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I came to say a word and I shall say it now.
But if death prevents me, it will be said by To-
morrow, for Tomorrow never leaves a secret
in the book of Eternity.

1 came to live in the glory of Love and the
light of Beauty, which are the reflections of
God. I am here, living, and I cannot be exiled
from the domain of life, for through my living
word I will live in death.

I came here to be for all and with all, and
what 1 do today in my own solitude will be
echoed Tomorrow by the multitude.

What 1 say now with one heart will be said
Tomorrow by Thousands of hearts.

THE VOICE OF THE MASTER
Kahlil Gibran



Introduction

Tms tale, which began some sixteen years ago, repre-
sents no spontaneous combustion. Long before the new white
flag of Israel with its single blue six-pointed star had been
hoisted in 1948 to a mast on the east coast of the Mediter-
ranean Sea, I sensed a grave danger to faith and to country.
I feared that the Judaism in which I had been reared was being
shorn of its spiritual universalism and that the faith was being
polluted by nationalistic chauvinism. The creation of a Zionist
state in the heart of the Arab world, I felt, could only adversely
affect the position of the United States and of the free world in
the strategic Middle East.

Because of this feeling I wrote an article, “Israel’s Flag Is
Not Mine,” for the Reader’s Digest. Two major books and one
study followed. Stressing this dual danger to my country and
faith, I particularly addressed What Price Israel? to my co-
religionists, but by no means excluded my Christian fellow
countrymen. This was followed by There Goes the Middle East,
which I wrote after three extensive tours of the area as an
observer and correspondent (whose name could have been
Kelly or Jones) who had been moved simply by the spirit of
God to impart some of the knowledge he had acquired in his
travels and to relate events that had taken place in the light
in which he saw them.

While I labored under no illusions as to the storm that would
descend upon me for writing so frankly on so sensitive a sub-
ject, it was my hope that the gravity of the problems I dis-
cussed and their profound consequences for the United States
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viii ) INTRODUCTION
and the free world, as well as for Jewry and Judaism, would
win from readers a minimum of group emotionalism and a max-
imum of individual thought.

Yet every kind of explanation for my behavior was forth-
coming. Certainly anyone who fought “his own” would not be
doing it because he believed in it: “How much is Lilienthal
making?” . . . “Of course, he’s in the pay of the Arabs.” . ..
“Ah, he always was an anti-Zionist working for that American
Council for Judaism bunch.” . . . “The American Friends of
the Middle East send him around the country—that Dorothy
Thompson.” . . . “The oil companies are making it worthwhile
for him.”

There were others who charged that my lectures and writ-
ings on the Middle East stirred up prejudice and inflamed the
passions of bigots and hatemongers. This is the argument that
has given the professional anti-anti-Semites the excuse to oppose
relentlessly all critics of Jewish nationalism and to try to silence
their opposition by depriving them of access to the lecture
podium and to the other media of information.

Nonetheless, I have striven unceasingly to advance my deeply
felt conviction that the long struggle for Jewish equality and
emancipation ought not anywhere give way one whit to the
belief in separatism and segregationalism inherent in the con-
centrated efforts of organized Jewry on behalf of the new sov-
ereign state of Israel. World leaders have overlooked principles
of humanistic universalism and permitted the antics of a mad-
man to obscure the validity of a sound philosophy. The slaughter
by Hitler of some five to six million Jewish lives in a holocaust
in which many millions of other innocent people died was not
proof that it was unwise for Jews to integrate fully as nationals
of the Jewish faith in the country of their choice.

It is possible to have the greatest admiration for many of
the things that the Israelis have accomplished and still legit-
imately to raise these questions: At what cost to the Pales-
tinian Arab refugees? At what price to the American national
interest? At what danger to the long-range status of American
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Jewry and to the present status of Jews around the world?

Although it has been ten years since What Price Israel? was
first published, the average Jewish American has as yet refused
to answer for himself the pertinent questions raised by the
appearance of pan-Jewish nationalism. As a group, Jews have
tended to react emotionally to the new state and to give it all-
out financial, political and moral support. As individuals, how-
ever, they have usually avoided defining their relationship to
this foreign state propagating a unique nationalism that in-
sists Israel is the homeland not only for its own citizens but for
Jews everywhere.

There has emerged, in fact, for the first time a modern demo-
cratic state that claims the rights of both church and state
simultaneously and demands allegiance of all peoples every-
where who consider themselves Jews, whether they be observant
practitioners or not. In reviving the political attitude of the late
Third Reich, this pan-nationalism, demanding allegiance on
the basis of an alleged common ethnic origin, has already dan-
gerously complicated the lives of Jews everywhere, seriously
affected the position of the free world in the Middle East and
even damaged Judaism. The Soviet Union has taken advantage
of the resultant decline in American prestige in a suspicious
Arab world to establish itself for the first time as a power on
the eastern Mediterranean shore. Tens of thousands of Jews
in the Arab world have been “ingathered” to Israel to find
themselves treated as second-class citizens, while the three
million in Communist countries have become special objects
of suspicion and possible persecution in those lands in which
all competing loyalties and nationalities are suppressed.

It is all the more tragic that the area in which the Hebrew
return has been realized is one of the most sensitive in the
world, one that can sustain only a limited number of people
(the inhabitants who have been in possession for 1800 years
have had to be dispossessed) and one that is vital to the
survival of the free world. An even greater tragedy for us in
the United States is that many people who have serious doubts
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about the course upon which Israelism has embarked and which
the United States has partially underwritten, are too deeply
frightened to say so.

This writer could never fully present the massive record of
pressures, suppression and terrorization employed against these
frightened Americans simply because the more submissive vic-
tims of Jewish nationalist pressure are usually too ashamed or
too afraid to publicize their experience.

Speaking of the Fund for the Republic, Paul Hofiman once
said that “restrictions on freedom of thought and many such
controversial problems can best be acted on by an organiza-
tion that has complete freedom.” But neither the Fund for the
Republic, the Ford Foundation, the Rockefeller Foundation,
the Carnegic Endowment, nor any of the other monolithic
organizational giants that have investigated every phase of
human historical, physicological, phychological and cultural
relationships has had the courage to tackle the vast complex
of problems under discussion in this volume.

Is this to be another instance of a fool rushing in where angels
fear to tread? Will enough people read these lines of a well-
intentioned crusader? Will the material in this book earn the
fair consideration the subject matter deserves?

It will require a formidable effort to break through the wall
built by suppression and indifference. My opposition is power-
ful and potent. And the mind of the average Jew is closed on
this subject. To him Israel continues to be the sentimental
ghetto to which his feelings, if not his body, fly. As for the
Christian, he prefers to avoid so sensitive a discussion. If there
is one compulsion more potent than fear, it is guilt.

However difficult it may be to combat an idea or a philoso-
phy, it is near impossible to fight people themselves. The guilt
felt by Christians in their desire to expiate for the persecution
of Jews and that felt by Jews for having survived while millions
of their brethren died is forever rekindled by a splendidly
financed organization whose skill in the art of incessantly prick-
ing the conscience remains unmatched. Fear and guilt, acting
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upon Jew and Christian alike, work side by side in molding
Israelism, the successor to Zionism.

In its broader aspects, this book is an attempt to grapple
with a subject far bigger than Israel, Jews or even Americans.
It is intended to stimulate thought on the problem most basic
to the existence of man: his struggle for freedom, liberty and
free expression. In our society today the luxury of freedom of
thought exacts a price so dear that only a few are willing to
pay it. In 1965 the free mind, which William Ellery Channing
a century ago described as not being “‘content with a passive
or hereditary faith and which opens itself to light whenceso-
ever it may come,” has become rare indeed.

If conformity is to replace individualism permanently as an
American national characteristic, then indeed “the land of the
free and the home of the brave” will have become a phrase of
the past. And doubts as to which society would emerge vic-
torious in the struggle between the Communist and the free
systems will have been resolved: the free world must then
inevitably fall. For, in this battle of warring ideologies, what we
refer to as the American way of life is at a fatal disadvantage
if it does not employ one of the great assets of its system, free-
dom of expression. The fusion of ideas and the sifting of diverse
thinking through public opinion is the West’s greatest weapon
to offset the regimentation that permits the Communist world
to muster total and immediate action.

It is controversy which brought our American Government
into being and which ushered in vital reforms underlying our
present day institutions. Lose the appreciation of controversy,
and we depreciate one of the nation’s great eternal values.

Life can be said to be a battle for perspective, a struggle to
maintain a sense of values. The crusader must now and then
descend from the clouds in order to see himself in the true
proportions of the total picture of his time. Unless he does so,
he will be unable to show others how to view things in the
proper scale. It is a real temptation for any author to succumb
to the prevailing mood of his time and depict complicated



xii ' INTRODUCTION
situations in sweeping blacks and whites. It is all too easy to
hang unmistakable labels of “hero” and “villain” on the per-
sonalities involved and to indulge in indiscriminate categorizing,
heightened by cliché and slogans. Never has there been a more
crying need for Virgil’s “mediocria via,” the dull but realistic
“middle road.”

While holding nothing back in this recital and sparing neither
friend nor foe, I have tried not to permit personal experiences
to dull the observer’s vision nor instill too deep-seated a passion.
If at times this book seems unduly critical of Israel and seems
to ignore the well-known arguments in its favor, it is simply
because the gigantic propaganda apparatus of Isracl-World
Zionism has created so extensive and so deeply ingrained a myth
that it is now necessary to refute widely accepted theses, laying
bare the picture as it really is. As I do so, the reader is earnestly
requested to keep in mind the very real distinction between
the government of Israel and the people of Israel.

