I.AIO*‘R ACTIOH

By ‘HAL -DRAPER

One of the few things about whlch the Zion-
. tist mrovement in dll‘its sections is préfty -unani-
mously agreed -is that the whole movement is
“foday racked from top to bottom by a violent
- organizafional and ideological crisis. The second
- point,sunder this, is that the crisis stems from
the existence of the state of Israel itself.

“Note: it stems from the fact that Israel ex-
“ists, not from any special difficulties of that
. -state. There is also, to be sure, a much-discussed
© sierisis in-Israel itself ; but this does not contribute
“to the crisis of the Zionist movement—if any-
‘thing, it mitigates its force. The crisis of Zionism

is due to that which it hails as its historic suc-
cess.

This is all very well recognized:

“Now the state is established . . . and the Zionist
-organizations are! left minus members and without a
mass-movement ideology. There has been a great search-
ing for redefinition but so far no new definition has

set up within Zionism by these three sources of
crisis. _

It could not and did not resolve the crisis;
it had not really been expected to do so by any-
one. But through the struggles at the Congress,
as in the discussion which preceded it, the triple
crisis of Zionism.is quite clear.

. T - .’
The Political Antagonism
“Ziowism has olready achieved a remarkable
result—something hitherto deemed impossible.-
I refer to the close union of the most modern
with the most conservative elements of Jewry.”

—Theodor Hewrzl, at the first World Zionist Con-
gress ut Basle, 1897.

That was more or less true (and incidentally
an index to the character of Zionism) up to the
creation of the state. The union is now strained
more and more. .

- We take it up first not because it is most im-

risis of Zioni
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ence from U. S. Zionists in political matters and
“nothing pleased Washington more’’—hence the
drift of State Department policy away from Is-
rael. He did not make explicit the inference that
Ben-Gurion should tolerate interference from
his American Zionist antagonists in the country’s
political affairs, or else.

On the other hand, Ben-Gurion’s denuncia-
tions of the ZOA leaders had been even more
slashing. At the congress Browdy had to stand
up to rebut the former’s statement labeling the
ZOA “enemies of labor” and an outfit of labor-
baiters. (He might have been more convincing
if it had not been true, for one thing, that at the
ZOA convention one of the chief speakers had
waxed-enthusiastic in praising the Israeli Gen-
eral-Zionists for supporting the right not to join
a trade union.)

BEN-GURION POURS IT ON

In a speech prior to the world congress on

Sap!ember 17, 1951

And

he would have to settie down as an Israeli citi-
Zen.

Browdy, at the congress, resorted to more
weasely formulas: “We have no desire to inter-
fere in the internal affairs of Israel,” he said
piously, “but we have every desire to make sure
its foundations are firm and will resist.the rav-
ages of time.” And later: “We are prepared to
work unconditionally, but not at the expense of
our self-respect.”

WAVING THE DOLLAR

The Americans had two weapons with which
to enforce their demand against the position of
the Israelis: their influence in the world Zionist
organization—and the almighty dollar. And it
can be argued that these two are one. Everyone
knew, as the report to the congress later stated,
that American Jews had given 75 per cent of
all moneys received by Keren Hayesod, the De-
velopment Fund, in the last 5 years.

.. The Americans were not too bashful about

waving the dollar in a threatening pose. Silver

Let not those that come cling to the return ticket as to
a lifeboat in a storm: and let them embrace our civiliza-
tion without a mental reservation about the size of the
British Commonwealth of Nations or the United States
of America.”

