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The Pains and Gains of Writing Biography: Reflections on Writing the Biography of Chief Justice Simon Agranat

Pnina Lahav

When I embarked on the project of writing the biography of Chief Justice Simon Agranat, I met with Philippa Strum who had just completed her biography of Justice Louis Brandeis.
 “How long did it take?” I asked. I did not know what answer to expect. My horizon was mainly formed by the practice of writing law review articles. I anticipated that this project would take more than two years, and four years seemed like a lot. Strum’s reply, “Eight years”, came as a shock. Trying to keep an amiable demeanor, I assured myself silently that this would not happen to me. Little did I know that the Agranat project would take eleven years to mature. Little did I know that even as the book went to print I could easily have invested another five years and produced a much better biography. 


What I learnt as I slowly found myself withdrawing from my other academic activities, my interest in freedom of expression, comparative press law and women’s rights, and immersed myself in the world of Simon Agranat, was that biography writing demands mastery of several discip- lines and sifting through mountains of materials. Beyond that, it demands a certain state of mind. One must dive into the consciousness and concerns of another person in another time. One is faced with the need to make difficult choices and enter into substantial soul searching. Biography writing is bound to raise conflicts between the writer and the subject, the interviewer and the interviewees, and makes one understand oneself and others in more profound, and not always flattering, ways. It demands disciplined awareness of possible projection and transference. All of these take time to ripen and get sorted out. At the end, I came to the conclusion that the process took roughly two years (when one is a full-time faculty member simultaneously fulfilling ordinary professorial obligations) to
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launch, and then an additional year for every decade of the subject’s life. And after all this, I realize that I did not cover even half of Agranat’s life and significant contributions.


The pain of writing is compounded by the environment. Friends and well-wishers ask, “What is taking you so long?” Explanations usually evoke a silent reprieve, as if to say, “Here comes yet another excuse – no task should take so long”.
 


Thus, if you seek instant gratification, or if you do not yet have tenure and need to show productivity (let alone if you are dependent on the judgment of others for academic promotion), do not indulge in this genre. It is not a career-making project.
 


But there is also something wonderful in biography writing, which attracted me to the medium as soon as I discovered it. It has the most intense interdisciplinary quality. In the beginning of the 1980s when I embarked on this project, Israeli law was still drearily uni-dimensional. Good legal scholarship was internal to the field: it focused on doctrine, encouraged learned explorations of razor sharp distinctions or technical pirouettes and frowned on any attempt to understand the law in context. Blindness to historical, social, political and economic aspects of the development of the law was praised as “thinking like a lawyer.” Respect for the judiciary was required (a typical case analysis would state “with all due respect this author begs to differ with the learned judge”), and discussion of the non-doctrinal reasons for any decision was irrelevant. And there was more to the scholarship of the day: it insisted on being dry and impersonal. In fact, the drier and less personal, the better. The reason for this had to do with the expectation that law would be more scientific and therefore more objective if it tried to emulate the formulaic style of scientists. The result was scholarship that did not make the heart leap, at least not mine. 


Against this background, the medium of judicial biography was liberating. It invited historical, social, political and psychological insights. It allowed me to understand the great saga of Zionism and the role of law within it and, more specifically, Agranat’s role as a person and as a judge in this exciting environment. It also allowed me to write the way I liked: by telling a good story, emphasizing the drama, capturing the excitement and the humor as well as the sorrow and the disappointment. Of course, none of this was my own invention. The medium of biography was already well developed in the United States and had begun to appear in Israel as well. Two biographies especially influenced my decision to undertake the project. One was Anita Shapira’s splendid biography of Berl Katznelson, the great Zionist leader of the first half of the twentieth century, that high- lighted the significance of the interplay between Zionism and personality. The other was Ronald Steel’s extraordinary book, Walter Lippman and the American Century, which proved that the life of one prominent person may serve as a prism through which one can paint the great canvass of an entire century.
 None of this, of course, was new; but for an Israeli legal academic, it was intoxicating terra nova. Devoting more than a decade of my professional life to the biography forced me to accept a marginal role in the academic life of constitutional law. But writing Agranat’s biography enriched me as a person and more than compensated for the loss of career opportunities. 


Let me give two examples of the liberating aspects of biography writing. First, the simple question of how people look. Because law strives to be objective, it ignores the “personal” attributes of the actors in the legal system. Biography overcomes this deficiency. Writing a biography allowed me to describe the different judges and thereby make them human. The chapter in the biography on the Shalit case (the “Who is a Jew?” case) was almost identical to the chapter I contributed to a volume in memory of the late Ariel Rozen-Zvi.
 In the biography, the chapter includes short physical descriptions of two of the protagonists: Justice Haim Cohn and Justice Moshe Zilberg. I thought that readers would want to know how these two eminent justices and great rivals looked. In the Rozen-Zvi book, these descriptions were deleted because the editors felt that “they had nothing to do with the analysis of the case.” I leave it to the reader to decide which version better captures the law as a living discipline. 


Another example has to do with the relevance of social and historical context to the understanding of the legal system in general and of judges in particular. In 1919, the American Jewish community suffered one of its first major traumas, known as the Brandeis-Weizmann dispute, or “the Split”. Louis Brandeis and his followers, among them Felix Frankfurter and Julian Mack, were defeated in their bid for control of the American Jewish Congress. Humiliated and angry, they left. Chaim Weizmann, president of the World Zionist Congress and later the first president of the State of Israel, succeeded in having his candidate seize control. Afterward, the Russian-born Weizmann declared triumphantly, “There is no bridge between Washington and Pinsk”. At that time, Agranat was a teenager, his father supported Weizmann, and Agranat adored his father and in general agreed with his views. Yet Brandeis was the venerated Associate Justice of the United States Supreme Court and leader of the Progressive movement, the man who taught that “to be good Americans, we must be good Jews and to be good Jews, we must be Zionists.” Agranat was torn between the two forces and yearned for unity, for harmony rather than dissonance. Including this episode allowed me to capture three important themes in Israeli history: first, the fact that immigrants are shaped by their life histories and traumas dating from before their immigration. It is thus a mistake to perceive the founding members of Israel’s judiciary as men and women whose life “began” in Palestine or Israel and to ignore their native culture. Second, the yearning for unity and the trauma of the split were central to Agranat’s professional life. In cases such as Shalit, as well as the Agranat Commission, the fear of a split and the longing for unity were powerful forces which influenced his thinking and legal argumentation. Third, the search for unity is not merely personal. Israeli historiography is dominated by the quest for unity and the dread of fragmentation and strife (the names of the two major parties: Likud (unity) and One Israel are the most recent indicators of this historical narrative).