These words come much more easily because, as I am
writing them, I am looking out over the lonely, lovely moors
of Nantucket. Here one cannot refrain from noting how almost
completely devoid of deception and fickleness is nature, man’s
best and most constant friend. Here it is possible to gain the
necessary perspective and to find solace in these lasting words
of James Russell Lowell:

Truth forever on the scaffold
Wrong forever on the throne
Yet that scaffold sways the future

And behind the dim unknown,
Standeth God within the shadow,
Keeping watch above his own.

ALFRED M. LILIENTHAL
Nantucket, Mass.
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Inside Zionism

“Things are seldom as they seem . . .
Skim milk masquerades as cream.”
Gilbert & Sullivan—Pinafore

A\

R IDICULOUS—you are grossly exaggerating. How
could the few Jews, many of whom aren’t even Zionists, exert
such a tremendous influence on behalf of Israel? There aren’t
that many Jews, and they aren’t that important. Come off it!”

This was the reaction of a prominent American businessman
to the recital of how it happened that American foreign policy
toward the Middle East had been shaped not in the American
interest, but in the interest of the new Mediterranean state with
the blue, six-pointed star. Never have figures been more de-
ceiving than those relating to the Zionist success story in the
United States.

A secular political movement dedicated to the establishment
of a Jewish state, Zionism grew out of the strivings of Eastern
European Jewry for emancipation. Moses Hess and Leo
Pinsker,! the first Zionist dialecticians, sought in their writings
to transform religious hopes and the yearning for individual
freedom into a nationalistic political program. Pinsker’s goal
was a “land of our own,” though not necessarily the Holy Land.
Theodor Herzl,2 who wrote the famous Judenstaat (‘“The
Jewish State’), convoked at Basel in 1897 the first Zionist Con-
gress, which called for “a legally secured Jewish home in Pales-
tine.”

The turn of the century found few supporters of Jewish state-

1 Footnotes to which numbers refer will be found at the back of the
book beginning on page 353.
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hood in the United States. Declaring Jews to be a ‘religious
community,” Reform Judaism stated its “unalterable opposi-
tion to political Zionism.”?

Today there are some 5.5 million Jews in the United States,
less than 3 per cent of the population, and among these only
about 1.25 million belong to the various Zionist organizations.*
Hence only a minority of a minority has learned the meaning
of good organization and the value of psychology.

Zionist thinking has permeated organized Jewry through vari-
ous front and allied groups and a wide-flung apparatus. By
emphasizing the necessity for Jewish unity, Zionists have not
only gained ascendancy on the Jewish scene, but have invaded
the Christian sphere. For just as all Jews are not Zionists, so all
Zionists are not Jews. Christian Zionists have been an essential
part of this closely knit, well-financed and efficiently run move-
ment which, in its control of American public opinion and its
domination of American media of information, has won for
Israel the unique position that country occupies today.

Zionist sentiment has never been confined to Jewry. En-
couraged by the example of Chaim Weizmann, who had fused
Christian and Jewish elements of support to win the Balfour
Declaration from the British government in 1917, Zionism in
the United States has relied on American Christians for indis-
pensable services. Basic psychology has been applied to achieve
an admixture of support: the conscience of the disturbed Chris-
tian world, desirous of making amends for its role in perennial
Jewish persecution; the liberal’s sympathy for the underdog;
the philanthropy of the rich; and the religious sentimentalism
of Biblical literalists who viewed the establishment of Israel as
a necessary precursor to the second coming of Jesus. These
elements blended together molded inexorable support for Israel.

Often the religious zeal of Christian Zionists far outstrips
the religiosity of Jewish Zionists, whose compulsion flows more
from a nationalist basis. Some Christians accepted the claim
that the Old Testament demands the “return” of present-day
Jews from their “exile” to their “national home” in Palestine,
thus conveying the impression that the modern state of Israel
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is scriptural. These Christian Zionists are inspired by the
desire, shared by all good Christians, to be considered tolerant
and broad-minded. To many Christians, furthermore, the
Islamic faith was a heathen, fanatical religion, and their sup-
port of Israel was a means of fighting Moslem-Arab unity. The
bias against Moslems stemming from the centuries of conflict
between Christianity and Islam and the “fairy tales™® about
the Crusades, combined with a profound ignorance of the mod-
ern history of Palestine, strengthened Christian fervor for the
Zionist cause. Of Mark Sykes, one of the early most affluent
Christian Zionists, it has been asserted that his “unconventional
Catholicism, his modernist, nationalist Catholicism with a strong
admixture of the Gothic revival made him such a strong pro-
ponent of Zionism.”¢

The “why shouldn’t they have a home?” argument advanced
by certain Christians has sometimes been motivated by the anti-
Semitic hope that all Jews would soon depart for that home.
Even active collaboration between Jewish nationalists and bigots
was not a rarity. On May 15, 1948, the day Israel came into
being, a popular joke ran something like this:

“I hear the Jews have established a state in Israel.”

“Yes. That’s good. Maybe now they’ll give us back Atlantic
City.”

Few Christians are bold enough to express any unfavorable
sentiment toward Israel which they might inwardly harbor.
Aside from feeling uncomfortable about getting into a subject on
which Jews are so emotional, the non-Jew does not see how it
could be in his interest either to protest against Zionism or to say
a nice word about the Arabs. Ignorant of the divisions behind
the scene, he regards Zionism and Judaism as one and the
same thing. The Christian has little reason to believe that all
his Jewish acquaintances are anything but Zionists and pro-
Israelis. So long as Jews are his friends, neighbors, business
associates, customers and fellow club members, the Christian
American is not going to risk endangering his personal relations
with them for the benefit of some intangible good that he might
conceivably do his country. This includes the fawning Christian



6 * THE OTHER SIDE OF THE COIN
who goes all out for Israel, but down deep may harbor a smidgin
of bigotry.

Then, of course, there are the politicians of all faiths who
have constantly curried the so-called Jewish vote. The con-
centration of more than 74 per cent of American Jewry in 14
cities and 75 per cent in six states (New York, where Jews
constitute 14.9 per cent of the population, California, Pennsyl-
vania, Illinois, Massachusetts, and Ohio) with a total electoral
vote of 178 constantly fascinates office seekers on national and
local levels.

A Defense Department analysis of the Arab-Israeli conflict
succinctly noted one of the primary reasons why no politician
is willing even to suggest the discontinuance of all-out American
support of Israel:

Whether we approve it or we do not, the fact is that be-
tween five and six million of us—and their average of
affluence and influence is high—are Jews and to most of
them, especially those who are politically active, the main-
tenance and growth of Israel as a national home where
persecuted Jews from everywhere may find refuge is of
transcendental importance. They support this new little
state personally with almost incomparable generosity (at
an average of $250 for every American Jew), and they
exercise themselves on its behalf politically. It would be a
dangerous move for either of our major political parties,
and one which experience indicates neither will make, to
disavow American sponsorship of Israel.”

Supporters of Israel have never been content merely to bring
pressure upon Christian lay and religious organizations. Early
in the struggle for the establishment of a Jewish national state
they recognized that the organized exploitation of Christian
sympathy was necessary not only in order to gain official Ameri-
can backing for Zionist political goals but to further the mobili-
zation of Jews to active support. The American Palestine Com-
mittee and its successor, the American Christian Palestine
Committee, were activated for these purposes. In the South-
western Social Science Quarterly of December, 1959,% Samuel
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Halperin noted how the Zionist Emergency Council and local
Zionist groups provided the basic financial support for this
Christian front, which soon, through 75 local chapters and a
budget of $150,000, was “crystallizing and properly channel-
ing the sympathy of Christian America.”® An effective speakers’
bureau dispatching lecturers across the country, supported by
a monthly publication and other propaganda material, helped
implant in Christian minds a picture of Israel as a “democratic
little David taking on an evil Egyptian Goliath.”1¢

In addition to the fact that Zionism and its allied forces can
raise sizable funds on the shortest notice, these groups can,
through perfect organization and an alert, ubiquitous intelli-
gence service, crush any budding opposition in the Christian
community. The fear of being labeled anti-Semitic is a pulver-
izing weapon. Supporters of Israel have themselves supplied
compelling evidence of the intimate links between Jewish “re-
ligious” and nationalist groups in far-flung suppression opera-
tions.

In a “confidential, not for publication or attribution” memor-
andum to officers and executive directors of the Council of
Jewish Federations and Welfare Funds, dated August 10, 1960,
the Executive Director of the Synagogue Council of America,
Rabbi Marc H. Tanenbaum, summarized the organization’s
program “in interpreting to key leaders in the national Catholic
and Protestant church federations the religious aspect of Ameri-
can Jewry’s relationship to the people and the State of Israel.”
Referring to “this unpublicized chapter in Christian and Jewish
relations,” Rabbi Tanenbaum claimed the following accom-
plishments over a two-year period:

(1) “Forced the adoption in December, 1958, by the National
Council of Churches, representing 39 major Protestant
denominations, of its first resolution acknowledging the
de facto and de jure existence of the state of Israel and
calling upon its 145,000 member churches and 900 local
councils of churches to help safeguard the security of
Israel and to assure its present frontiers.” Another “un-
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precedented resolution” called for “a full scale inquiry
into the status and religious freedom of Jews in the So-
viet Union.”