As for the other delegatmns, it is likewise nat hard
to feel their reaction before the dollar-power of the
Americans and the governmental power of the Israelis.
Prior to the Congress, the London Zionist REeview had
editorialized:

“It is necessary for them [the British delegates] to
oppose the idea that the two important centers of world
Jewry are America and Israel. . ..” And the president
of the British Zionist Federation, speaking at the con-
eress, “expressed fears that Zionists in Europe would

-be caught in a struggle between the ‘power blocs’ of

Israeli and U. 8. Zionism.” (JTA, Aug. 17.)
VOICE OF AMERICA

Before the dollar-waving of the Americans, the Israelis
reacted not as Zionists but in the first place as Israelis.
We are not criticizing them for this. On the contrary, it
would have taken miserable men—not men who felt they
were building a country—+to listen without bitterness to

one of the American Zionist leaders who actually got up-

and said:
“You don't know America. It is too big for you to

loving Israel; we are like good Irish-Awmerican citizemg
who love the oéd sod too; a man can have many loyaltiegs:.
to family, party, religious group, country, etc. and they
aie not contradictory . . . and so on. This is a perfectly
consistent attitude for a non-Zionist “friend of Israel.”
Within the framework of the full, undiluted Zionisp
ideology (which we shall seé even more clearly in Seo.
tion III) it is not so easy. It may be hard for American
Zionists to understand this since the undiluted article .
is pretty rare in these States.

It was easier for the European Zionist (Labor-Zionist)
leader, Jacob Yefroikin, editor of the Paris Kiyum. In the
article which we shall quote he is talking what undoubtedly
seems another language to most American Zionists. Bu#
the Americans, at Jerusalem, found most of the others
thinking on the same basis, even though the question of
double loyalty -is the last question they would dream of
bringing up. If Yefroikin is extreme, it is because he is
following !he-he?ri of Zionism to its logical ends.

A ZIONIST LEADER'S VIEW

“President Truman at the beginning of 1948; in hie
message to the convention of the American Council for
Judaism, said: ‘Jews must in their own interests and-as
loyal citizens, think and act exclusively as Americans.’
And if this hint was not sufficiently obvious, it found a
clearer definition in a speech at the same gathering by
Carol Binder: ‘If, he said, ‘the struggle for a Jewish

emerged.”—E. Katz, president of the Intercollegiate i . : August 8, Ben-Gurion had cuitingly denounce i : 3 utomats which  urderstand. You have fantastic ideas about the United state . . . would eventually have to cost the democratic.

. Zionist Federation, it the Siudent Zionist, Feb. portant but because it is easiest to see. Mainly, ﬂlegZOAE; peolulbinifabusly fgﬂ‘v. o 1 Ill.lli'ed bl‘o'ﬁdly. .Ie:s are _noi : e n  States. . . . We demand respect from the Zionist move- countries the oil of the Middle East, the Jews of the

- “Pa P . . at the present gtagé it is a complication which oo e Y. * " SR ImOvemen release coins upon the pressing of a button. . . . ment, Without the Zionist Organization of America, Israel United States would have to pay dearly for it’ . . .
Perhaps the chief impression [at the convention of p » o live in deceit. . . . The nation must know that the -

. -the Zionist Organization of America] was one of crisis
+and also how to explain this crisis. The ZOA now claims
a membership of about 164,000. This is a significant drop
_-~from the ‘quarter rmllmn members’ which were' cited only
-about a year ago. —Jewish Frontier, July.

R mtellectual crisis which cuts across -parties,

‘but dw:des Zionists in Israel from Zionists elsewhere.
*Spokesmen for the divergent viewpoints aré trying hard
"~ 1o meet ‘the crisis with the dignity and forbearance be-
- 'coming to a dilemma s0 deep and so wounding. . . . Zion-
dem reached its zenith in the creation of the state. But

because of this, Zionism outside Israel has touched its
- ~nadir”—Lead article in the Jerusalem Post, Aug. 17.

