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Blueprint for book review
The book is divided into two parts.  Part I describes the author’s personal life and coming of age experiences as a person who is Jewish.  Part II describes the author’s research and reflections about interviews with holocaust survivors.   While the book itself is divided into two parts, the author proposes that the book unfolds around three specific chapters (located in part II) which are:  “Bearing Witness:  Reflections on Interviewing Jewish Holocaust Survivors, The Phenomenology of Surviving: Toward a Sociology of the Holocaust, and In the Name of the House of Orange:  A Life Hisory of Leesha Rose during the Holocaust.” Each of these chapters has a reflections chapter attached to it.  Since this is the case, in each section, I will discuss Part I, and then the three different sections of Part II and I explicitly note which sections that I am referring to.
Research Purpose and Questions
According to the author, the purpose of this book was twofold.  First, the author attempts to present data that she has collected about holocaust survivors during which she highlights her “efforts to represent fieldwork [she] conducted with Jewish Holocaust survivors during 1983 and 1984.” Second, the author “tells a story about [her] confrontations with meanings of the Holocaust in [her] own life and for [her] generation,” (Linden, 1993, p.2-3).  
Theoretical (conceptual) framework: 
The author is not explicit with the framework and she author appears to align herself with several different frameworks throughout the text.  While the title of the book suggests that the book may be written in a feminist theoretical framework it seems to meet the conditions set by Creswell (1998, p. 79) to meet the guidelines of a postmodern framework.  These conditions include; the importance of marginalized peoples (Holocaust survivors), the need to “’deconstruct’ texts in terms of both reading and writing, examining and bring to the surface concealed hierarchies as well as dominations, oppositions, inconsistencies, and contradictions” (Creswell, 1998, p.79).  These ideals are shown throughout the first section of the book during which the tries to make sense of her identity as a Jewish person and as a feminist.  The author appears to align herself with phenomenology during which she wanted to examine the essence of survival in the concentration camps or specifically “what circumstances enabled survival” (Linden, 1993, p. 5).  During the final part of the book, Linden appears to be more aligned with the interpretivist framework as she sought to, “focus on understanding the life of just one other person,” (Linden, 1993, p.5) which is in line with the definition suggested by Crotty (1998, p.67), “the interpretivist approach looks for culturally derived and historically situated interpretations of the social world.”  
Data Collection methods and sampling procedures

The author self-describes her method as “adapt[ing] phenomenological and hermeneutical approaches that emphasize critical self-reflection and reflexivity,” (Linden, 1993, p.10).  However, she specifically situates herself around the ethnography or post-modern ethnography throughout the book as a methodology (Linden, 1993, prologue, chapter 1).  In part I, the author used a narrative method, describing segments of her own life history as method to collect (describe) data.  In the part II, “Bearing Witness” section, the author examined interviews of holocaust survivors, collected by collaborator, Lani Silver, at the World Gathering of Jewish Holocaust Survivor and 230 interviews conducted, by Lani Silver, Ruth Linden and 20 others, at the American Gathering of Jewish Holocaust Survivors.  In the part II, “Phenomenology” section the author used the same set of interviews to examine interviews of a smaller, self-selected sample of survivors who were interviewed.  In the part II, “House of Orange,” section, the author combined a personal interview conducted by Lani Silver and a memoir written by Leesha Rose into a single narrative to develop “an extremely rich kind of ethnography,” (Linden, 1993, p. 5).
Data analysis methods

The author used inductive methods in order to analyze the data in Part I.  The main themes in Assimilation as a 20th Century Jew, Reflections on Sheer Happenings (in her life that reflect her Jewish heritage), My Grandmother’s Samovar (her grandmother’s accidental remembering of the holocaust), “We Don’t Believe in ‘Organized Religion’” (the author’s family’s decision not to observe Jewish tradition), Coming of Age as a Feminist” (the author’s first experiences as a feminist in college), and Reinventing Ethnicity (the author’s first experiences as she begins to observe Jewish tradition on her own).   Rigor was shown by the author “encouraging [her] key informants to respond to [her] writing,” and when they disagree with her representation of them she includes their statements or revised hers (Linden, 1993, p. xv).  The authors also asked collaborators and collegues to examine drafts for correctness and accuracy, (Linden, 1993, p. 112).
I will discuss the main sections that the author denotes in Part II.  In part two, the author presents data in one chapter and the chapter is followed by a reflection of the chapter and the reflection contains the authors analysis of the preceding chapter. The first theme is “Bearing Witness” in which the author examines the data presented by Lani Silver in a Reflection section.  In the part II, “Phenomenology” section the authors states that the analysis is “informed by symbolic interaction and grounded theory,” (Linden, 1993, p.90).  Symbolic interaction as a methodology directs the investigator to take the standpoint of those studied, (Crotty, 1998, p. 75)
. In the part II, “House of Orange” section, the author similarly examines data presented by Lani Silver and Leesha Rose in a Reflection section.
Findings/Conclusions