(2) Through “day-to-day contacts prevailed” upon the Coun-
cil which had begun to disseminate documents* on the
Arab refugees as part of their contribution to World
Refugee Year, to distribute to all local councils and in-
dividual churches a memorandum, including a bibliogra-
phy on the Middle East, prepared by the Synagogue
Council “explaining the spiritual ties which link Ameri-
can Jews to the State of Israel and counteracting charges
of dual loyalties.” Exerted pressure simultaneously upon
the Council to cease all efforts in behalf of the Arab
refugees.

(3) Blocked, through the efforts of Rabbi Abraham J. Feld-
man of Hartford, Connecticut, a resolution pending
before the board of directors of the United States Com-
mittee for Refugees that called for a study of the Arab
refugee question.

(4) Won agreement from the National Council of Churches
to table the Strong report growing out of the Beirut Con-
ference on Refugees, which “reflected the anti-Israel and
pro-Arab sympathies of the Foreign Missions within the
National Council of Churches and the World Council of
Churches,” and charged Israel with primary responsi-
bility for unrest in the Middle East owing to its obstin-
ate refusal to repatriate Arab refugees.

(5) Intervened and testified before the House Foreign Affairs
and Senate Foreign Relations committees in favor of
maintaining the status quo for Mutual Security Act grants
to Israel when these in April, 1959, were threatened
with drastic reduction.!?

(6) Protested use of UNESCO funds to help Arab teachers
in refugee camps because they ‘“taught their students

*Distributed through the Commission on Missionary Education of
the National Council of Churches.



INSIDE ZIONISM 9

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

hatred of Israel.” Won adoption of a resolution denying
funds to any member nation that “exploits these funds
to create tensions and animosities against each other.”
Stimulated a “Human Relations project” in Catholic
elementary and high schools which was conducted by a
Jewish scholar with a background in Catholic theology
“to help Catholic students achieve a better image of the
Jew, his religion and his relationship to the State of
Israel.” Hundreds of copiés of a children’s book on Israel
were distributed through the Catholic schools and
libraries.

Brought about the delivery by Rabbi Arthur Hertzberg
of a paper, “Judaism, Zionism and Israel,” before both
the world and national councils of churches, which was
later published in book form as The Zionist Idea. Insti-
tuted the publication by the Christian Century,'? leading
Protestant weekly, of an article by Rabbi Hertzberg,
which helped many Protestants understand the relation-
ship of world Jewry to Israel. The essay “touched off a
series of ‘Letters to the Editor’ which proved most helpful
in stimulating Christian friends of Israel to record their
support of the Jewish state.” Tens of thousands of copies
of the article were distributed to churches, synagogues,
the White House, Congress and otherwise across the
country.

Blocked a World Council of Churches plan to study the
question of religious liberty in the state of Israel.

Persuaded Dr. E. T. Dahlberg, the president of the Na-
tional Council of Churches, to include Israel in his tour
of world refugee camps and had the Chief Rabbi of
Israel and foreign ministry officials receive and talk to
him.

Guided the National Council of Churches in preparing
for distribution through the council educational material
designed for “the average church member interpreting the
Jewish community in the U. S., its relationship to Israel,
etc.” This was done in the spring-summer of 1960 in
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the wake of the outbreak of the daubing of synagogues
with swastikas.

In sending out this confidential memorandum the Synagogue
Council attributed “much of the success of the program to the
annual allocations received from various Jewish welfare funds
and federations in the United States”—an admission that tax-
free American dollars have been used to bring the cause of
Israel before the most potent Christian religious groups.

Its ability to use individual Christians, as well as organiza-
tions, gave Zionism a power to which was added virtually unani-
mous support from every category of Jews: the nationalists, the
uneasy “reluctant Jews,” the orthodox religious Judaists, the
romantic culturalists, the socially frustrated and hence, politi-
cally ambitious intelligentsia, and even the bigoted Jews who
wanted an Israel because they felt there already were too many
refugees in the United States. First cousins to this last category
are the anti-anti-Zionists, who do not wish the subject of Israel,
Arab and Jew discussed, publicly or otherwise. In the Christian
circles in which they run such discussion might call attention
to the fact that they are Jews.

One writer has described the wide Jewish support for Israel
as a substitute for the ancient ghetto: “There is,” he notes, “no
physical ghetto in America to which the injured Jew can go for
security of identity as a Jew. But there is Israel, the symbolic
and sovereign ghetto where identity as a Jew is vicarious.”!3

During the critical days of the United Nations battle over
Palestine, it was often the guilt-stricken non-religious Jews, the
Zionists by religious delinquency, who contributed most to the
advancement of partition. Men like Bernard Baruch and
Herbert Bayard Swope lent themselves all the more to helping
the Zionist cause at Lake Success.!*

Further strength of the Israelist position has resulted from the
increasing frequency of intermarriage between Christian and
Jew. By strongly supporting the case for Israel, the Jew marry-
ing out of his faith can show he still belongs to the clan, while
the Christian partner to the marriage can thus attest to his
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complete tolerance. Mrs. F., a devout Catholic, married the
son of a small-town rabbi. In order to ease his guilt at having
married a non-Jew and having permitted his children to be
raised as Catholics, Mr. F. became devoutly Zionist. When
Mrs. F., through her church connections, heard the story of
the Arab refugees, it aroused her sympathy but she was deterred
from taking action lest she seem bigoted in the eyes of her
Jewish husband.

A source of Zionist strength that has not been fully appreci-
ated is the political party link between Israel and the U. S.
Every political party in Israel has its counterpart in this country,
and these Zionist political parties in the United States perform
as the U. S. branches of the Israeli factions. The principal ones
are the General Zionists (or the Zionist Organization of
America), the Mizrachi, the Labor Zionists, the Revisionists
and the Progressive or Labor Zionists. The Israeli opposite
numbers are the General Zionists (at times split into wings A
and B), the Mizrachi, the Mapai, the Herut and the Mapam.
At the meetings of the World Zionist Congress, each Israeli
party works closely with its American counterpart for its own
particular economic, political and social creed.

Until 1961, these political parties operating in the United
States were directly allocated subsidies by the Jewish Agency
from United Jewish Appeal funds. For their alleged “educa-
tional and cultural” work, tax-exempt funds had been then set
aside by the Jewish Agency as subsidies as follows:

Mizrachi and Labor Mizrachi $750,000
General Zionist and Progressives 750,000
Agudat Israel 450,000
Herut 350,000

The Jewish Agency had excused the grants to these Israeli
political parties on the grounds of the necessity of avoiding
separate fund-raising campaigns in this country.

The vigorous attack by publicist-economist James P. War-
burg in 19595 against the mixture of philanthropic aid with
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Isracli politics led to protests at this arrangement. At the instiga-
tion of the Treasury Department and the Internal Revenue
Service, the Jewish Agency was reorganized in 1960.1¢ A separ-
ate American-controlled corporation was established. By receiv-
ing contributions through different channels and new book-
keeping arrangements, the Israeli political parties in the United
States still obtain their money, while apparently satisfying U. S.
Treasury requirements for tax exemption.

The only real quarrel between Israeli Zionists and their
American counterparts has revolved around the question of
who is to rule whom. Those who have made the move to Israel
feel—and with some justification—that they alone should de-
cide the policies of Israel and should have the controlling voice
in the world Zionist movement and its various organs, includ-
ing the Jewish Agency, which link Israel and the Diaspora. The
Zionists in America, however—and the non-Zionists, too—feel
that since they supply the bulk of the money pouring into Israel
and the political assistance of the United States, they should be
paramount.

Both Zionist groups regard Jews as a people bound together
by ties in which religion is only a minor link and Israel is the
central reality. These two factions in world Zionism believe in
the eventual liquidation of the Diaspora and the return of all
Jews to Zion. They disagree only as to the timetable'? for this
“home coming.” Their differences have been aggravated by the
increasing cooperation between the Israeli faction and Ameri-
can non-Zionists, much to the distraction of American Zionists.

The Zionists have been alert in capturing every aspect of
organized Jewish life: philanthropic, educational, cultural and
political. The advertisements of the United Jewish Appeal con-
tinue to be replete with Zionist jargon cleverly tucked away in
the sad accounts about Jewish refugees. It is almost impossible
to discredit a charity drive which, under the caption “The Big
Meal,” runs an appealing full-page picture of pathetic, hungry-
looking children sitting down to “A solid meal—courtesy of
you—the contributor to the United Jewish Appeal.”!8

Where Zionists themselves have not taken control, their atti-
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tude toward Israel has prevailed, and they share the leadership
with equally ardent pro-Israeli non-Zionists. In the Menorah
Journal Henry Hurwitz noted, “Whereas the true-blue Zionists
continue to assert the existence of a Jewish nation or a Jewish
people throughout the Diaspora, with its headquarters or center
in the state of Israel, the non-Zionists deny this concept of the
organic unity of Israel with Jewish Americans, but in fact give
aid and comfort to all the Zionist organizations and to the gov-
ernment of Israel which have béen endeavoring to implement
this concept. To all practical intents and purposes, therefore,
and despite their periodic protestations of ideological dissent,
the non-Zionists serve as adjuncts to the Zionists.”!? While most
Americans do not understand Zionism, this has not prevented
many Jewish organizations from weaving Zionist goals, doctrine
and public statements into their daily agenda.