“The rise of the Jewish state brought them [Zionists]

. a tremendous feeling of elation and triumph, while it
-, ‘also administered a severe jolt to their movement. . . . It
- ‘is doubtful whether all our friends in Israel realize to
" 'the present day the extent and nature of this erisis. . . .
“ ‘Buddenly and at one stroke, ‘the Zionist Organization
“was: shorn of ‘its political prerogatives and much of its.

authority. . . . Zionists were not only dejected, but con-

‘fused, ‘having no clear idea where and how they fitted-

sinto the new picture. , . . The Zionist prognosis , . .
sdoetrine . . . ideal had triumphed . . . [Yet] In point of
fact its position has tended to deteriorate., . . . This
«proud position [is] now threatened with collapse.”—
Emanuel Neumann, in the Zionist Quarterly (ZOA),
“Summer.

' “"FHE THREE ROOTS &

The ‘roots of the Zionist crisis which stems
from the setting up of the state of Israel are
three. They are quite distinct and with indepen-
dent effects, though not equally important or
fundamental, not equally recognized consciously
by the Zionists themselves, and certainly confus-
ingly interlocked in the discussions and s'l'rquies
within that movement.

(1) The one which the Zionists refer to as
. “the ideological question” is simply: “What is

_Zionism now, anyway?” and “What is a Zionist
“today?”’ What makes it an ideological crisis is
that the answer lies not in providing a definition
‘but in providing a reason for continued existence
for the Zionist movement as such, now that Zion
dtself - exists.

(2) With Israel there was born Israel nation-
alism as distinet from Jewish nationalism. It has
. made itself felf in a short space of time, not least

“within the Zionist movement. Within Israel, of
-course, there is no conflict between the two sim-
‘ply Beeause the two are identified. For the Zion-
; ;ists*outside, they cannot be. The national antag-
‘onisms within the Zionist movement are more
than visible to the naked eye.

(3) The Zionist movement has always been
“divided into political parties—“General” Zionist
(beurgeois conservative), Labor Zionist (social-
istic, -further subdivided into" reformist and
awould-be Marxist), Revisionist (chauvinist to
faseist)., Rehglous Stalinoid, ete.-As can be seen,
“its spectrum is that of a state. The struggles

- =were-often fierce enough before there was any

state power to be the object of the struggle. Now

* . «iHere-is. The political antagonisms outside Israel

ow take on flesh and blood in terms of classes

in-Israel and their conflict for control of the. gov®

emment, and tend to become as irreconcilable
- as the class struggle itself.

'I'llo ‘World Zionist Blmgus; which’ ‘was ‘con-

serves to embitter and sharpen the crisis.

The power struggle in the movement is large-
ly between the Israeli and American Zionist
leaders, but it is not, of course, accidental that
the most influential leaders and spokesmen of
the Americans (Abba Hillel Silver, Emanuel
Neumann, Benjamin Browdy, etc.) and the main
organization, the Zionist Organization of Amer-
ica (ZOA), are General-Zionist in politics. Their
co-thinkers are the men of Israel’s leading bour-
geois party, the main opposition to Ben-Gurion’s
Labor Party (Mapai).

THE PRIZE IS STATE POWER

For both: sides this is not simply -a matter of

 political ‘theory, to be shelved by them in their
‘capacity as Zionisks. As we said, state:power is

at stake. For the Americans, of course, it cannot
directly be their state power, but it is state

-power in "their" Zion. Not less than their ‘non-

Jewish tlass-counterparts in this country, they
are mortally antagonistic to socialism, which
they see in Mapai's controlled economy, labor
base and program. For them the Israeli General
Zionists' program {unreconstructed capitalism)
is not only the American Way but also ordained.
They cannot take lightly the fact that the state
which they fathered and financed and ‘which is
the incarnation of their dream is in the hands of
men who -stand- for anti-capitalism.

. The ZOA, for the first time in its history, at
its convention earlier this year, voted overwhelm-
ingly to identify itself formally with the Israeli
General-Zionist party. It meant throwing down
a gage. At the ZOA convention, as well -as in
Jerusalem, Silver went out of his way to take a
crack at socialism. Part of the struggle at the
world congress turned on “how much of a say
in the development of Israel the Zionist move-
ment outside the country should be entitled to
in return for its economic aid,” as the N. Y.

