
176  •  Azure

people could recur sometime in the future.” El-Baz subsequently denied

making the threat, seemingly of nuclear weapons, but it rings true.

The Israeli debate over Zionism also encourages the second school too,

the integrationists. It shows their success at implanting a non-Zionist way of

thinking into the Israeli body politic. The process of integration must be

fairly advanced when the head of the Labor Party justifies terrorism against

his country, saying he would do the same were he a Palestinian; when a lead-

ing retired general compares soldiers’ patches bearing the Star of David with

the Nazi swastika; when a television series commemorating Israel’s fiftieth

anniversary portrays the state as morally questionable; and when a whole

school of historians devotes itself to proving that Israel was born in sin.

Jewish uncertainty about the validity of the Zionist enterprise, then, en-

courages Israel’s enemies, both those who would destroy it violently, and

those who would take it over quietly. It is hard to imagine a more suicidal

course.

Daniel Pipes is editor of Middle East Quarterly and author of  Conspiracy: How
the Paranoid Style Flourishes and Where It Comes From (Free Press, 1997).

Yehoshua Porath

The ideas upon which Israel’s Declaration of Independence and the

 Law of Return were based were responsible for creating a situation

without parallel anywhere in the world. This reality reflected the uniqueness

of the Zionist movement, whose particular ends distinguished it from

the various other movements then struggling for liberation and national

fulfillment.
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The purpose of Zionism was to bring about a normalization of the Jew-

ish people, by enabling this people to return to its historic homeland (over

the objections of the local Arab population who had, during the Jews’ ab-

sence, made it their home), and to renew its national Hebrew culture. Even

so, Zionism also identified with the family of enlightened and liberal na-

tional movements, which did not justify all means to achieve their national

ends, and did not ignore the aspirations of other, at times rival, national

movements. Zionism vacillated uneasily between these two poles, attempt-

ing to maintain a sort of golden mean between the methods used in the

Jewish people’s national struggle and the fact that the Land of Israel, the

object of Zionism’s national longings, was home also to a competitor

people, who bore a national bond to the same territory, whether as its dis-

tinct homeland or as part of a single, greater Arab homeland.

The Declaration of Independence, as well as the legislative groundwork

which the Knesset laid in Israel’s early years, was an expression of this golden

mean. On the one hand was the pronounced desire to enable the Jewish

people to return to its land, to deepen the ties between the state and the

various institutions of the Zionist movement, and to put a Jewish counte-

nance on the nation’s symbols and holidays. On the other hand was the at-

tempt to maintain a liberal form of government—including a debate on its

defining traits—in everything which related to the political and legal rights

of its non-Jewish citizens.

In this way, the state progressively realized the Zionist vision, in the exact

sense of the term. The surviving Jews in Eastern and Central Europe immi-

grated to Israel (or to other countries, as they chose), as did the lion’s share of

the sizeable Jewish communities in Arab lands. With the collapse of the Com-

munist regime in the Soviet Union and the opening of its gates, most Jews

who wished to leave there have by now done so, or are in the process. While

many of them have come to Israel, others have sought more prosperous homes

elsewhere. Today, no significant Jewish communities remain in countries that

prevent their Jewish (or other) citizens from emigrating. Today, nearly any

Jew who lives in a country other than Israel does so by choice.
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On the other hand, Zionism has clearly failed, and rather miserably, in

its mission to create a true Zionist consciousness among Jews living in coun-

tries with a liberal form of government, at least as expressed in their personal

decision to make Aliya. The Jews of the liberal West, even those who sup-

ported the struggle for the right to immigrate to the Land of Israel and

establish an independent national state there, did so primarily on behalf of

Jews living in non-liberal countries, whose governments and populations

treated their Jewish minorities with some degree of hostility.

Moreover, the Jews in Western European liberal countries did not, for

the most part, even maintain a separate collective existence. The majority

assimilated. These communities’ continued existence was made possible

primarily by new waves of immigrants who streamed into these countries

from Eastern Europe. In Great Britain, France and those Scandinavian

countries whose Jewish communities were largely untouched, or only partly

destroyed, in the Holocaust, one would be hard pressed today to find de-

scendants of the Jews who won emancipation at the beginning of the nine-

teenth century, because nearly all of them assimilated. Those living there

today who maintain their Jewish identity are first-, second- or third-genera-

tion immigrants from Eastern Europe or North Africa.