Reluctant to label themselves Zionist, new groups under many
variations of “Friends of Israel” have appeared. It becomes
more and more apparent that there is swiftly emerging in Jewish
life a new philosophy, if not an integrated movement, which
for lack of a better name might be called “Israelism.” Although
its adherents are not yet one organized whole, it increasingly
makes more sense to talk in terms of Israelism and the Israelists,
the broader body of pro-Israel support, than of Zionism and the
Zionists. For while Zionism has become a dirty word to many,
Israelism represents a safe niche for all supporters. As Zionists
become more difficult to recruit, Israelists are born every
moment. Followers can now attest their group loyalty in full
security and comfort at home in the United States—a sort of
vicarious Zionism.

Jewish nationalists, who are not members of one or the other
of the Zionist groups, have resented the Ben Gurion declara-
tions belaboring them for not coming to live in Israel. If Zionism
has yet to find a force majeure whereby it could attract a major
influx of Jewish American émigrés from the United States to
Israel, the door for future action has been nevertheless left
ajar. However much the non-Zionist Israelists privately take
issue with ingathering statements directed toward them, out-
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wardly they merely whisper, “Those Zionists do not speak for
me,” and continue to pour out millions to the United Jewish
Appeal as organized Jewry moves ahead toward the realization
of Israeli goals. While the American Zionists, Israeli Zionists
and Israelists may quarrel bitterly among themselves,?® little
of this is reported in the general press, and they manage to
close ranks quickly into a monolithic front. The ability of or-
ganized Jewry to present this appearance of Jewish unity is a
sine qua non to the position Israel enjoys in the U. S. today.

The propaganda of Jewish nationalism is not confined to the
Zionist movement. The Zionist talks Zionist doctrine but it is
the non-Zionist who implements it as Jewish nationalism. This
explains why so often the very practical-minded Ben-Gurion
has preferred to deal with the Blausteins, Engels and Proskauers
of the American Jewish Committee rather than with the leaders
of outright Zionist parties, who lack the finesse to offset their
emotionalism. In fact, those who speak familiarly in the classic
terminology of the Diaspora (meaning dispersion) and the
Galut (exile) to describe Jews who have not been “ingathered”
into Israel are but a small minority of Jewish nationalists.

Zionism is but the activist, political arm of Jewish national-
ism. Historical, anthropological, sociological, psychological,
theological and philanthropic factors are constantly generating
this nationalism and creating unwitting Jewish nationalists. In-
sofar as this nationalism serves to advance goals and objectives
of the state of Israel, its followers are Israeli fellow travelers
in the same sense that so many Americans have unwittingly
been Communist fellow travelers. There is no intention here
to equate Zionism, Jewish Nationalism or Israelism with com-
munism, but rather to note the similar means by which signifi-
cant numbers of the followers of these international movements
are enlisted in the cause.

It was, however, only Hitler’s genocide that won popular
acceptance for the Zionist dream of a Jewish state. The move-
ment’s philosophy had previously failed abysmally to win ad-
herents to its pan-nationalist ideology. Initial Zionist demands
for the creation of a political Jewish nation were not linked
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with the needs of refugees. The central tenets of their credo
were the axiomatic conviction that anti-Semitism could not
be erased from the earth and the equally axiomatic assump-
tion that Jews could not live a normal life outside a state of
their own. Zionist doctrine, as Moshe Menuhin, a former Zion-
ist himself, explained, was from the outset “dedicated and or-
dained to redeem the Jewish homeland at any cost and make
Palestine ‘goyim rein’ [clear of Gentiles, Arabs.]”%

In writing of the Russian Revolution, the first president of
Israel, Chaim Weizmann, clearly indicated that Zionism was
never to be confused with refugeeism:

Now, they say, the greatest stimulus for the Zionist move-
ment has been removed. Russian Jewry is free . . . Nothing
can be more superficial and nothing can be more wrong
than that. We have never built our Zionist movement on
the sufferings of our people in Russia or elsewhere. These
sufferings were never the cause of Zionism. The funda-
mental cause of Zionism was, and is, the ineradicable na-
tionalist strivings of Jewry to have a home of its own—a
national center, a national home with a national Jewish
life.?2

For a long time the real motivations of this political move-
ment were elegantly concealed. Publicly, the word “home” was
employed in pronouncements where “state” was understood.
The colonization of Palestine, as one of their early leaders
noted, involved enormous difficulties, and it was “inopportune
to proclaim officially the re-establishment of the state as their
goal.”?3

In order to win British approval for even a watered-down
Balfour Declaration and to placate the Arabs during World
War I, Weizmann insisted on the gradual approach. “States,”
he said, “must be built up slowly, gradually, systematically and
patiently. We therefore say that while a creation of a Jewish
Commonwealth in Palestine is our final ideal—an ideal for
which the whole of the Zionist Organization is working—the
way to achieve it lies through a series of intermediary stages.”#*
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Where these Jewish statists had failed to win more than a
minimal following behind the aim of “leading the Jewish people
back to Palestine,” as the Basel platform of the first World
Congress had proclaimed in 1897, the emotional reaction in
Hitler’s aftermath wiped out the difference between home and
state and merged the concept of refuge with nation. A solution
for the Middle East Palestine question and a solution for the
European refugee problem were linked together in a two-in-one
bargain decision: Jewish statehood in Palestine for the refugees.
Those Jews and Christians who had once proclaimed their oppo-
sition to Jewish nationhood still insisted they were “not Zion-
ists, but what are you going to do about these people?” Many
non-Zionists adopted the position that the creation of the Jewish
state of Israel was the sole solution for the Jewish refugee prob-
lem created by Hitlerism.

Although Zionist leader Rabbi Abba Hillel Silver declared
unequivocally in 1946 that “it should be clearly understood
by everyone . . . that the rescue of a certain number of refugees,
however vital and urgent, is not Zionism and that the clear
purpose of Zionism was and is to give the Jewish people the
status of a nation,?® emotional Jewish Americans would not
face the facts. They gave all-out support to the establishment of
a nationalist state with a definite political philosophy, but con-
tinued to view Palestine purely as a humanitarian refuge and
haven. When the Zionists failed to win an acceptance of the
word ‘“state” in the Balfour Declaration and substituted “na-
tional home” for the Foreign Office’s “asylum” or “refuge,”
confusion was inevitable. Sir Harold Nicolson, who partici-
pated in the drafting of the 1917 Declaration, wrote: “In the
first draft of the Balfour Declaration the words ‘asylum for the
Jews’ were used in place of the words ‘National Home.” We
believed that we were founding a refuge for the disabled and
did not foresee that it would become a nest of hornets.”2¢

The Jewish nationalists transformed the limited concept of an
asylum for certain Jews into a Jewish national home and then
into a state which, according to their design, was to be for all
Jews.
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It is difficult to understand why non-Zionist Jews did not
see through the true motivations of their nationalist-minded
brethren, who were not content merely to belittle refugeeism,
but openly demonstrated their contempt of rescue operations.
Creaky ships were loaded with displaced persons and sent to
Palestine in the certain knowledge that they would be turned
back and that this very act would strengthen the Zionist moral
argument “to which the gentile world could have no answer.”??
Wherever Zionism would be the gainer, the doors of Western
countries were kept closed, refugees were deliberately delayed
in camps, and rescue was sabotaged even to the point where
lives were lost.

Perfidy?® is the fully documented story of the sensational
1956 Kastner-Greenwald trial which “shook Israel and caused
a Government to fall.”?® Ben Hecht’s book describes the crim-
inal libel suit brought against Malkiel Greenwald, who had
charged Rudolf Kastner, a high-ranking Israeli official, of col-
laboration with Eichmann in 1944 in the slaughter of Hungary’s
one million Jews. The author, a well-known supporter of Jewish
statehood in Palestine who had favored the cause of the ex-
treme terrorist groups, the Irgun and the Stern Gang, alleged
and offered proof that Israeli leaders aided the Nazi slaughter.

“Timorous Jewish lodge members in Zion, London and
America . . . these Zionist leaders who let their six million
kinsmen burn, choke, hang without protest, with indifference,”
is how Hecht describes the leaders of organized Jewry who,
he claimed, knew in advance the timing, method and place of
the impending annihilation, but refused to warn the victims.
Many of the Hungarian Jews, according to Hecht, were but
three miles from the Rumanian border and were guarded by a
very small Nazi military contingent, but had no apprehensions
as they were fed reassurances by the Zionist leader, Kastner,
up to the very moment they were shipped to crematoria. Joel
Brand, the readers are told, came out of the Hungarian hell
as an intermediary from the Nazis with a barter deal of trucks
for human lives, but Chaim Weizmann, the president-to-be of
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Israel, refused to see him for weeks, and the deal became im-
possible.

Implicated in the trial in addition to Israel’s first president
were Prime Ministers Moshe Sharett and David Ben-Gurion,
and other officials who still hold office. Hecht sees the motiva-
tion of these Zionist leaders in their concern for the creation of
a political state “not the saving of Jewish lives.” They were
“mum on the slaughter and garrulous as geese on the needs of
Zionism in Palestine.” Had the masses in Palestine, he argued,
known what was happening in Hungary, the Jewish Agency
leaders would have fallen from power. Yet American Jewry,
according to the author, supported Zionism blindly on the as-
sumption that it was a rescue operation.