* * *

Once you overcome the first hurdle – “Why biography?” – the question of subject arises – “Why Agranat?” 


My first encounter with Agranat’s work was in the mid-1970s, when I was investigating questions of freedom of expression in Israel. At that time, civil liberties was not a topic taught at law schools in Israel and there was no academic legal literature to rely on. In my examination of cases, I came upon the 1953 opinion in the Kol Ha’Am case. Kol Ha’Am (Hebrew for “The People’s Voice”) was the name of the official newspaper of the Israeli Communist Party. It had the tendency to deliver vitriolic attacks on the government at a time when the persecution of Jews in the Eastern block was intensifying and the Cold War was reaching a peak. The decision in Kol Ha’Am written by Justice Agranat, which ordered that the newspaper be reopened at a time when the fledgling State of Israel was still rather authoritarian, was a veritable gem. A long opinion, compared with the typical judicial opinions of the period, it meticulously reviewed the justifi- cations for freedom of expression as these applied to Israeli society. Agranat deftly linked the statutory interpretation and the doctrine (the gravity of the evil discounted by its improbability, or what Israelis came to call “the near-certainty test”) to these justifications. The result matched the visionary spirit, and the government’s suspension of the newspaper was held invalid. The case became the cornerstone of my research on freedom of speech. I gave it a prominent place in the law school courses I was then beginning to develop, which dealt with freedom of speech and civil liberties, and used it as the centerpiece of the first law review article ever published on the issue of freedom of expression in Israel.
 


In the course of my research, I also spoke to Agranat. I discovered the quiet charm of a wise judge, passionately committed to progressive values, and at the same time cognizant of the social and political constraints on the judicial decision-making process. I became intrigued by the tension between his opinion in Kol Ha’Am and his opinion, eleven years later, in Yeredor, where he denied a Palestinian nationalist party the right to run in the elections. I came to understand that he was one of the major founders of the jurisprudence of political and civil liberties in Israel. When I began considering the idea of writing a judicial biography, Agranat came immediately to mind. That of course, does not mean that other justices would have made less fascinating subjects. Smoira and Olshan, the two Chief Justices prior to Agranat, one a cultivated and erudite German Jew, and the other a shrewd and somewhat coarse Eastern European, will make wonderful materials for biography. (I urge the reader not to jump to the silly conclusion that German Jews tend to be cultivated and erudite as distinct from the Eastern Europeans.) Haim Cohn, who as attorney general in the 1950s facilitated the repressive policies of the government but from the mid 1960s became a staunch defender of civil liberties, will also present a remarkable challenge to good biographers. Others deserve attention as well. My own heart was set on Agranat.


Initial readings in the field of biography taught me that for a project to succeed, one must like the subject of the biography. I liked Agranat. I also thought that my familiarity with American law and American history would make it easier for me to understand his jurisprudence. Most judges of the founding generation immigrated from Central or Eastern Europe, and an in-depth study of their lives would have demanded familiarity with the legal histories of Germany, Poland, Russia, and the Austro-Hungarian Empire. The American background was much more accessible to me and, I confess, more interesting. 


The final factor that led me to focus on Agranat was his life story. In my few encounters with him, I came to learn that he was born in the United States and made a decision to travel to Palestine as a young man purely out of devotion to the Zionist ideal. Unlike most members of the founding generation, he did not become a Zionist against the background of fascism and anti-Semitism in Europe. He could have made a brilliant career in the United States, as did his life-long friend Arthur Goldberg. Goldberg, a fellow Chicagoan, became Secretary of Labor in 1961 during the Kennedy administration, later served as a Justice on the United States Supreme Court, and then as the United States Ambassador to the United Nations. Agranat’s Zionism was particularly appealing to me, as I was myself a naive Zionist and preferred to believe that the State of Israel was primarily about the building of a model society, and only then about providing a haven from persecution. Another feature that attracted me to Agranat was the panoramic richness of his judicial career. He served as Justice of the Peace during the British Mandate, and was appointed to the Supreme Court in 1949, shortly after Israel came into being. Thus, his career coincided with the history of the State and gave me the opportunity to explore the development of law from before the “beginning,” i.e., prior to the establishment of the State. I could thus explore the roots of Israeli law in the Mandatory period. Further, as a judge, Agranat took part in the resolution of many of the crises that together make the stuff of Israeli history. At the zenith of his judicial career he was called upon by the government to serve as chairman of the Agranat Commission, which investigated the causes of the Yom Kippur war. That war, more than any other until then in Israel’s history, forced my generation to ask penetrating questions about the myths of Zionist ideology and its power. Confronting these questions in the shadow of classical Zionism was an intellectual feast.


Thus Agranat’s life offered an exciting opportunity to study Israeli law in the context of the history of the State and the ideology which nurtured its creation and culture. I wrote to Agranat and suggested the project. After some hesitation, he agreed. I found myself committed to writing the first judicial biography in Israel. 

* * *

Next I had to think about methodology. How should I conduct research in a legal system which was unfamiliar with and largely indifferent to legal history?

Secondary materials 

When I began the project in 1984, there was no field of Israeli legal history, and almost no secondary materials existed. Four major works were available to guide me: Judge Eliezer Malchi’s book on the legal system of Palestine; Elyakim Rubinstein’s monograph on the early history of the Supreme Court; and autobiographies by Justice Gad Frumkin and by Chief Justice Yitzhak Olshan.
 There were also a few memoirs by lawyers, which mainly told war stories. The historical narrative that emerged from these works was, by and large, simple and linear. In the beginning was the arrival of the British in Palestine in 1917. There followed Arab resistance to Zionism, British collaboration with the Arab cause, and suppression of the Jewish underground movements. The turning point, as powerful as the delivery of the Torah on Mount Sinai, was the establishment of the State of Israel in 1948. If lawlessness and oppression characterized the period prior to establishment, the period after statehood was marked by a commitment to the rule of law.
 There followed the introduction of judicial indepen- dence and the emergence of the Supreme Court (High Court of Justice) as an impartial institution, beyond partisanship and political strife. The commitment of the Court to the ideology of Zionism was taken for granted as a natural attribute of the rule of law and was never questioned as problematic. Firmly encased in the ideology of Zionism, observers of the scene could not see the contradiction between the Zionist point of view and the rhetorical reverence of the separation of law from politics. Similarly, the tension between the notion of a Zionist (nationalist) state and universal values, or the tension between the rapidly developing mentality of righteous victimhood (we, survivors of endless pogroms, of Auschwitz and Maidanek, of the pan-Arab desire to throw us into the sea) and the idea of legality, were never mentioned as either viable or legitimate paradigms worthy of attention.