" Times reported (Aug. 26), and by “the Zionist

mevement” it is the American bourgeois Zion-
ists who are meant in the first place.

'THEY AREN'T -NAIVE

“Translated into practical terms,” continues the dis-
pateh, “this, of course, means a measure of authonty
over immigration, the rate and sources of economic de-
velgpment, and inevitably Ben-Gurion’s people believe

‘this"would have a political effect as well.”

Naturally! And when the Israeli General-
Zionists’ allies from America yell that they want
more determining power in fields which vitally
affect Israeli economic policy, they can hardly
be considered to be entirely naive. “The under-
lying issue. .. is whether the world Zionist move-
ment shall influence life in Israel or whether it
should be a welfare organization,” explained the
Jerusalem- Post (Aug. 14)—and what happens
when the would-be influencers of life in Israel
are enemies of the governing party ... ?

The bitterest ‘words in connection with the
otherwise carefully restrained world- congress
flowed frem this antagonism. Rabbi ‘Silver
started the'wery day before the congress opened

- with :an‘open ‘accusation at -a press. conference

Zionist Organization of America has ceased to
be a Zionist organization,” and pretty clearly re-
ferred to them scornfully as a bunch of "mer-
chants, lawyers and rabbis.”

Perhaps the most heated moment on the open
floor of the congress came when, after Rabbi
Silver had been given time to speak his piece,
Mrs. Golda Meyerson rose to answer him for
Ben-Gurion, before a hall packed to see the
sparks fly. Among other things she “demanded
to know what Zionist leaders in America had
done to refute the libels that the Israeli govern-
ment was preventing private capltal and foreign
investors from participating in Israel’s upbuild-
ing. She asked whether some of these same

leaders had not helped fan ‘the fires of allega-

tion.”” (Jewish Telegraphic Agency, Aug. 20.)
The pohtxcal struggle within Israel itself was
being echoed.

It is, of course, not necessary to charge the
gentlemen from the ZOA with the deliberate
intent to substitute their own influence as for-
eign Zionists for the failure of the Israeli Gen-
eral-Zionists to do better in the last elections.
The capacity of men to believe “sincerely™ that
they'are acting not as “partisans” but only in the

best interests of humanity is virtually infinites:

But it is this which gave part of its heat to the
congress issue of “special status” for the Zionist
movement.

THE "SPECIAL STATUS" ISSUE

The Americans came to Jerusalem with the
No. 1 demand that the world Zionist organiza-
tion, rather than the Israeli government and its
agencies, be given a monopoly on the activities
of Jewry all over the world on behalf of Israel.
As Silver said, demanding a “charter” for the
Zionist organizations:

“What we mean by ‘charter’ is not just affording the

[Zionist] Jewish Agency diplomatic status in Tel Aviv.

. Wé want the Zionist movement to be recovmxed as
rhe channel for all important activities of Jews on behalf
of the state of Israel,” ~

They talked in terms of a “‘semi-governmen-
tal” status for the Zionist exeeutive, The Israelis
had more than good ground to suspect that what
the Americans were demanding would mean in
practice their assumption of a good measure of
control and influence in Israel’s foreign eco-
nomic activities and consequently a long finger
in all of Israel’s affairs. ;

Under the circumstances this was more than
a modest demand. Ben-Gurion rejected it,
counterposing (perhaps only tactically) the de-

"mand that the Americans first recognize their

obligation to aid Israel unconditionally regard-
less of their hostility to the polltlcal composition
of its government.

Silver-especially was quite c!ear on what ‘he
was demanding: "We do want, -however, -a say
on how the money [raised for Israell is spent.
No taxation without representation. we say.”

‘There were the Americans, with the slogan of

1775 demagogically on their lips, domdiug con-

F

And in his speech to the congress he "warned,
however, that should Jews overseas begin to
feel that Israel flouts them completely, 'they.
might cease to help you and there will be noth-
ing you can do about it." " (JTA, Aug. 20.)