In the course of the trial Dr. Kastner’s lawyer adduced an
admission from Izzak Greenbaum, head of the Jewish Agency
Rescue Committee: “If I am asked, ‘Could you give from the
U.J.A. moneys to rescue Jews?’ I say, ‘No,’ and I say again, ‘No.’
In my opinion we have to resist that wave which puts the Zion-
ist activities in a secondary line.”3° This substantiated the Rich-
ard Crossman observation: “The Zionists are terrific . . . their
main preoccupation is not to save Jews alive out of Europe, but
to get Jews into Palestine.”3!

American philanthropic organizations, likewise, have increas-
ingly had to take a secondary position to the needs of Israel.
HIAS (Hebrew Sheltering and Immigrant Aid Society), once
independently active in bringing distressed Jews to the U.S,,
now tells inquirers that it will not give any information on how
to bring people to the U.S. because it is “our duty to help people
go to Israel”®? and not to emigrate from Israel.

The “ceaseless Zionist propaganda campaign” to move refu-
gees to Palestine even under circumstances of terrifying danger
had been “skillfully” carried on in the DP camps of Europe at
the end of World War II, according to General Sir Frederick
Morgan, British Senior Officer of the United Nations Relief and
Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA):
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The whole business was represented as being the spon-
taneous surge of a tortured and persecuted people toward
their long-lost homeland. I fancy that, in reality, there
were few among the travellers who, of their own free will,
would have gone elsewhere than to the U.S.A. . . . from
my post of observation I was able to perceive, as I fancy
few others were, something of the immense driving force
at the back of this whole migration. At my own Headquar-
ters, among the staffs of the “Voluntary Agencies” was
that of the American Joint Distribution Committee, so
called, in effect an important element of the Zionist Gen-
eral Staff for Europe.33

In her book Eichmann in Jerusalem** Hannah Arendt not
only verifies the intimate connection between Eichmann and
Dr. Kastner that led to the saving of prominent Jewish Zionists
in Hungary and paved the way for the subsequent slaughter
of tens of thousands of other Jews, but links Zionism and
Nazism even further.

In the early months of the Hitler regime the Zionists were
the only Jews to associate with the German authorities, and
they used their position to discredit anti-Zionists and assimila-
tion Jews, according to Miss Arendt. Zionist leaders urged the
adoption of the slogan, “Wear the yellow star with pride,” be-
cause it meant the end of Jewish assimilationism and increased
power for them. It was the hope of organized Jewry in Germany
that the Nazi dissimilation with the Jews would lead to emigra-
tion to Palestine. The result was an agreement between the
Jewish Agency for Palestine and Nazi authorities to assist in
the Zionist plans for illegal immigration into the Holy Land.
Even the Gestapo and the SS were helpful, for this to them was
just another way of ridding Europe of the “hated Jews.”

European Zionists before the announcement of the extermi-
nation program, the author notes, not only in Germany but
elsewhere in Hitler occupied lands, were perfectly willing to
cooperate with the Nazis so long as “suitable material” was
provided for immigration to their embryo state. Jon Kimche,
a Zionist himself, is quoted as observing that in the eyes of
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Palestinian agents in Europe “the chief enemy prior to the ex-
termination program was not those who made life impossible for
Jews in the old country but those who barred access to the new
homeland. The enemy was definitely Britain, not Germany.”
And he added, “Eichmann may go down in history as one of the
arch murderers of the Jewish people, but he entered the lists
as an active worker in the rescue of Jews from Europe.”’s® The
submissive meekness with which the Jews of Europe (save in
Warsaw) went to their death can be explained only in terms
of the overpowering obsession with Palestine on the part of the
only leaders who were able to act to save them, but who simu-
lated rescue while practicing statecraft.

Both before and after the war the Zionists were powerful
enough to scuttle efforts to find havens for the oppressed out-
side of Palestine. The U.S. Secretary of the Interior was pre-
vailed upon in the thirties to oppose the settlement of Jewish
refugees as homesteaders in Alaska, and then pressure was
exerted on the Australian government to abandon the “Kim-
berley” project for the settlement of Jewish refugees in Western
Australia, which had been sponsored by the Freeland League
and had won partial approval. The Freeland League in its publi-
cation later asked:

“Who can tell how many thousands of Jewish lives might
have been saved from Hitler’s claws if these anti-Jewish pres-
sures exerted by Jews had not been effected? Who can tell how
many thousands might have started a new life in Kimberley
instead of ending their lives in Auschwitz.3¢ Similarly, the
pressure of the Zionist press in Holland and the calumnies of
Zionist emissaries especially sent to Surinam, spelled doom to
another rescue project.”s?

From another source came other evidence of the true Zionist
motives. Referring to then current reports of evidence at the
Eichmann trial, Dr. Solomon Schonfeld, who had served as
executive director of the Religious Emergency Council set up
by Britain’s Chief Rabbi to help victims of Nazism, wrote in a
letter to the Times of London, “My experience in 1942-43 was
wholly in favor of British readiness to help openly, construc-
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tively and totally, and this readiness met with opposition from
Zionist leaders who insisted on rescue to Palestine as the only
acceptable form of help.”®® As a result of this Zionist attitude,
a pending Parliamentary motion that called for the establish-
ment of temporary refuge on British territory “for endangered
Jews” but omitted any reference to Palestine was dropped even
though it had won 277 backers.

In those emotional days prior to the partition of Palestine,
one of the few who had seen through the Zionist policy of plac-
ing statehood first and refugees last had been the publisher of
The New York Times who asked, “Why in God’s name should
the fate of all these unhappy people be subordinated to the
single cry of statehood? I cannot rid myself of the feeling that
the unfortunate Jews of Europe’s DP camps are helpless hos-
tages for whom statehood has been made the only ransom.”?

During a debate on ‘“‘Arab-Israeli Relations and Israeli Refu-
gee Policy” conducted at McGill University in 1961 between
Israeli ambassador to Canada Yacov Herzog and historian
Arnold Toynbee, Mr. Herzog charged that the humanitarian
problem of Arab refugees “has been put into a totally political
context of animosity and hatred” and that the Arab countries
were using these displaced persons as a political pawn. Toyn-
bee replied, “I do think that Israel is living in a glass house in
drawing attention to this particular side of the Arab states’
policy because I think many things can be said especially after
the end of the war about Jewish refugees who were directed to
Palestine for political not humanitarian reasons when they could
have had better homes and better futures in Australia or in the
North American continent. I think politics were played with
the Jewish refugees just as they are now being played with the
Arab refugees.”

It was Morris Ernst, a civil-rights lawyer and well-known
liberal, who drew attention to the “sabotage by Zionists” of a
World War II plan of President Roosevelt to rescue 500,000
people from Hitler by providing a world-wide political asylum
“because this would open other doors but Palestine.” He quoted
Roosevelt as saying that the projected rescue plan was dead:
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“We can’t put it over because the dominant local Jewish leader-
ship of America won’t stand for it.”’4¢

“It’s impossible. Why?” asked Ernst.

Roosevelt: “The Zionist movement knows that Palestine is
and will be for some time a remittance society. They know that
they can raise vast sums for Palestine by saying to donors,
‘There is no other place this poor Jew can go,” but if there is a
world political asylum for all people irrespective of race, creed
or color they cannot raise their money. Then the people that
do not want to give the money will have an excuse to say,
‘What do you mean there is no place they can go but Palestine?
They are the preferred wards of the world.” 7’4t

Zionism won its blitzkrieg over Americans because it was
permitted to affix the label “humanitarianism” on the power
politics of Jewish nationalism. After World War II Americans
too frequently bowed before slogans and labels as they sur-
rendered personal thought to group jargon, individual responsi-
bility to group emotionalism. They seemed to abhor nothing so
much as the process of personal rationalizing. They accepted
cleverly manufactured catchwords as self-evident truths which
were not to be exposed to intellectual analysis. And no tragedy
in the long history of Judaism could have been more appalling
than the meekness with which the religious community that
gave monotheism to a pagan world joined their Christian
counterparts in yielding to the savage paganism of word fetishes.

The triumph of Zionism, culminating in the establishment
of the state of Israel, could almost be summarized in one word:
Hitler. It was the Nazi dictator who recruited more Zionists
than any Zionist organization ever did. Without the crimes and
bestial acts of the Nazi regime, this movement could not have
succeeded in achieving its first goal, the creation of Israel, nor
its second goal, the establishment of Israel as the focal center
of Jewish life. Where Zionist dialecticians failed to arouse any
enthusiasm for their ideology, Goering, Goebbels and Hitler
succeeded. The eloquently and continuously repeated saga of



INSIDE ZIONISM 23
the six million Jewish victims of Nazism molded inexorable sup-
port from both Christians and Jews.

The humanitarian vestments in which Israelism was publicly
garbed afforded full protection to its varied activities, and the
fatal label “anti-Semite” was ever available. Christian would-
be critics were speedily silenced with the smear word “anti-
Semitism,” and any latent Jewish opposition to Zionist nation-
alism was effectively throttled by the fear of being labeled
treason to Jewry. Zionist strategy called for keeping alive simul-
taneously a lurking fear in Jews of anti-Semitism and an over-
powering guilt feeling in Christians, epitomized succinctly by
Life magazine’s editorial reference to the “moral sentiment of
their right to a homeland as compensation, if any there could
be, for the unspeakable horrors inflicted upon them in other
lands.”*2

Zionism has had few money problems. Christians, unfamiliar
with the methods used to pump forth these gigantic sums of
money, are amazed at the size of Jewish giving to Israel. In the
year 1964 the control that organized Jewry exercised over its
membership was as great as in the medieval ghettos of Europe
and in the mellots of the Ottoman Empire, when their rabbinical
leadership exacted from them the required taxes for their own
community and for their lord or liege. There was then no alter-
native but to pay up. Today, Jews in many places find them-
selves barred from clubs, golf clubs, synagogues and social
centers if they resist the “philanthropic” assessment set for them.
A tight communal rule with kangaroo courts has been estab-
lished in Latin America. In the United States, control only a
shade less totalitarian rules the Jewish communities.*?