One result of this approach was the view that important structural components of Israel’s legal system were relics of the old era, and were bound to fade away with time. My two favorite examples are the Rabbinical Courts and the Defense (Emergency) Regulations of 1945.
 In the early 1950s, the Rabbinical Courts, composed of and run by orthodox men, were granted absolute jurisdiction in matters of marriage and divorce of Jews in Israel. One explanation for this institutional arrangement, which conflicted with the universal right to marry as well as with gender equality, was that this was merely a replication of the old Ottoman order (the millet system) adopted and maintained by the British in Mandatory Palestine. (Another explanation was the quest for national unity.) The implication of this explanation was that the Knesset, which passed the Rabbinical Courts Law in 1951, should not be held accountable for a system which stood in overt tension with liberal principles as well as with Israel’s Declaration of Independence. The Defense (Emergency) Regulations of 1945 (themselves a reenactment of earlier draconian regulations) contained a series of harsh measures suspending political and civil liberties, from freedom of movement, to the right to private property, to the right to freedom of expression. The Regulations were extensively used first against right-wing Jewish movements such as the “Fighters for the Liberation of Israel” (known abroad as the Stern Gang), and then against the community of Israeli-Palestinians (known as Israeli Arabs – the word Palestinian was eradicated from the lexicon and restored only in the 1980s) who remained within Israeli territory after the war of 1948. The Regulations were always explained as the legacy of British rule (thereby endowed with the legitimacy of the legendary British commitment to the rule of law) and as a necessary exception to Israel’s commitment to progressive values. The result of this approach, as I indicated above, was to retain in the student’s mind a picture of a progressive and “pure” Israel, fully committed to a utopian vision of a model state. The exceptions were just that – exceptions that the founders inherited from the previous regime and that were retained mainly due to necessity. This picture obscured the major problems of Israel’s legal system. As I tried to show in my book, the issue of national security was intimately intertwined with the issue of the separation of religion and state (currently framed around the debate on whether Israel is first and foremost a Jewish state, or primarily a democratic state). Today, these themes are relatively well developed, but they were barely present when I started my research. 


As expected, I was not the only scholar interested in these issues. Yoram Shachar published his seminal work on the behavior of the Court, and Menachem Mautner published his fascinating study on the tension between legal formalism and “value jurisprudence” in Israeli legal history.
 Young scholars, such as Ron Harris, Sandy Kedar, and Assaf Likhovski, began research of Israeli legal history. In hindsight, it is quite clear that in the early 1980s there was a shift in the paradigm of Israeli legal studies, and that I was merely one of the participants in this exciting project. At the time, however, the area was sufficiently foggy as to allow each of us to believe that we were working alone. 

Primary materials 

Primary materials are the essence of historical research. Agranat himself agreed to be extensively interviewed. I shall say more about these interviews below. On the other hand, when I started, I did not have enough access to archival materials, another cornerstone of any historical research. Much of the material pertaining to my subject was classified and only during the last phase of my project did it become partially available.

State Archives 

Cases  Files of cases decided by the Court are easily accessible from the State archives. Thus, one may study the briefs related to the particular case and read drafts of opinions. I examined all the files relating to Agranat’s decisions, but not much could be culled from them. The justices were not in the habit of writing memos to one another, and to the extent that there were negotiations on reasoning, they were oral. In the files I read, I found very little evidence of changes in draft opinions over time or of a particular justice switching from supporting the majority to supporting the dissent and vice versa.
 Still, this worthwhile, if labor-intensive, endeavor some- times yielded interesting little gems. 


For example, in the Shalit case, I found a memo signed by Justice Halevi, suggesting that the Court instruct the Ministry of the Interior to enter the nationality of petitioner’s children as “Israeli” rather than “Jewish”.
 The question in that case was whether children of a Jewish father and a non-Jewish mother could be registered as being of Jewish or Israeli nationality. The Ministry of the Interior (under a Minister from the National Religious Party) insisted that there was no such thing as Israeli nationality (thereby distinguishing nationality from citizenship), and that the nationality of Israeli Jews was “Jewish.” Once this postulate is accepted, the next question centers on the criterion for determining Jewishness. The Ministry insisted that the religious criterion that the mother be Jewish, should determine both religious affiliation and nationality. The petitioner insisted on his right to self-determination. In a highly divided (5:4) opinion, the Court held that the children should be registered as Jewish by nationality if their father determined that they were Jewish. The Knesset immediately amended the law to side with the dissent. Justice Halevi had retired shortly after writing his memo to become a member of Knesset. In his stead, Justice Kister, an orthodox Jew, joined the panel of nine justices and wrote an impassioned dissent denying the viability of secular Judaism or Israeliness. Herein lies the significance of Halevi’s memo: had Halevi remained on the Court, it is quite likely that the vote would have been 6:3 in favor of a more relaxed understanding of the term Jewish, with only one dissent (by Justice Zilberg) in favor of the religious position, and two dissenting opinions (by Justices Agranat and Landau) deferring to the Ministry while declining to take a stand. To the extent that a 6:3 opinion is stronger than a 5:4 opinion, and for the purposes of showing, yet again, that ideology does play a role in resolving legal disputes, Halevi’s presence would have made a difference, and his memo thereby gains some historical significance. 


There is one category of case files that cannot be accessed, and these are the cases adjudicated behind closed doors. These “secret” cases yield classified opinions, to which ordinary researchers have no accesses. I should add that because of the secrecy involved, it is also difficult to learn about the existence of these cases. Agranat participated in at least one such classified case, but I did not have access to his opinion.

