and flight from responsibility which only amount to uniformity, duplicity and submission, democracy has diversity as its founding principle. And America appears in Manea’s memoir as the land of “strangers,” making the author at one moment look forward “to my return to America, to be back among my fellow citizens, the exiles, the lodgers with equal rights in the motherland of all exiles, freed from the excesses of involvement and the aspirations of ownership, reconciled to the nomad’s tent and the present moment” (312). It comes as no surprise, then, that in 1999 he was telling Volovici that in America it is normal to be marginal or an exile, also pointing to the price to pay, the risks to undertake – “social insecurity” (415) because of the law of competition and of “the reality of energy, responsibility, initiative” (418). 
The above-identified American lesson is the one taught by Leon Botstein in The Hooligan’s Return, in his attitude at the Jewish Seder. In the name of pragmatism, “Leon shows no interest in the choir or the rabbi [pieces in a tired, poor community reduced to a merely empty ritual], but only in the American Jewish banker and his young companion” (269). For an American, efficiency and gain determine where a person should place his interest, as staying competitive means staying alive in a purely democratic environment; by contrast, a static and passive community like that of the rabbi and the choir can only stifle  the spirit of duty and initiative and are therefore bracketed. To this is added the praise of the Seder’s diversity which impresses Leon and also occasions the matter-of-fact, direct appreciation that he assumes. As shown here, the fear of democratic America is that of economic freedom, the need to stay competitive by contrast to the fear of post-communist Romania, which is of a different kind. This becomes apparent from Leon’s exercising another typically democratic feature in Romania - that of initiative - namely the attempt to start the Enesco project, meant to recuperate all archival documents at the Enesco Foundation. 
What happens when trying to implement individual initiatives in post-communist Romania? The answer in enclosed in a letter Leon receives from a representative of the Soros Foundation related to the adventures of the top French archivist sent to the Enesco archives: 

The Enesco foundation received him with some impatience. They told him the documents were in fine shape and he was not allowed to see them. I am at a loss to explain this. Obviously it will be impossible to provide support if the organization holding the Enesco materials will not even permit an independent assessment of their condition (305). 
The Romanian attitude translates the fear of post-communism towards outside individuals, taking up the form of no transparency and of a closed atmosphere.    

So, the pure application of the American model of democracy leads to a dead-end in a post-communist country like Romania. Yet, Manea provides a solution by capitalizing on the importance of the ethical turn of Jewishness that can open up Romania’s way towards true democratization. This takes up the form of his own personal experience, following his return to his mother’s grave.  The event occasions his discovery of a long-stifled burden and guilt for not being able to come at his mother’s funeral, despite her wishes. Here, Manea’s initially voiced desire to leave behind the grasp of Jewishness (“the ghetto disease”) has not been possible, and what remains is a silent burden and guilt for the mother’s self-sacrifice in order to be with her child. Once guilt is admitted, he realizes that his strongest tie to Romania is related to his mother’s grave: “All that matters is the grave and the woman who lies buried in it” (363), taking up the Jewish identification of the motherland as only transient residence along one’s perpetual wandering, so internalizing the condition of permanent exile as part and parcel of his life.

Most importantly, as Norman Manea confesses in a recent interview from May 2008, it was only two days after he had visited his mother’s grave in Suceava that he recuperated his relation with his mother, that was the moment when “everything came back to me” (Şimonca, “Interviu cu Norman Manea”). In The Hooligan’s Return, this moment is marked by his visit to the Bucharest located Jewish cemetery as site of rest for many who struggled in Transnistria, the Holocaust or other adverse situations. As Manea felt at the time, this is the only place where the Jewish status of a stranger can be brought to an end: 
They have finally found their roots here; nobody can accuse them of being ‘rootless aliens’, foreigners. Now they are all dust, the nation’s soil, property of the motherland. Once they were strangers, now nobody cares. They are dust of Planet Earth, which does not belong to anyone (376).
Symbolically, then, the cemetery suggests a solution to nationalist adversities of post-communist Romania in hosting the stranger alongside the mainstream, and thus opening up the possibility of diversity, even if under the banner of indifference. In this location, he chooses to tell his mother of his father’s lot in a Jerusalem asylum for people suffering from Alzheimer disease: 

Father, freed at last from solitude, was now, without any thoughts or worries, in the tender care of a young German seeking to redeem his country’s honor. At last, nine years too late, I had finally showed up for my mother’s funeral, and my motherland’s, too (379). 
The passage recounting a young German’s need to assume the past and its errors becomes the solution to be also taught to the present-day rotten post-communist Romania – the need to accept guilt and responsibility over one’s past as the only means to build a true democracy close to the American model. All this is made possible by Manea’s own acceptance of his Jewish core (as humane penchant and the stranger’s condition of perpetual exile) and following the guilt of trying to totally dismantle his ethnicity. He himself was able to admit this guilt only after the experience of American democracy which made him assume responsibility and use initiative to understand himself. Consequently, he ends by stating that “I will simply continue my wanderings, a snail serenely accepting its destiny” (382) and “I am now certain: America offered the best possible route of transition.” (382), as this was the place where, in 2008, Manea confessed to Volovici that it was easier “to disclose and define his Jewishness as a foreigner [...] than in the familiar land of old Europe” (479).

Following all the considerations above, I suggest that Norman Manea’s memoir poses Jewishness at the crossroads of Romanian post-communist experiences and American democracy: in its status of exile and the condition of a stranger, Jewishness allows Manea to expose the lingering nationalist adversity of post-communism coupled with its flight from assuming responsibility for communist hangovers (monitoring practices, the individual subordinated to the state authority and victimization) under the banner of self-pity. By contrast, Jewishness highlights the respect for diversity and the main role of the responsible initiative featured by American democracy, which bring a benefit to Manea himself in drawing his awareness and uptake of guilt for his attempt to distance himself from Jewishness. Instead, he ends up by admitting permanent exile and the ethical code as permanent features of his sensitivity, a Jewish one.       
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