The number-one factor, however, accounting for the remark-
able success of the Israelist movement has been the unparalleled
zeal and efficiency that its partisans have mustered. Well
financed and well publicized, their varied day-in and day-out
activities cover every single facet of community life.

In New York City on almost any given day there can be
a U.J.A. drive meeting, a bond rally, a travel lecture on Israel,
a meeting of the Anti-Defamation League exposing the latest
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trend toward anti-Semitism, a council of rabbis reporting on
the new spiritual gains in Israel, a personality recently returned
from Israel aglow with enthusiasm or back from the Soviet
Union aghast at “anti-Jewish discrimination.” Speakers are
sent to every type of organization, literature floods through the
mails; full-page advertisements pour out the message. The 281
national Jewish organizations, the mere listing of which fills
23 pages of the Jewish Year Book,** and the 251 local Jewish
federations, welfare funds and community councils, whose list-
ing takes 12 pages, are continuously holding luncheons, dinners,
receptions, teas, dances, benefits, theater parties, concerts, re-
citals, lectures, meetings and fund-raising rallies. And at none
of these is an opporunity lost either to instill a valuable droplet
of political propaganda or to awaken a dormant spark of Jewish
consciousness. There is even an annual briefing conference at
the United Nations at which delegates from nations friendly to
Israel address the convenees on subjects of international inter-
est. Where Jewish groups cannot go it alone, they make their
point through the National Conference of Christians and Jews
and its “Brotherhood” campaign.

There is a never-ending flow of American cinema, theatrical
and sports stars, scientists, scholars, artists, journalists, indus-
trialists and politicians visiting Israel. And in the reverse direc-
tion there have been brought to the U.S. from Israel “practically
every member who ever sat in the Israeli cabinet, dozens of
Knesset members, every self-respecting official above a certain
rank, artists and thousands of students and trainees of every
kind.”#5

No person in public life or in the public eye remains im-
mune from being honored by some Jewish organizations or
other. Former President Herbert Hoover received the 1960
Humanitarian Award from the Jewish Theological Seminary
of America at a Waldorf-Astoria banquet. Phil Rizutto, onetime
New York Yankees star, was cited by the sports section of the
United Jewish Appeal at the Plaza. A Waldorf-Astoria ball
for the benefit of a cultural center in Israel draws as patrons,
among others, Mrs. Wendell Willkie, Mrs. Ogden Reid, Spyros
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Skouras, Stringfellow Barr, Dr. Howard Rusk, Davidson Tay-
lor, Mrs. Oscar Hammerstein 2nd, and Mrs. John Dewey.*®

Through the totality of these and similar activities, anyone
who means anything is put under obligation to organized Jewry.
Campaign Judaism moves ahead. As one observer has noted,
“quite apart from the merits of the case, such work has pro-
vided a satisfying outlet for the natural desire of men and
women to identify themselves with a cause transcending their
life routine, has given members of an affluent society the psycho-
logically needed ‘right’ to enjoy their affluence by sharing it with
others less fortunate and has perhaps helped to alleviate a faint
sense of ‘guilt’ on the part of the American Jews because they
had an easy time while their breathren in Europe and elsewhere
suffered want and persecution.”*?

The large city press carries the unending story of the day-
to-day activities of the varied Zionist and and pro-Israeli or-
ganizations.*® The wide news coverage and thoroughness of
The New York Times has been a valuable aid to Zionism-
Israelism. Even without the presence of pressures, it would be
difficult for metropolitan newspapers in the large urban U.S.
centers to ignore the plethora of activities selling Israel daily
to the American public. It would be hard for the press not to
report a certain amount of this, difficult for the public not to
absorb more than a grain of the propaganda propagated, and
unnatural for the Christian, as well as the Jewish, community
not to be impressed by this display of power. Skilled writers
pour forth human interest stories to the eagerly waiting press.
Invariably each item contains its political smidgin arousing
simultaneously sympathy for Israel and antagonism for the
Arab. And there are some 218 Jewish periodicals published at
regular intervals, in English or Yiddish, supplementing the
American press.

In his autobiography Chaim Weizmann boasted of how he
ensnared anti-nationalist Jews into creating the props of a
separatist political movement of which they wanted no part:
“Those wealthy Jews who could not wholly divorce themselves
from a feeling of responsibility toward their people but, at the
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same time, could not identify themselves with the hopes of the
masses, were prepared with a sort of left-handed generosity on
condition that their right hand did not know what their left
hand was doing, To them the university-to-be in Jerusalem
was philanthropy which did not compromise them; to us it was
National Renaissance. They would give—with disclaimers. We
would accept—with reservations.”*® It was not until years later
that Senator Fulbright and the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee revealed the consequences to the American taxpayer of
permitting contributions intended for philanthropy to be used
for state building.

On May 23 and August 1, 1963, the Committee conducted
hearings in Washington on the Zionist movement as part of
an examination into activities of various agents of foreign prin-
cipals, aimed at checking possible abuses of the Foreign Agents
Registration Act.

Nearly three hundred printed pages of testimony, origi-
nally classified, brought to light “one of the most effective net-
works of foreign influence,” in the words of a weekly news
magazine,’° masked behind tax-free United Jewish Appeal dol-
lars distributed through “conduits” (a term employed by Sen-
ator Fulbright) of the Jewish Agency, Jerusalem and the
Jewish Agency’s American section, a registered foreign agent,
in order to mold public opinion and to exert pressures. More
than five million philanthropic dollars from philanthropic-
minded Americans had been sent to Israel, then sent back to
the United States and distributed to organizations and individ-
uals seeking to influence public opinion in favor of Israel.

Publicly disclosed for the first time by a U.S. Government
body was the highly complex process of passing funds among
the three “Jewish Agencies”: The Jewish Agency for Israel,
Jerusalem; The Jewish Agency for Israel, Inc.; The Jewish
Agency—American Section, Inc. (registered agent); and through
their appointees to many respectable organizations molding
American opinion who often were not cognizant of the original
source of the funds. More than 80 per cent of the budget of
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the American Zionist Council, the co-ordinating body for nine
major United States Zionist groups had been received for eight
years from the Jewish Agency for Israel.

Among the many pertinent operations and activities thus
financed with tax-free charity dollars were: the purchase and
control of the Jewish Telegraphic Agency for distribution of
“news” to Jewish publications; the establishment and mainte-
nance of the Presidents’ Conference of Jewish Organizations;
the subsidization of the efforts of the Synagogue Council of
America in its interpretation to Christian leaders of the rela-
tionship of American Jewry to Israel; organization work, sem-
inars and travel “study” tours in Israel by the American Chris-
tian Palestine Committee; pressuring American newspapers
into support and into attacking anti-Zionist groups; establish-
ment of inter-university committees on Israel and setting up
through contributions chairs of Hebrew culture at universities
which had Middle East study programs; establishment of the
Council on Middle Eastern Affairs.

This penetration by masked funds, as revealed by Senator
Fulbright, touched almost every aspect of Jewish and Christian
life. The detailed report by the Zionist Council’s information
department on the techniques used to influence public opinion
in favor of a pro-Israeli foreign policy included “cultivation of
editors,” “placement of articles on Israel in some of America’s
leading magazines,” arranging for radio and TV programs
“sympathetic” to Israel, and subsidizing trips to Israel by “pub-
lic opinion molders,” especially Christian clergymen, academic
people and representatives of mass communications media.?!

For the first time unsuspecting contributors to the United
Jewish Appeal learned that part of their contributions had been
flowing through the American Zionist Council’s lobby-funds
pipeline, not only to work on congressmen and U.S. opinion,
but to propagandize themselves into giving more to Israel.
Senator Fulbright stated that “the device of using the American
Zionist Council is a very thin way of insulating” it and other
recipients from terms of the foreign agents act. Whereas the
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Jewish Agency had registered, most of those who received the
funds had not. “The Department of Justice and therefore the
public,” said the Senator, “was unaware of the public relations
activities in the interests of Israel carried on within the United
States by the Agency. And the Jewish Agency supported or-
ganizations and individuals without itemization of such financial
support publicly in its Justice Department reports.”%2

Herein lies the crux to this twentieth-century saga in state-
making: The Zionists and Israelists know where they are going
and nothing in the world is permitted to deter them from ad-
vancing their goals—no fears about arousing prejudice, no
qualms about misusing power, no worries about the American
national interest, no concerns for the future security of Jews
in the U.S. Dedication and devotion drive the movement straight
ahead according to plan and schedule. The direction of Zion-
ism, aided and abetted by Jewish nationalism—and vice versa—
is undeviating. What opposition has manifested itself in the
United States from anti-Zionist Jews, Arab supporters and the
Arabs themselves reminds one of those meandering streams
that wander back and forth aimlessly before getting lost in
some mountain crag. It is hard to tell where they are going or
why. And, furthermore, who cares?