Other court files  The State archives also hold files of correspondence and other business conducted by the justices, and by the Chief Justice in his capacity as head administrator of the court system. Not all of these files are available. Israel has a rather strict system of classification. Most documents are classified for 30 years, and some may be classified for more. Thus, I cannot claim that I examined all of the Court’s files pertaining to the period of Agranat’s service on the Court (1949-1976). However, I did gain considerable insights from the files that were available. I found a collection of enthusiastic letters of congratulations upon Agranat’s appointment to the position of Chief Justice. Among them was a wonderful letter telling of Agranat’s selfless handling of a case when he was an attorney in Haifa.
 This incident sheds light on two aspects of Agranat’s character. First, it testified to his compassionate and generous personality, describing how he devoted hours of pro bono work to assist the parents of a mentally ill person. Secondly, the fact that I found this letter by chance in the archives is also telling. Upon retirement, Agranat could have removed this and all such letters to his personal archives and shown them to a biographer. But this was not his style. 


By rummaging through these files, I was also able to retrieve nuggets that illustrated the flavor of everyday life. For example, I found a letter from Agranat to customs officials, complaining about the high taxes levied on a gift his son had received from an American relative for his Bar Mitzva. The letter stands as testimony to the tough and austere atmosphere of the early 1950s, and the heavy-handedness of the Mapai regime at the time.
 


Another memorandum, not included in my book but very relevant to Israeli legal history, is from Chief Justice Olshan to the other Justices. He discusses the procedure for trials behind closed doors, and then adds the following paragraph:

The matter of recommendations in judicial opinions: I should again comment on what we have discussed in the past, that it is not advisable to make recommendations in opinions, and particularly in criminal cases. Such a [recommendation] places the authorities to which the recommendation is directed in a difficult situation, because they always worry that if they do not follow the recommendation they might be offending the judge or the court. On the other hand, the authorities may have important reasons not to follow the recommendations and then it will indeed be interpreted as offensive. I raise this issue again because I have been approached in this matter.

This memorandum is interesting for several reasons. First, it alludes to informal contacts between the judicial and executive branches. Olshan, who proudly emphasized his relentless effort to assure the independence of the judiciary (for much of which he does deserve credit), kept in touch with the executive and was willing to transmit its requests to the justices. Second, the memorandum addresses a perennial issue in the art of opinion writing: the tendency of courts to issue recommendations. One may question the propriety of this practice, which may be said to invade the domain of the legislative branch, or the legitimate discretionary powers of the executive branch. However, one may also view the practice of issuing recommendations as a safety valve, designed to express the displeasure of the Court at applying a law which flies in the face of justice. A ban on such a practice would impoverish the opinion and prevent the Court from exerting its moral authority or at least from raising its moral voice. My general familiarity with the opinions of the Court indicates that the Justices did not heed Olshan’s admonition. And yet, the fact that he issued it speaks volumes of leadership, his understanding of the role of the Court in a democratic society and his understanding of the purpose of judicial opinions. It is also relevant here to note that in the early 1960s, the Court was involved in a number of trials related to national security, and that, in some, the Court protested Israel’s draconian criminal law. An understan- ding of the activity behind the scenes, as these trials were taking place, is most valuable.


As I indicated above, much of the material related to the Court’s history was still classified and I did not have access to it. I have no doubt that the files contain important materials for future researchers. Sometimes, the classification is extended beyond 30 years, to 40 or even 50 years. For example, I tried to gain access to the text of the Agranat Commission’s Report on the Assassination of Count Bernadotte, the UN emissary to the Middle East in 1948. This was a sensitive issue, particularly because Yitzhak Shamir, who by the mid-1980s had risen to the position of Prime Minister, was said to have been involved. When I asked for the file, I was told that it would remain classified for 50 years, but also that it could not be found. Whether the file was deliberately removed from the archives or simply misplaced through clerical error, I shall never know. I eventually obtained a copy of the Report through private sources. The reasons for its classification still elude me. The Report that I read does not appear to contain any juicy or sensitive information. 

Private archives  There are several private archives in Israel, located in the State Archives, the Zionist Archives in Jerusalem, and in the archives of the political parties. The one that I found most useful was that of Moshe Smoira, Israel’s first Chief Justice. Many of the Smoira files are also classified and access is withheld. However, the file on the establishment of the Supreme Court is available. Smoira was a meticulous collector and saved many scraps of paper on which he or others scribbled notes. An exchange between Smoira and two prospective Justices, Olshan and Dunkelblum, shows the increasing frustration of the justices about the government’s procrastination in finding an appropriate home for the Supreme Court. It confirms the fact that the Supreme Court was located in Jerusalem for the simple reason that the power-holders were not willing to allocate an appropriate building for the Court in Tel Aviv. The myth that the Court was located in Jerusalem for national reasons (Jerusalem being “the eternal capital of Israel”) was created later. 


I should also add that, to the best of my knowledge, no private diaries documenting the history of the Court exist. However, it is quite clear from Olshan’s autobiography that he collected documents and perhaps even kept personal notes about his experiences on the Court. I did not have access to these materials, but they would make a splendid research tool.

Newspapers  The newspapers of the period provide a lively, fertile source of information about the historical context of particular cases. I sifted through old issues of Davar, Ha’aretz, Yediot Achronot, Ma’ariv, Cherut, Haboker, and Al Hamishmar. I could thus cover the entire spectrum of Israeli politics, from the left to the ultra-national right. In hindsight, however, I do realize that while I was exposed to a diverse spectrum of opinions, I neglected the religious point of view. I consider this to have been a mistake. The perspectives that I had access to were helpful in capturing the nuances of the larger picture, sometimes lost in stories authored by mainstream reporters. 


Newspapers in general are not only fun to read, but also quite instructive about context. For example, through the press I learnt of the proximity between the Podamsky case (a question of police misconduct) and the crisis between the judiciary and the cabinet in 1953 (the judiciary was accused of being too easy on criminals). Similarly, from the press, I learnt about the reaction of the government and the Knesset to the Kastner trial, and the important role it played in the 1955 elections.


I also learnt that the press itself was the product of Israeli culture in the 1950s and 1960s. One needs to read the Israeli newspapers of the period with a healthy dose of skepticism. In the first place, because of the authoritarian atmosphere of the time, coverage was generally diffident and uncritical. Reporters were bound by the rules of sub judice, restricting coverage of pending cases. They were also guided by censorship, which screened discussions of matters pertaining to national security, and which oftentimes confused politics and genuine considerations of security. In addition, in the first decades of statehood, the press and for that matter, also scholars in the social sciences, adhered to a rigid positivistic understanding of law as independent of politics. Hence, they did not think of law as reflective of society or of judicial work as weaving the fabric of Israeli society. Thus, their interest in what the justices said, or in the justices themselves, was modest at best, and there was little likelihood of finding interesting information about the court in the newspapers. For example, the press barely reported the fact that the elevation of Agranat to the position of Chief Justice in 1965 was not totally smooth and that in some circles, there were reservations about his promotion, nor did the press discuss the doubts expressed about the promotion of Justice Zilberg to the position of Deputy Chief Justice. At least the Minister of Justice objected to Zilberg on the grounds that he was an orthodox Jew and would not represent the sovereign secular State of Israel properly. A fierce debate ensued in the committee set up to appoint judges, but the debate was not extended to the public domain.