At the World General Zionist caucus in Jerusalem
just before the congress, the Americans threatened to
make sure that the Jews would not act as “automats”:

“The greatest impression was made by the speech of
the chairman of the ZOA Executive Committee, Mortimer
May, who said that the time had come to explain to
American Jewry the internal problems of Israel. ‘For a
long time,” said Mr. May, ‘I was of the opinion that not
everything about Israel should be told in the U. 8., since
I felt that it might harm the Zionist movement. But we
must now change our way of thinking.” (ZINS, the ZOA
hews service,) -

Naturally, extreme threats by both sides must be

" taken with a grain of salt, since the American Zionists

need their relation with Israel (otherwise how exist as
Zionists at all?) as much as the Israelis need the former’s
dollars. But the threats were there, including May’s jto
bring the Israeli election campaign home to New York.
Everycne knew a compromise would be reached, as it
was;-it was a question of who got how much, and how
the vague terms of the compromise would wolk out in
the period ahead. -

But it is too &asy to see the conflict at the Jerusalem
congress in terms of this political antagonism alone or
primarily. That would be quite inaccurate. This element
of erisis is here to stay, but it is not accidental that we
liave largely had to speak (as the congress did) in terms
of the “Americans” and the “Israelis.”

|
The Nationalist Antagonism

“The Zicnist axis is no longer, and has not
been for 20 years, Tel Aviv-Odessa, but Jerusa-
lem-New York.'—Jerusalem Post, Aug. 14.

The: axis has developed antagonistic national poles.

For one 'thing, the American Zionist leaders came %o
Jerusalem with roughly the same spirit and with the
same psychology as the American delegation at the San
Francisco conference on the Japanese treaty: as the
world’s aristocrats, with wealth and power behind them,
and little inclined to play second fiddle to the leaders of
a piddling little country. That little country is dear to
them, of course, because it is Zion, but it is dear to
them as their Zion, not as a sovereign state with leaders
of its own.

On the other hand, the development of Israeli national-
ism (as distinct from Jewish nationalism, remember) and
its effect on the chbracter of Zionism in Israel would
deserve a special chapter in a book on contemporary
Zionism. "It .is from here. [israel]l that the principles of
Zionism shall go forth,” proclaimed Ben-Gurion a week
before the congress.

In discussing the ‘‘special status” issue in terms of
the political antagonisms, we had to be one-sided tem-
porarily. Actually, the national sovereignty of Israel is
also involved, and while the Americans could think of
this concept only hazily, it meant a great deal more to
the-Israelis, and not-Ben:Gurion’s Israelis alone.

It was not just a matter of the Americans’ “special
status” demand versus national ‘sovereignty as an ab--
_straction. It is not hard to feel the reaction of an Israeli

to the rich foreign tycoons, too many of whom apparently

_made manifest their scorn for “our alleged contempt for

what a few among our guests consider to be elementary
comforts of civilized life (e.z.,
bath),” as a Jerusalem Post article delicately put it.

‘The same paper editorialized .during the congress
about such people who come-not as  pioneer emigrants
but_as “alien experts with their talents for hire’ and it
‘I.lrged that their contribution “be on this country’s- hard
terms without setting up two standards, one for those

hotel rooms with private

will suffer.” (Joseph Tenenbaum.)

The interests of Israel as a nation versus the inter-
ests of the Zionist movement could not have been more
clearly counterposed than in the spectacle during Ben-
Gurion’s tour of this country earlier this year. The
head of the Zionist state, the symbol of Zionism’s great
“vietory,” was here—and mo reference to Zionism ever
passed his lips at any of his meetings. More than that:
he cut the whole American Zionist movement dead-cold.