The reaction of America to certain Zionist plans for Ameri-
can citizens bears study.



2
Operation Ingathering

“In a world of wolves, one must be a fox.”
Machiavelli

IN SOLEMN policy declarations David Ben-Gurion
and his successor continue to enunciate the Zionist nationalist
dogma that has been promulgated privately since the days of
Herzl—that Jews everywhere are members of a collective
Jewish nation and that this “Jewish people” must someday
be gathered home to Eretz Isracl. With the creation of the
state what he and others once whispered privately they now
stated openly, to the chagrin of non-Zionist Jews and to the
anger of anti-Zionists. The retirement of Mr. Ben-Gurion in
1963 to the Negev changed nothing. The Israeli government
under Levi Eshkol and the World Zionist Organization moved
toward a goal of “conquering the communities of U.S. Jews.”?

In his address to the 25th World Zionist Congress in Jeru-
salem in December, 1960, in a speech delivered to members of
the Association of American and Canadian Settlers in Israel
in 1961, in a report to the Israeli Knesset of May, 1961, in an
address at the opening of Hadassah’s golden jubilee celebration
in January, 1962, and in a talk before the American Jewish
Congress Symposium in Jerusalem in June, 1962, the Israeli
head of government in turn described as godless Jews who lived
outside of Israel; called American Jews “ignorant of being what
a Jew means—for more and more American Jews are being
affiliated with a synagogue as a social more than a religious
affair”?; upbraided American Zionists “who are reluctant to
say they are not Americans and not part of the American home-
land like other Americans™*; declared that Israel is the basis of

29
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the whole existence of the Jewish communities everywhere,
especially in the United States,” and predicted that the “only
things that could save Judaism in the United States were per-
sonal ties with Israel.”® With the flow of Jews to Israel dwin-
dling, the Israeli Prime Minister admitted “we are short of man-
power,”” and he excoriated Zionists for sending “only money
and good advice” instead of trained and competent Jewish im-
migrants from the West.

Organizations and individuals alike defended themselves from
the Talmudic accusation of godlessness and took strong issue
with Ben-Gurion. The Israeli Prime Minister was assailed by
Dr. Goldmann as “endangering the position of Jews in every part
of the world.” Here and there, a fervent follower like the former
president of the Zionist Organization of America, Dr. Em-
manuel Neumann, defended the Israeli leader. He charged
The New York Times report of the two-hour-long address with
“lifting a passage out of context containing a quotation from
the Talmud, leaving the wrong impression. . . . Needless to
say, that quotation [calling Jews godless] referring to the pagan
Roman world is wholly inapplicable to the times in which we
live.”®

But Mr. Ben-Gurion purposely chose this passage because
he wanted this Talmudic reference to apply to the present situ-
ation. Neither should his detractors have been surprised nor his
followers apologetic. The Isracli Prime Minister was only re-
iterating what he had told a group of Americans in 1949: “Our
goal is only at the beginning. It consists of bringing all Jews to
Isracl. We appeal to the parents to help us bring their children
here. Even if they decline to help, we will bring the youth to
Israel.”® To an American audience at the Jewish Theological
Seminary in New York City during his 1960 visit, Mr. Ben-
Gurion said “come to Israel to live . . . and if, God forbid, it
should be necessary, to fight with us.”10

The measure of Ben-Gurion’s disenchantment with American
Zionists and the despair that led to his bold, forthright and dan-
gerous pronouncements can be gauged by his ensuing explana-
tion regarding the number of these American children he wanted.
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On a visit to the U.S. in May, 1951, he stated that he envisaged
an influx of an additional four million Jews into Israel within
the following ten years. But by May, 1961, this influx had
reached a figure of only 800,000 and within the latter part of
the decade had fallen to a trickle of 30,000 yearly. The bulk of
the newcomers had come from the Arab countries and only the
smallest handful from the United States.

Those who had been ingathered brought little wealth. Many
were poor, aged and infirm, neither good pioneering nor good
military material. Soon unrestricted immigration gave way to
selective immigration, and the Jewish Agency “persuaded” only
those Oriental Jews who were young, able-bodied and endowed
with special professional skills to emigrate.

The future plans of Ben-Gurion and his partisans apparently
directly depended on that predicted influx of four million Jews.
For shortly after the 1949 Israeli elections Ben-Gurion had
declared: “We must save the remnants in the Diaspora. We
must also save their possessions. Without these two things, we
shall not build this country.”

But the Zionist-minded members of the American Jewish
Congress attending a three-day symposium in Israel’s capital
in June, 1962, indicated they did not have the slightest desire to
be “saved” by the Israeli Prime Minister or his colleagues. In
a reply to Ben-Gurion and his minister of education, former
ambassador to the U.S. Abba Eban, who had declared, “I
frankly doubt your continued existence as Jews,” Stanley H.
Lowell, chairman of the Commission of Intergroup Relations
and a vice president of the group sponsoring the meeting in
Jerusalem, vehemently replied: ‘“You are not the only answer
to Jewish living, Jewish creativity and Jewish survival.”1!

This symposium never resolved the question of whether emi-
gration to Israel should be the highest goal of American Jewry,
but there was unanimity among the 1,000 Jewish Israelis and
Americans attending that there should be more frequent and
longer visits by Americans to Israel and that Jewish-Hebrew
education should be increased in the United States. (Fifteen
hundred American youths were already earmarked for summer
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work and study in Israel.)!? Once again the objections by
Zionists-Israelists to Ben-Gurion’s statements seemed to ignore
the seriousness of the basic philosophy time and again advanced
by the Prime Minister: “You [Diaspora Jews] are only part-
time Jews at best, for the few minutes that you pray every day.
The houses you live in were not built by Jews. The bread you
eat is not baked by Jews, and the roads on which you travel
were not laid by Jews. Here in Israel our Jewishness is expressed
in what we build, write and do. Here we do things as full
Jews.”13 In effect, the protests of the Diaspora Jews seemed to
say: “Darn it—do not play this up so openly. We will help you,
but do not treat us—certainly not publicly—as if we were
Israelis.” Clearly those marked for ingathering had refused the
honor, preferring to do their more-than-bit for the homeland
from their New York apartments and suburban ranch houses.

“Operation Ingathering” became codified with the Law of
Return* adopted by the Knesset (on July 5, 1950), and with
the Nationality Act of 1952, which grants every Jew the right
to come to Israel for permanent settlement and to acquire
Israeli citizenship automatically. The emptying of Europe’s Jew-
ish refugee camps had brought to the new state a rush of 300,-
000 emigrants, mostly survivors of Hitler who had no other
place to go. But the next wave, which according to the Zionist
blueprint was to consist of voluntary émigrés from the United
States and elsewhere, never did follow in the wake of this basic
Israeli legislation. Jewish American do-gooders, enthusiastic
sympathizers, all-out supporters, generous philanthropists and
even political crusaders continued to carry on their work for
“little Israel” from the United States, refusing to emigrate to
the new democracy. As William Zukerman described it in the
Jewish Newsletter:

No amount of raging and fuming on the part of the nation-
alists and particularly of Ben-Gurion made a dent on their
decision to remain in their homes. Israel was to the Amer-
ican Jew a thing of pride, an ornament, even a new article
of their religion for which they were willing to pay gener-
ously in money. But it was not to be their personal home,
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nor the home of their children. This was the one great
act of defiance of Western Jews against Israel which
doomed “Ingathering” to ideological bankruptcy and ma-
terial failure.!®

Once the state had come into being, no Israeli leader was
able to persuade the philanthropic Jews whom Weizmann had
described as being willing to give “with disclaimers™® to join
in the final fruition of their gifts by emigrating to Israel. He
could not persuade even the smallest number of his own Amer-
ican Zionists!'? to make the move and avail themselves of the
Law of Return, let alone those who had always supported Israel
as philanthropy and refugeeism, but never as the culmination
of Jewish nationhood involving themselves.

With his own American Zionists refusing to be “ingathered,”
the Israeli leader decided to make more frequent use of non-
Zionist Israelists. These non-Zionists were a safe group with
which to deal. Ostensibly they did not seek to interfere with
his role inside Israel. They possessed a greater access to people
in high office in Washington, to the press and to financial inter-
ests than did the self-conscious and obvious Zionists. When, in
the hectic days prior to the 1947 partition, White House doors
has been closed to Stephen S. Wise, it was the affluent, quiet,
non-Zionist Eugene Meyer, owner of The Washington Post, who
acted as intermediary between the White House and repre-
sentatives of the state-to-be.

It was, therefore, to the non-Zionist American Jewish Com-
mittee and its president, Jacob Blaustein, that Ben-Gurion
pledged non-interference in the internal affairs of “Jewish com-
munities abroad.” After each intemperate bid for emigration and
what was alleged to have been an “infraction of the spirit of
the agreement,” the concordat!® was renewed.

Ben-Gurion’s growing disenchantment with American Zion-
ism stemmed from his sense of the increasing unpopularity of
the movement. Most young people in the United States felt that
the Zionist mission had been fulfilled with the establishment of
Israel, and Zionism had never been popular with the sabras in
Israel. There was a definite foreign connotation to the word
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in the minds of both groups, and Jewish Americans in the U.S.
found other ready avenues of affirming their fealty to Israel
without taking on the opprobrious Zionist label.