It also seems to me that during the 1950s and 1960s, the press did not understand the significance of many landmark opinions or their impact on Israeli legal culture. Thus neither the seminal case of Kol Ha’Am (recognizing the right to freedom of speech in Israel), nor the ground-breaking case of Yeredor (banning a Palestinian nationalist party from participation in the elections) received serious coverage. But it should be noted that the law professors of the period did not seem to understand the significance of these cases either, and failed to teach them in their classes. In contrast, the Kastner trial was covered by the press (but not by the professors) in great detail.


Skepticism regarding press reports is also in order because journalists do not always tell the truth. For example, in 1965 newspaper headlines shouted that Agranat had threatened to resign from the position of Chief Justice if the government did not stand behind a judicial finding which was fiercely criticized by a very prominent religious politician. In fact, neither Agranat nor any other justice threatened to resign. What did happen was that Agranat sent a very strong letter to the Prime Minister, and the Cabinet, after some hesitation, expressed full confidence in the Court. 

Knesset protocols  Knesset protocols are very good sources of information. These include “questions” which any member of the Knesset (MK) can present to the government to which the government is expected to give a coherent, detailed answer. Periodically one sees a question that relates to the judiciary or to a pressing case. In addition, parliamentary debates are a rich source of information about the political climate of the time. Like the press, MKs were not always interested in the judiciary, but their speeches invariably displayed an understanding of legal issues in the broader perspective of history, sociology, and politics. Thus the debates about the Kastner, Eichmann, and Shalit cases were interesting and insightful. On the other hand, the Knesset barely addressed the issues raised in Yeredor, Kol Ha’Am, or Podamsky. 

Interviews  I conducted numerous interviews with Agranat and others involved in his life or in the life of the Court. I discovered very quickly that many people were reluctant to speak openly or critically either about Agranat himself or about the Government. In general, people looked at past events through rose-colored glasses, presenting every decision as “harmonious, respectable and respected.” One example is when I asked an eminent Justice whether Agranat occasionally got angry. I was interested in the answer, because Agranat was known as a man of particularly even temperament. Yes, the Justice replied, certain lawyers (he named names) could indeed make Agranat’s blood boil. A few days later I received a letter from the Justice, stating that he had overstated the case, and that Agranat should be described as “restrained and serene”. In the same way, people I interviewed acknowledged that Chief Justice Smoira fell ill shortly after the Court was inaugurated, but they refused to discuss his illness or its affect on the Court. Interviewees were also reluctant to discuss the rift between Olshan and Zilberg, or Olshan’s determination to torpedo the efforts of Agranat, Sussman, and Landau to sit on a permanent and stable panel. Another example comes from a recently published interview with Judge Chaim Steinberg, who served as the first secretary to Chief Justice Smoira. In discussing the power of the Chief Justice to appoint lower court judges, Steinberg said the Justices “always sat in panels of three with the Chief Justice as chairperson, and interviewed the candidates. . . . Thus, in a respectable, orderly and confidential way, almost all of the District Court judges in Israel were appointed.”
 The judges thus chosen were almost uniformly male and Ashkenazi (of European origin). To the question why this was so, the conventional answer generally was “there were no qualified (Arab, female, Mizrachi) candidates.” Could it be that prejudice colored the “respectable, orderly and confidential” process? Steinberg would certainly wish that we think not. A hint that Chief Justice Smoira, an eminent jurist and a remarkable intellect may have had a stereotypical view of women, and that his bias may have crippled his ability to recognize a qualified woman when he saw one, is found in the memoirs of his daughter, Michal. Michal Smoira-Cohn tells of the energetic efforts of her mother, Esther, on behalf of women when she chaired WIZO, the Women’s International Zionist Organization. Her father, she recalls, exhibited a whiff of contempt and scorn towards the organization, though always (she hastened to add) in good humor:

Again and again he would repeat the rhetorical question: “Why Wizo?” and he would answer with a smile: “vi zu kochen, vi zu nehen, vi a man den kop fardrehen” [how to cook, how to sew, how to turn a man around her finger, P.L.] and burst out laughing. The listeners would wink in agreement.
 


I would not characterize the general effort by interviewees to put the best face on past events a conspiracy to hide the truth of sexism or racism, for I do not think these interviewees were conscious of their position. Rather, I think this phenomenon reflects the common yearning to remember a golden past, free of strife and disagreement. I also found that after several interviews, the interviewees would soften, lower their guard, and reveal more interesting internal dynamics inside the “family”. However, every biographer learns that it is impossible to devote infinite time to each and every interviewee. 


The most precious materials I had were my extensive interviews with Agranat. The attribute “precious”, to describe this source, is self-evident because of the wealth of information and insights the interviews contained, and also because the founding generation to which Agranat belonged is quickly fading away. Within a short time, it will no longer be possible to interview people who participated in the establishment of Israel and its legal system. 


In 1984-85, I devoted an entire year to interviewing Agranat, seeing him sometimes three times a week, in interviews that often lasted more than two hours. Later, after I returned to the United States, I would come to interview him whenever my teaching schedule permitted. In our early interviews, we laid the foundations for the biographical study by methodi- cally discussing the chronology of his life and career, and later we devoted specific interviews to various themes or Court opinions. Agranat had a personal archive and showed me a considerable number of documents. However, at no point did I have access to the entire archive, and I cannot state that I have covered all the interesting or important aspects of his career. In general, I do realize that I have only scratched the surface of Israeli legal history. 