He spoke at numerous meetings,’ but even the ZOA
failed to secure his presence at their big. “Salute to
Israel” rally, where more than 19,000 waited for him.
The president of the ZOA was not among the notables
invited to sit on the.platform during Ben-Gurion’s Madi-
son Square Garden bond rally. Zionism was never even
mentioned in all the speeches and tableaus about the
struggle for Israel’s statehood. (He addressed not a
single Zionist group until just before catching the boat—
and then it was a semi-private meeting which we will
discuss under Section III.)

WOOING THE NON:ZIONISTS:

This_is not to be explained by the political antagon-
ism with the pro-General-Zionists of the ZOA; it is too
extreme. Besides, he paid no more attention to his own
Labor Zionists. And there is another very clear explana-
tion for it, which the American Zionists understand only
too well.

It is clear that Ben-Gurion looks on the Zionist move-
ment as an obstacle to mobilizing the fullest aid to Isvael
from abroad, more than as an aid.

For now virtually the whole Jewish community, non-
Zionists and anti-Zionists as well as traditional Zionists,
are for aid to Israel. While Zionism wuas a dream, only the
Zionists could be depended on. Now it is a stafe, a reality,
and the old lines do not demarcate out the "friends of
Israel.™

The old Zionist movement is the old skin which has
to be cast off in the moulting. As a state, Israel looks
to and appeals to the Jewish community as such, and its
appeal can only suffer if it gets involved with the tra-
ditional antagonisms between Zionists and anti-Zionists
within the Jewish community. The Zionists, the Israelis
feel, cannot hold back from giving. It is the others who
are not to be offended,”who are to be wooed. (Hence the
Zionists® partly hollow threats, in reaction, to hold back
the dollars.) d

A “prominent _Israeii official” is quoted by the Times
cerrespondent in Jerusalem:

“Zionism has had a long and useful life and should
now be given a decent burial,” he said recently. “We
Israelis, who pay taxes, maintain an army, fertilize the
desert and bring in hundreds of thousands of new immi-
grants, cannot be expected to brook interference from
Diaspora [non-Israeli] Jews. . ..”

At the Jerusalem congress, Nahum Goldmann, pres-
ident of the congress, countered the demand for “special
status” with the argument, among other things, that to
give special status to the Zionists “would antagonize
the good friends of Israel who are non-Zionists.”

There is no doubt that the "special status demand was
opposed not only (though most sharply) by the -Mapai
Israelis for the reasons aliready explained, but by far
wider israeli circles whose motivations were not political-
partisan but nationalist. Why should aid to Israel (as far
as ‘the - Israelis are concerned) be farcibly channelized
through a privileged section of the Jewish community—

" just because of this section’s past services? Let it be-

given -a_decent burial, with a cheér.

But the Zionist leaders do not plan to be buried be-
cause their existence is inconvenient to the Israelis. Un-
fortunately for them, however, as we shall see, their

chief gravedigger is not Israeli nationalism but their own -

ideological bankiuptey.

There is another and quite different aspect of the
national question in Zionism which bedevils the diaspora
Zionists, especially the Americans, as a result of the
existence of the Jewish state.

It is the delicate question .of “double loyalty.” In
words .it ean be and has been resolved easily enough:

These words, veiled in Truman’s and open in Binder's
speeches, expressed not a passing mood; they are-valid
even now and their echo will be heard far and loud. . ..

“Even now in peacetime, before the storm has-broken
out, there are Jews, even so-called Zionists, who have
the sorry courage to justify morally the preference of
American patriotism above the Jewish if there should
ever come-to a clash between the two. States the editor
of the Reconstructionist in an open letter to Lessing
Rosenwald that, in a not-improbable case, if the state of
Israel should be involved in a war with the United States,
American Jews will act exactly in the same manner as if-
another country were at war with America and in ac-
cordance with their ‘exclusive loyalty’ would fight Israel
as Jews of one country always fought Jews of another
country, just as American Catholics would fight any -
Catholic eountry. (Reconstructionist, March 5.)