Things are different in the United States, where the European notions

of national homogeneity found other forms of expression than those of the

European nation-state. As a nation of immigrants, America made greater

allowances for preserving secondary ethnic identities, alongside the primary

American national identity. Even here, however, the sense of American

identity and partnership became the principal component of the Jewish

community’s collective identity.

And so, the world’s Jews have increasingly become divided into two

main communities: Jewish Israelis, on the one hand, and the American,

French and British communities, on the other, which are home to Jews with

varying degrees of consciousness of their Jewish identity. The Israelis are

engaged in a struggle to preserve their state, develop their Hebrew culture

and form a distinct Israeli national identity. The Jewish communities in
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Western countries are not partners in this struggle. They do not share the

burden of preserving the physical existence of the State of Israel, they do not

fight in its wars, and its military cemeteries are for them tourist sites at best.

The new Hebrew culture is completely foreign to them. Nowhere in the

world, other than in Israel, is Hebrew cultural activity conducted, or is

Hebrew the all-encompassing, everyday language of its citizens. For the past

half-century, the Hebrew language and culture have been the central factors

dividing Israel from the Jews living beyond its borders.

This divide is reaffirmed, every day and every hour, by the free choice of

diaspora Jews. These Jews resolve to serve their countries of residence loy-

ally, as good citizens should, and are even willing to represent their countries

in dealing with the State of Israel. Americans such as Henry Kissinger, Den-

nis Ross, Dov Zakheim and Martin Indyk, and Britons such as Malcolm

Rifkind, do not share the Israeli national experience. Dov Zakheim may

faithfully observe the commandments, but he is not an Israeli. The State of

Israel belongs to us, to Hebrew-speaking Israelis, and only to us.

The last fifty years were a transitional period for Jews in their various

countries, offering them an excellent opportunity to decide, and to realize

their decision. The majority chose to decline the Zionist option. Undoubt-

edly, the divide between them and Israelis will continue to grow, as did the

divide between the British who remained in Great Britain and their breth-

ren who founded the United States, Canada, Australia and New Zealand, or

the divide between the Irish who remained in Ireland and the vast number

who immigrated to the United States.

The State of Israel must come to terms with this new reality—that Israel

is the state of the Israeli-Hebrew nation. No longer is there any room for a

Law of Return or for special legal status granted to international Jewish orga-

nizations. Israel should no longer be perceived as the “state of the Jewish

people.” Jews who choose to live in the United States or France and take part

in those countries’ national experience and destiny cannot simultaneously be

preferred stockholders or enjoy political rights in the State of Israel. Israel

must reinforce the foundations of its liberal government and adopt a policy of
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total equality with regard to the rights and obligations of all its citizens. The

burden of military service must fall upon all, the educational system must be

uniform and not split according to religious distinctions or linguistic criteria,

and Hebrew must be the official language and the language of Israel’s homo-

geneous educational system. Put another way, Israel must adopt the French

Republic’s policy during the period between the debacle of 1870 and the First

World War, when by means of uniform, secular French education and uni-

versal military service, the different components of the French population

were welded into a cohesive and proud French nation.

Yehoshua Porath is professor emeritus of Middle East history at the Hebrew
University in Jerusalem.

David Pryce-Jones

The creation of the State of Israel always seemed to me a moving act of

historic reparation. I first went there in 1962, to write a book about

it. It was almost impossible, I found, to generalize. The best that a writer

could do was to tell some stories. Those who had built and shaped the coun-

try had in common only that they were Jews and victims of circumstance.

It was the time of the Eichmann trial, some of which I attended. One

day I was on a bus, and the proceedings were being broadcast over the radio.

Everyone suddenly burst into tears. It occurred to me that these people

might all have preferred to undo the entire experience of their lives, and go

back to whatever had been at the beginning. In spite of appearances, at a

profound level Israel remains a fragile society.