Before I conclude this discussion of interviews, I should address the ethical issue of revealing the contents of interviews in my book. The nature of the agreement between Agranat and myself from the beginning was that this would not be an “authorized biography.” At no time was I under an obligation to show Agranat or anyone else my manuscript. However, I did show Agranat the first chapter of the biography which discussed his life as a young man in the United States. The comments I received made me somewhat uncomfortable, as they included not only corrections of inaccurate statements of fact (for which I was grateful), but also requests for changes in order to appease family members. For example, I was asked to drop the reference to Agranat’s love of Wagner’s operas. The reason for this was that many Israelis at the time, including some members of Agranat’s family, had an aversion to Wagner because of his role in inspiring the rise of Nazi ideology. It was suggested to me that I could refer to Verdi instead. Thereafter, I decided not to show any parts of the manu- script and, I should add, to the family’s credit, that at no time did anyone ask me to share my writings with them.


After my book was published I discovered that some were displeased. I was accused of abusing my access to the Agranats, who “exposed” them- selves to me in confidence, trusting that I would not divulge embarrassing details. I was also accused of including inaccurate information in my book, which unjustly cast doubt on Agranat’s integrity. That hurt. I would now like to respond.


As to my ethical obligation not to divulge embarrassing information I did, in general, make a conscious effort to exclude personal information. But consider the story about Agranat’s encounter with terrorism. I tell the story of how Agranat, a Justice of the Peace in Haifa, in the period before the withdrawal of British mandatory forces from Palestine, encountered the following:


One morning, early in 1948, as Agranat was crossing the street to enter the courthouse, a commotion froze him in his shoes. A man, hit by a sniper, was dying in a pool of blood in the middle of the street at the entrance to the court. A few yards away a British police car was parked, the soldiers inert, symbolizing the collapse of law and order. The dying man was alone. No one dared approach him, lest he or she be a live target for the unseen sniper. No scene could better describe the chaos that descended on Palestine during the dusk of the British Mandate. A man shot in front of the courthouse – the symbol of the law – the police watching, determined not to get involved, the civilians petrified by fear and helplessness. Agranat was faced with a terrible dilemma: should he take the risk and approach the man? “I said to myself: I have a wife and four children, it is not fair to them to risk my life. Retreat is the better part of valor.”


“What do you think of me, now that I told you this story?” he asked me. “Not too complimentary of my character, is it?” He puffed his pipe.


No. But it made him more human. It does take training, a certain hardening, to overcome fear in the face of death. Agranat did not have to tell the story, and, had he not done so, in all probability it would never have reached the printed page. He may not have been the most courageous member of a community terrorized by violence and strife, but he recognized that and did not spare himself. I remember him saying, in another context, that as a judge he would always warn himself: “There, but for the grace of God, go I”.

The story received some publicity. A few journalists went so far as calling this proof of Agranat’s “cowardice.” I found this interpretation both embarrassing and surprising. My aim was to show the reader what it felt like when British rule was coming to an end, and how the presence of terrorism in everyday life affected ordinary good citizens. I also wanted to illustrate the atmosphere of the complete breakdown of law and order. It did not occur to me that the anecdote would depict Agranat in a negative light. I thought then, and I think now, that every reasonable person would have acted in similar fashion, I certainly would have. The sight of a dying man lying in a pool of blood is terrifying. The knowledge that an unseen sniper is at work makes levelheaded persons seek shelter, use caution, not thrust themselves onto center stage. I have since discussed this matter with many people and none said they would have acted otherwise. In my view, those who isolated and highlighted this incident as indicative of Agranat’s character fell victim to uncritical self-righteousness as well as to Zionist ideology. They glorified heroism and self-sacrifice with a rigid blindness to reality. They expected the judge to act like a decorated military hero, thereby echoing the Zionist adage that Israel is a “nation in arms.” But judges are not trained combat fighters, and there is no reason to expect them to recklessly become moving targets for snipers. Lack of military training, inexperience with combat conditions, concern for family, the instinct of self-survival, the fearful sight of a dying man, are more powerful than ideology, and more representative of actual human instincts. Why did I write “no” to the question of how this story reflected on his character? Because I knew this to be the typical gut reaction. I expected the “no” to be immediately followed by tempered reflection. I ended the paragraph with Agranat’s motto: “There, but for the grace of God, go I.” I was sure that any reader would take this admonition to heart, and humbly put him or herself in Agranat’s shoes before exercising judgment. Unfortunately, I was wrong. In hindsight, were I to rewrite this paragraph, I would make explicit what I left implicit: that Agranat was a good, 40-year old man acting under conditions of extreme stress and strife. I doubt that anyone else (short of professional rescue teams) would have acted differently. I think he was brave and wise to tell me the story. Brave because it could easily be misunderstood, wise because it should be told, to show people the grave meaning of lawless terrorism. 


Did I err in factual statements I made in the book? Biographers are always put in an awkward and often impossible situation. We try to gather all the details, but we never have access to them all, and it happens that we don’t get them right. Sometimes we put a spin on the information that others disagree with. No matter how hard we try, errors are bound to occur. These may diminish if family members read the manuscript, but then we take the risk of encountering demands for changes that may be unacceptable and that feel like censorship. I shall focus on two incidents. 


First, my description of Agranat’s interview before the committee that appointed Justices of the Peace in the 1930s. In my description, Agranat was asked whether he had a hobby and responded that, yes, he loved tennis. I proceeded to say that this was not exactly so, but that Agranat knew that the committee members would approve of such answer. This description was based entirely on my interview with Agranat, what he said, and the wry irony with which he told the story. After publication I was told that I had misrepresented the facts, that Agranat’s hobby was tennis, and that claiming that he had not been truthful cast doubt on his integrity. I did not view the story in this way. My aim was to show the cultural gap between the immigrants and the British in colonial Palestine. Most immi- grants were not tennis players; Agranat loved baseball, the quintessential American sport. But surely the answer “baseball” would have turned him into an “other” in the eyes of the British. My understanding during my interview with Agranat was that, in a way, it was a joke he was playing on the interviewers, supplying them the answer they thought was appropriate.