“There is a theory concocted by some Zionists, includ
ing Chaim Greenberg [American Labor Zionist theoreti-
cian], which says that we Jews are no exception to the
general rule. Non-Jews too have many loyalties and this
does not prevent them from being loyal citizens of their
countries.

“This is true. . To each social cell man gives only
a part of his loya]i.y Only a totalitarian state demands
the entire individual for itself. States which recognize a’
certain degree of individual freedom see nothing wrong
in the pluralistic loyalties of its citizens.

“All this is true, but our specific Jewish [that ‘is,
Zionist—H. D. problem is not exhausted nor answered
by this. For it 13 one thing to have many loyalties to dif-
ferent objects, and something .else to have one’s own
loyalty divided and split between two objects of the same
category. A man can be true to his father and motiter,
to his class and state at the same time. But a person
cannot have two fathers and two mothers and remain.
equally loyal to both of them, just as o maen cannot be-
long to two nations at the same time and have two
fatherlands.” (Italics in eriginal. Quoted from the Jew- °
ish Newsletter, July 23.)

THE NATURE OF ISRAEL

This question of “double loyalty” arises for the
consistent Zionist (if there are any such-left in- the
United States), and not for the Jew, not because the
former “loves Israel” with the sentimental or philan-
thropic attachment of an Irishman for old Erin but -
because of the consistent-ideology-of Zionism on -the-
“Jewish nation.” This gets us to Seetion III. '

But before any American Zionist (as they virtually -all
do) rejects Yefroikin's views with sincere astonishmen¥
and an unwillingness even to consider such "absurdities”
seriously, it would be well to look at Ben-Gurion's defini-.
tion of Israel as a state.. As a statesman, Ben-Gurion:
recognizes foreign Zionists' loyalty to their own. couniry,
but that is as a statesman.

“The state of Israel differs from all other states im
that it is not only the state of its own citizens alone, but
of the entire Jewish people, of evexy Jew wherever -ha:
lives.” (Ben-Gurion at the Jerusalem congress.)

“The state is part of the nation [he is referring to.the:
entire ‘Jewish nation’ in the world—H. D.] .The state -
does not yet constitute the fulfillment of Zionism but. it
is the main and fundamental means for the Ingathering~
of the Exiles, and this is the content of Zionism:. . .
Israel is a state not only in respect to its residents—i :
is. a-state for the Jewish nation. The constitution of the
state of Israel is one small law—the ‘Law of the Return?"
That is the special historic quality designating “the "
vaison. d’étre of the state of Israel.” (Ben-Gurion im:
speech, Aug. 8.)

To be sure, Ben-Gurion does not want any "doubl,u
loyalty” either. As we shall see, kis demand is that ev Y
Zionist become an Israeli, But the American Z1omstse? }
not- want to go to Israel; they want to remam Zionists™
in the diaspora even whlle “their own” state exists i/
the world. But their dilemma in this respect is only me
part of their Ia:rger dilemma which is the content: of the
ideological crisis of Zionism, which underlies and em— 3
braees all that we have already discussed.

‘trol over .a -vital ‘part’ of another country's in- : coml o from- the fnee, nother f m th laved 1d. ¢ re Ameri loyal t try but {(Conclud : A e
. - at the end of August in Jerusalem mir-- . that the -Israeli government ‘had nndermmed vt ternal poﬁcus. The fsraelis: tcplied mff.ci iﬁd : s L“ fro g g ano ro e enslaved wor We are American Jews loyal to our own country bu > o}_ucu ed '_'f“ wdd? | . :‘l%:
m‘ and focused-all the- drmmmm -« ~American Jewry betause-it wanted non-interfer:. - it Itc"bbr Silver wanted-o voice in-lsrael's: “dﬁtm";, 2T &

B SR e W B St e M

[
1%
I

LaE e SRS

5

W