The author insinuates many findings and conclusions throughout the text. In her “Bearing Witness” reflection, the authors suggested that interviewing individuals in a group (such as those at The Gatherings) may yield different responses than those conducting in on an individualized basis (Linden, 1993, p. 83).  In the “Phenomenology” section, the authors found that sometimes it is important to identify the individual so that they feel as if their story is being told and that the world in being made aware of their struggles, (p. 110).  In the, “House of Orange” section, the author concludes that “life histories represents moments..when people remember and reinterpret themselves…because remembering is an active, self-fashioning process, the context in which stories are recounted is as significant for their overall interpretation as any single detail revealed in unfolding narrative,” (Linden, 1993, p. 139) indicating that the context of the interview and the memory is as important as the memory itself.  While the authors appeared to have examined individual cases, the findings and conclusions in the epilogue are far from that. According to the author there are several conclusions that can be drawn from the holocaust.  The first is that “genocide is ineffable,” but she advised that the world must strive to describe and comprehend it for the safety of present and future generations.  She suggested that providing numbers and statistics makes it too easy to “sanitize the slaughter, perpetuating the illusion that genocide is fathomable,” (Linden, 1993, p. 148). The author also concluded that destruction of one part of our society will eventually affect the other parts, because we are all a part of one entity or being and that in essence, when we destroy one part, we are also destroying ourselves.  The author further suggested that society ecologically examine the affect of he holocaust on society.  She postured the, rather good, question of 

“What are the remaining traces of acts that occurred a half-century agao:  crematoria expelling oily, dark smoke, burning twenty-four hours a day, day in and day out for months at a time; thousands of pounds of human ash dumped into lakes and rivers; millions of decomposing bodies hastily buried in mass graves?”
Suggesting that the acts of the holocaust may still be affecting us today on many different levels.

Personal Reactions

Initially, I did not understand how Part I of the book interacted or meshed with Part II.  It seemed as if the novel entails two different themes:  the author as a Jewish person and the author’s representation of holocaust survivors.  Perhaps Part I is the author’s way of showing how she aligned herself with her Jewish culture and tradition before she could even begin the undertaking and grounding herself in the themes of Part II.  Part I is probably a very thorough depiction of her early life since it is written autobiographically; however, I am moved by a statement that the author herself made: Memories are tricky.  They come and go according to their own rhythms and reasons, like waves on the ocean, revealing themselves in mysterious, unpatterned ways. (Linden, 1993, ix).  While she made this statement about the interviews conducted with the survivors, I wonder how she feels about her depiction of her own memories. 
In the “Bearing Witness” section, I found interesting, her statement that she wanted to displace the idea that  personal interviews are “passive encounters devoid of strategic maneuvering and power struggles,” (p. 83). This description of the political aspect of interviewing participants from such a sensitive background helped me to have a picture about how some of the information that we as a society may be skewed to get only the information that the interviewer wants or wants to highlight.
I felt as if I could really feel and understand the experience in the “Phenomenology” section.  While I know that the author felt insecure with the “blurry boundaries” that she felt about her role as an interviewer-observer, because of her struggle to “sort out her identity as a Jew,” (Linden, 1993, p. 103), I thought that the section was well-written due to its extensive use of direct quotes and information from actual survivors.  If this is the case the author is straying very far from the data collection method of participant observation suggested by (Crotty, 1998, p. 4).  In the “Phenomenology” section, the author also asserts that while she is using a grounded theory methodology, she is not researching other theories which, as suggested by Dey (1999), are an integral component in grounded theory.  The author seemed to reach the interpretive outcomes suggested by Peshkin (1993) of clarifying complexity of the survival experience and providing insight about how to survive.  The author also expressed concernt that the selected group was “not representative of Holocaust survivors as a group be/c unknown number have died and self-selected population of people,” (Linden, 1993, p.89), but I do not see this as a concern because it seems that this should be the idea of conducting a qualitative inquiry and should be at the discretion of the interviewer to write the story since the interviewees are entrusting and authorizing the author to represent them” (Linden, 1993, p. 71), we as readers should trust this.
My main concern with the “House of Orange” section is that the author did not personally conduct the interview and expresses her own concern with this (Linden, 1993, p. 138).  She also expresses her concern with the difficulties attached to “the interpretive consequences of merging an oral and a written text into a single narrative” (p. 138).  I felt as if this chapter was so descriptive that I was right there with Leesha and when I read, in the “Reflections” section, I felt a little deceived and wondered if the authors depiction was authentic or was it a picture that she has developed through her own readings and hearing of the interview.  I believe that throughout the book, the author was very explicit about her subjectivities and she acknowledges what she feels as her own shortcomings, but I believe that her most potent statement, which is one that we have discussed in class, is:  “Who am I to be recording accounts of the most unspeakable and unspoken atrocities of human history? (Linden, 1993, p. 61).  I believe that in the end, the statement ties together Part I and Part II.  Linden is a Jewish person that through assimilation practices of the 20th Century has lost track of her heritage.  Through Part II, she seems to be trying to represent her, what she considers, lost heritage and lost stories of the holocaust. It seems that by revealing the stories the survivors she may be able to reveal the heritage that she feels that she has lost.
cisha this is brilliant. I am so impressed! welcome to qualitative hall( 
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�this seems to be abrupt. what is the connection?


you can probably do away with this sentence.