The second incident was my description of Agranat’s actions follo- wing Independence. I wished to illustrate the social impact of Agranat’s elevation to the position of president of the District Court in Haifa. Based on an interview with Agranat, I wrote that he managed to persuade the army to postpone the mobilization of the family babysitter. I liked this anecdote for several reasons: it referred to the mandatory draft of both men and women which came into effect following the establishment of the State. It showed that status was somewhat useful, that the president of the Court could persuade the military authorities to give the young woman a postponement, and it showed Agranat’s concern for his family at a time when he was preoccupied with a very demanding new position. Some members of the family insisted that no such thing had happened and that Agranat had never intervened to get the young woman a postponement. At stake was the well-known Israeli institution of protektzia – favors given by the bureaucracy to individuals not on the basis of entitlement but rather on the basis of personal influence or connections. No one will deny that protektzia is and always has been an integral part of Israeli society. Dogmatically speaking, and from the perspective of principle, any use of protektzia may amount to corruption, and therefore my anecdote could be taken to mean that Agranat was engaged in an inappropriate act. However, I believe that people’s lives and actions should be evaluated against the customs and expectations of the time and in context. Let me illustrate the prevalence of protektzia among the higher echelons of the judiciary. In a recently published interview with Judge Chaim Steinberg,
 the Judge tells the story of United States Supreme Court Justice William O. Douglas’ visit to Israel in the early 1950s:

Because Douglas was known as a liberal and quite influential in the United States, it was decided to hold a cocktail party in his honor at the house of Chief Justice Smoira. The event took place at the height of food rationing in Israel and the question was how to get the ingredients to prepare the food for the party. I had a friend, a former classmate, who served as rationing officer in the Mandatory period and was now serving under Dov Yosef [then Cabinet minister in charge of rationing, P.L.]. I went to him and he helped; we received an allocation of food and an impressive spread was prepared for the party.
 

The allocation of food, one is made to understand, was not given as a matter of right. Entertaining Justice Douglas was not an official affair. Judge Steinberg was lucky to have known a friend at the ministry who could help. A personal touch was important, even crucial. It would be historically inaccurate and unrealistic to insist that Agranat was not aware of what it took to move the Israeli bureaucracy, or that he never (and here I do mean never) took advantage of his position. I would also say, based on Agranat’s modest lifestyle and natural sense of humility, that he probably pulled these strings less often than other persons in high positions.


Throughout my extensive research I have never come across a situation that made me doubt Agranat’s integrity. On the contrary, from everything I know, I can say with confidence that he was a man of high integrity. His claim that tennis was his hobby, or his request for a postponement for his babysitter cannot, in my mind, cast doubt on this statement. If one needs the ultimate proof of his impeccable ethics, one can find it in another story included in my book. I came across this particular story in an interview with him, and was later able to corroborate it through independent documentation. Public officials who are sent abroad are typically provided with a per diem allocation for expenses. When Agranat visited the United States in 1953, the Jewish Federation supplied him with this allocation. Being a modest man, he did not spend all of his stipend. He could have (as I am sure many, including judges and justices, have done) pocketed the sum or spent it on gifts and other purchases. In view of the fact that Israel was saddled with obsessive rationing, the funds could have certainly helped the Agranats who then had five children and were dependent on Agranat as the sole breadwinner. Agranat, however, insisted on returning the money left over to his hosts. When he was told that there was no procedural mechanism for such ‘repayment,’ he asked that the sum be used to purchase ink and law books for the Court. A letter confirming the arrival of these items is on file in the state archives.


One last comment: the apologetic quality of this discussion reveals the built-in difficulties of interviewing the subjects of a biography. Friends and family members, after they get used to the interviewer, develop the confidence or expectation that the final product will be a hagiography. Their love and admiration for the subject allow them to expect no less. The biographer, on the other hand, is torn between affection for the subject and loyalty to the academic enterprise and to the demands of professional judgment. These concerns cannot be reconciled. 

* * *

Two or three years into the project, when the research was not yet completed, I began to contemplate the final product. I knew that I had to start writing the chapters that I had already researched because I could not hope to retain so much information in my head for years. I therefore had to decide how to shape the book. I decided to divide it into two parts: one relatively short, presenting Agranat’s life until his appointment to the Supreme Court (coinciding with the establishment of the State); and a longer part devoted to his judicial decisions. As a legal scholar, I decided that the cases were the most important part of my research and needed to occupy the major part of the book. Deciding how to approach the cases also posed a very difficult problem. There were hundreds of cases, many of them quite important, and I could not hope to cover them all. In addition, the cases fell into very different categories of law: constitutional law, criminal law, contract law, and so forth. As a highly competent jurist, Agranat’s work was not restricted to any one area of the law. Furthermore, because of his role as one of the more capable of the Supreme Court justices, a large proportion of his opinions were path-breaking, landmark opinions. One possible approach, which I have seen in other biographies, was to write the book in keeping with the traditional legal categories and discuss, in turn, his contribution to each of the conventional legal fields. Another approach, more popular among biographers, is to proceed chrono- logically, and to discuss as many of the judge’s important opinions in any given year as possible. Neither of these options appealed to me. Placing myself in the straightjacket of the traditional legal categories and writing a chapter on family law and another on insurance law was too boring to contemplate. A variation on that approach, dividing the book thematically and discussing his contribution to such issues as the tension between religion and state, the Arab-Israeli conflict, or freedom of expression, also sounded too stiff and technical. In addition, such an approach would have confined me to only a handful of pages (at best) to each important case. That approach also seemed unpromising, as it would retain the encyclo- pedic tediousness and limit the opportunity to explore the most important aspect of a judicial biography – how a judge struggles with a particular case, how the law, the context, and the judge’s personality interact in forming a judicial opinion. I therefore found myself developing my own approach to biography writing. I chose to pursue a path that was decreed exceedingly audacious by some of my friends, but that eventually worked rather well. I did retain the chronological line, but focused on only a handful of cases, each presenting a central issue, and each representing the entire problematic of a particular theme. 


My aim was to capture both the horizontal and the vertical dimensions of Israeli existence, using the law and Agranat’s life as a prism. From the horizontal perspective, I wished to display the great Zionist saga, starting with the rise of Zionism, through the struggle for statehood, the establishment of the State and its court system, and the development of Israeli society through the Yom Kippur War in 1973. More important was the vertical perspective, the dimension of depth. My plan was to treat the few chosen cases as a laboratory sample, as acorns encompassing the problematics of a particular theme. This method allowed me, in any one case (whether Kol Ha’Am or the Eichmann case, to give just two examples) to capture the socio-political factors ripening into a trial, the complexity of the salient and concealed issues before the Court, the constraints within which Agranat had to make his decisions, the great tension between legal formalism as well as positivism on the one hand, and the more textured jurisprudence preferred by Agranat on the other hand, the particular way by which Agranat struggled with all of these and translated the complex web into the doctrinal language of the familiar judicial opinion. At the same time, this approach also allowed me to show Agranat the man, his interpersonal skills (with litigants, government officials, fellow Justices), his personal circumstances at the particular time, and the impact of each on his resolution of the issues. 


In the end, I think of the final product as a cubist portrait of Agranat and the Zionist century. Through the discussion of a few cases, the life history of the man and the history of the country are painted. Each feature or line contains what I thought to be the most fundamental aspects of Israeli existence. Represented in this portrait are the period of early statehood and the struggle for judicial independence (not as easy as some would like it to be remembered), the Arab-Israeli conflict, the tension between the needs to protect national security and the rule of law, the status of the Palestinian Arabs in a country committed to the democratic ideal of equality and to the quality of the polity as Jewish, the impact of the Holocaust, and the elusive meaning of Jewishness. Thus, for example, through the case of Yeredor, I try to present the rich complexity of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, whereas through the case of Shalit, I try to present the problematic of religion and state. Because this approach allowed me to excavate each opinion in depth, I could show how themes were interrelated, how the case of “Who is a Jew?” reflects the question of who is an Arab, and how the question of the political rights of Arabs is related to the memory of the Holocaust or to judicial independence. 


There is no doubt that I paid a price for my choices. One may get the impression that I focused on isolated cases and neglected the whole of the jurisprudence. I did take this problem into consideration. The fruit of my research appears in the extensive footnotes, which present each case against the background of other cases of the period, and discuss how they fit into the larger body of Agranat’s work. In this, I followed the example of Laura Kalman in her book, The Strange Career of Legal Liberalism.
 Her footnotes are in themselves small essays that introduce the reader to various issues related to American jurisprudence from the 1970s onwards, with elaborate bibliographic support. My book follows in her footsteps by providing the interested reader with a wealth of citations in support of my claims, while freeing the text to engage in the tempo of the drama. For example, one of my claims is that Agranat was much more daring and progressive in the 1950s than he was in the 1960s. The turning point, in my view, was 1964, when Agranat was elevated to the position of Chief Justice. I did not burden the text with proof of my claim that most decisions of the 1950s were progressive while most decisions of the 1960s were cautiously conservative, but listed all the cases decided by Agranat during these periods in the footnotes. The readers can decide for themselves.


My choice of cases involved not only inclusion, but also exclusion. I did not cover topics that I consider very important such as the Lavon affair, Agranat’s role as an administrator of the Court system, the issue of women and the issue of Mizrachi Jews, to name a few. One reason for excluding these issues was time and space: I was reluctant to devote more years to this project. Another was the realization that a large tome, or a two-volume biography would not be widely read; in this information age, no one would read a book that went on forever. Of course, there are exceptions – biographies of Churchill, Franklin Delano Roosevelt and Napoleon – but I could not fool myself into thinking that Agranat fell into this category. I was determined to write a book that would not exceed 350 pages. To achieve this, I had to cut and omit. There were additional reasons for this decision. For example, I was under the impression that a review of Agranat’s role as administrator would paint an awkward picture. Most interviewees tried to avoid questions about Agranat’s role as administrator, or were very cautiously critical. The issue of women and Mizrachi Jews was more challenging to me, as these are topics closer to my heart. Especially when it came to women, I could easily provide a feminist reading of some of Agranat’s work. After reflection and soul searching, I decided this would not suit the purpose of the biography. Agranat lived in an era where the division of labor along gender lines was crisp and clear. He never confronted the feminist movement that developed in Israel in the late 1970s. He was not a male chauvinist, and he understood the issue of gender-based discrimination, but did not consider it as important as freedom of expression. I decided that a feminist spin would not do him justice. 


I decided, however, not to refrain from interjecting myself into the biography. In this way, I acknowledged that biography writing involves the writer in a dialogue with the subject of the biography. Some may complain that this is overly subjective and betrays my prejudice. I believe that it is an appropriate technique that brings to the surface the fact that I am there, in the book, interpreting the materials to construct Agranat’s portrait. For example, I openly acknowledged the fact that I do not live in Israel. Every Israeli of my generation knows how painful such a confession is. In Zionist ideology, the yordim, those who left Israel and settled elsewhere, are considered traitors to the cause. But I thought that it was important for the reader to know this. Also, I do believe that without the distance gained by living abroad, I would not have been capable of developing the perspective that I came to present in the book or to understand the experience of immi- gration and integration into another society. At the end of the book, I also introduced my feelings about Agranat’s orthodox Jewish funeral. I was unhappy about the blatant exclusion of women from the final ritual. In hindsight, however, I am unsure about this choice. I came to understand that it added to the grief of the women in the Agranat family, for whom the funeral was a very personal and painful experience. Maybe it was wrong for me to permit the public voice to trespass into this sensitive domain.


Did I succeed in portraying Simon Agranat adequately? I certainly hope so. And yet, can anyone capture the life of another? Is there an essence out there waiting to be captured? Or would the mother, the daughter, the student, the colleague each present a different portrait, none of which would capture the whole person? This is the dilemma of all biographers, indeed of all historians. We continue writing biographies, and people keep reading them, despite the realization that there is no guarantee that an essential truth is actually presented. As I reflected on this issue, I came across a letter sent by the great British actor, Ralph Richardson, to his biographer, Garry O’Connor, following the publication of Richardson’s biography. In the letter Richardson tells how he failed to recognize himself in a photograph taken of himself at a photo shop. Making this analogy between a photograph and a biography, implying that both are interpretive and biased media, Richardson thanks the biographer, but is careful to state that this is the biographer’s, and not his own, portrait. The letter is entitled “Portrait Sitting”:

Sometimes a sitter does not recognize their own portrait. At the time when I was young, about 10, I failed to recognize a photograph that had been taken of me. My mother’s birthday was coming up. I chanced to see some mounted portraits in sepia in a photographer’s window in Brighton. A card said, “We can take you like this for three shillings and sixpence.” I thought, Mother might like one of me for her birthday. I know she is fond of me, perhaps it is because I look nice. I asked to be taken and paid a deposit of a shilling. A few days later I went back with the receipt and was handed an envelope; I took out the print. It looked to me to be the picture of a fat, pale-faced pig, looking nowhere, with a white collar round its neck. I said, “This is not me, you’ve made a mistake.”


“That is you, young man, and you owe me two shillings and sixpence.”


I took another look. “Yes, you’re quite right. I recognize the collar.” I paid up. I gave it to my mother. She thanked me very much. 


Now I would like to thank Garry very much and I would like to wish him the best of luck for all the work that he has done on his portrait.
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