The “I am not a Zionist but” approach to working for Israel
was obviously far more popular among all age groups in the
Diaspora. Ben-Gurion, with a sense of timing, could now safely
insist that the Zionist organization was the “scaffolding of the
State” and that the “time had come to take the scaffolding
down.” Inasmuch as the American Zionists were bankrupt so
far as personal emigration was concerned, it was just a matter
of time and method before the antiquated Zionist machinery
would be replaced by something better serving the ends and
interests of the state of Israel. The Israelis who followed the
Ben-Gurion leadership!® pushed the subtler approach to Amer-
ican hearts.

The increasing reliance of the Israeli Premier upon non-
Zionist leadership in the United States impelled the American
Zionist forces to show their mettle. They pushed their efforts
in the field of ingathering—not of themselves, but of others.
More than ever a Zionist could appropriately be defined as a
Jew who gave money to a second Jew to send a third Jew to
Israel.

After President Kennedy’s announcement of the Peace Corps,
the president of the Zionist Organization of America (ZOA)
called upon young Jewish Americans to enlist in the new service,
but “to give as their preference for placement the under-devel-
oped areas of Israel, such as the Negev, the Hills of Judea and
Eastern Galilee.” In this way the U.S. government at its own
expense would be implementing on a small scale the ingathering
to which American Zionists were not subscribing. “I am con-
fident,” wrote Dr. Samuel Margoshes in a Jewish publication,?°
“that this will make a strong appeal to American Jewish young
men and women who, in joining the Peace Corps, will wish to
select Israel as their preference to carry the American ideal of
service into practice.” The problem became academic, however,
when Israel was not designated as a country to be covered under
Peace Corps activities.
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Intimately tied to efforts to bring newcomers to Israel are
the United Jewish Appeal’s annual “this year of crisis” fund-
raising campaign in the United States and the Israel bond drive.
The bond drive, inaugurated in 1951, has brought in almost
$1 million per week. The U.J.A., averaging an intake of $70
million per year between 1957 and 1961, had set its goal for
1964 at $105 million, the highest figure since the $85 million
raised in 1957 following the Suez crisis and the cry, “Rescue
the Jews of Egypt.” The Zionist ingathering goals were financed
by these successful agencies and German reparations payments.
But to succeed there had to be ingatherees. i341982
When Dr. Chaim Weizmann in November, 1917, won the
Balfour Declaration from the Lloyd George government, the
final draft of the British Foreign Minister contained this sig-
nificant last sentence, which altered the draft submitted by the
Zionist leader: “It being clearly understood that nothing shall
be done which may prejudice . . . the rights and political status
enjoyed by Jews in any other country.” In commenting upon
the Declaration, Dr. Weizmann noted that this alteration had
been inserted to prevent “anti-Semites from seizing upon the
Declaration as a weapon whereby to bring about the disenfran-
chisement of the Jews.”2! The first president of Israel ought to
have been concerned with pro-Semites, with the Israeli-Amer-
ican ingatherers whose intrepid handiwork has complicated dan-
gerously the lives of more than half a million Jews still remain-
ing in Arab countries, after having already beguiled more than
that number from lands in which they had lived for centuries.

The impact of Zionism since 1948 has shattered the peaceful
existence that Jews enjoyed among their Arab brethern for
millennia. Zionist agents, by instilling fear of imminent persecu-
tion and by other propaganda weapons, have already drawn
more than 700,000 Jews out of Iraq, Yemen, Syria, Egypt,
Tunisia, Algeria and Morocco. These Oriental Jews have been
“enticed to come to Israel to develop the open spaces made
vacant by the exiled Arabs,” to use the words of Moshe Menu-
hin.?2? And their immigration was accomplished not primarily



36 THE OTHER SIDE OF THE COIN
for the sake of the immigrants, but to meet Israeli needs for
money, manpower and military strength.

What is known in the West as anti-Semitism has never existed
in the Arab world. Moses and Abraham, as well as Jesus, are
recognized as prophets in the Islamic faith. One of the holiest
places in Islam is the rock in Jerusalem where Abraham was
prepared to sacrifice his son, Isaac. The Koran refers to Jews
as “People of the Book,” and the followers of Islam have in-
variably referred to their Jewish neighbors as “the sons and
daughters of our uncle,” an allusion to the Old Testament story
of Ishmael and Isaac.

Aside from the semantic absurdity of calling people anti-
Semitic who are themselves Semites, anti-Semitism has been a
product of the Western world, not of the Arab countries. There
has been little discrimination against Jews as Jews, only an
identification of Jews with the Israelis whom the Arabs oppose
on political, not on religious, grounds. Dov Joseph, military gov-
ernor of Israel’s Jerusalem during the Arab-Israeli war, wrote
in his account of the siege of that city: “I have never found
among Moslems who made up the great majority of the Arabs
of Palestine any trace of feeling against Jews comparable to
anti-Semitism.”?3

Jewish Life, the bimonthly publication of the Union of Or-
thodox Jewish Congregations of America, reached the same
conclusion. An article by Gottfried Neuberger, who had visited
Jewish communities in the Arab countries, had this to say:

The majority of the population of such countries as Egypt,
Tunisia, and Morocco, where Jew and Moslem have long
lived side by side, is intuitively friendly to Jews. This does
not diminish the fact that these same Arabs are strongly
hostile to Israel and are deeply suspicious of Israeli future
aims and actions. Yet I feel that it is a basic fallacy and a
grave error to equate this with “anti-Semitism.”2*

Jews had from the beginning been allowed to organize them-
selves in autonomous communities within the Moslem states.28
In Iraq where they had been brought by Nebuchadnezzar after
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the destruction of the Kingdom of Judah (586 B.C.), they
had found the “peace of the city” prophesied for them by
Jeremiah.26 Here their leaders served as counselors and advisers
to sultans and pashas and gained civic and financial prestige.
Here the Jewish community enjoyed economic and religious
freedom continuously for centuries. Rabbi Benjamin of Tudela,
who visited Baghdad in 1170 A.D., found ten rabbinical schools
and 238 synagogues in the land where the Babylonian Talmud
had been written. The chief rabbi, he wrote, was held in high
esteem, being regarded as a descendant of David.?”

Iraq, the land where, according to the Bible, Abraham, Isaac
and Jacob lived, was in modern times home to over 125,000
Jews who attended more than sixty synagogues. Today fewer
than 6,000 remain. Despite the opposition of Iraq’s chief rabbi,
Sassoon Kheddoury,?® Zionist agents after the establishment of
Israel produced trouble between Jews and Moslems, forcing the
ensuing exodus. Jews who had been permitted by the Option
Law of 1954 to leave for Israel, but were reluctant to emigrate,
were stampeded into flight.

The tragedy of the Iraqi Jews, as reported by an eyewitness,
Reuben David, a young Jewish Iraqi, set in when “the Zionists
embarked upon a high pressure job of psychological warfare
. . . The natural fears of the uncertainties of life in Iraq if
they remained behind were shrewdly played upon.”?® Pam-
phlets entitled, “Don’t Buy from Moslems,” which were given
out in synagogues, were obviously intended to fall into the hand
of Moslems and cause anti-Jewish bitterness. Mr. David, who
subsequently emigrated to the United States, further describes
events in Iraq:

Zionist efforts to stampede the Jews of Iraq were based on
the theory that both a push and a pull were needed. The
push derived from persecution of Jews in Irag—both real
and fancied. The pull derived from the repeated Zionist
proclamations of Israel as “the homeland” for all Jews . . .

Somebody was certainly busy in Iraq to make sure the
“push” was not neglected. There were stories in the news-
papers of the bombings of places frequented by Jews, in-
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cluding one synagogue. Yet such bombings never seemed
to cause casualties or even much damage.

I read one day that Levy’s, the Chevrolet and Buick dealer,
had been bombed and that another Jewish establishment,
where Cadillac and Hudson cars were sold, had also been
the scene of an explosion. I personally visited both places
to inspect the damage. There was none. In all the bomb-
ings there were no casualties reported.

It seems obvious to me that these bombings must have
been done by the Zionists. I believe that all they wanted
to do was frighten the Jews and make them believe the
Moslems were taking action against them.

Although the bombings seem to have done little or no
physical damage, they had an effect on Iraqi Jews gen-
erally. Enormous quantities of arms began to be found in
Jewish homes and synagogues. The government concluded
that the bombs which had done so little damage in the
Jewish business establishments and cafés were part of
the same stores of munitions found in Jewish homes and

synagogues and that the same people were probably
responsible.3°

Despite international movements of an anti-Semitic nature,
the traditional Arab respect for freedom of religion has never
ceased to include Jewish-Arab communities. In Egypt hun-
dreds of Moslems and Christians traditionally joined their
Jewish cousins in celebrating the Holy Day of Al-Anshaty, the
annual commemoration of the birthday of the famous Jewish
educator, scholar, physician and botanist who lived in the 12th
century.®!

When the body of an Arab soldier killed in the Palestine
war was carried through the streets of Cairo in a massive public
ceremony prior to interment as the symbolic unknown soldier,
walking behind the casket, arm in arm with the Moslem and
Coptic chieftains, was Haim Nahoum Effendi who served as
Egypt’s Grand Rabbi for 31 years. Beloved by his fellow Egyp-
tians, Nahoum Effendi was a great Arabist and a member of
the Arab Academy. During the July, 1956 crisis and the en-
suing troubles over Suez, he exerted every effort to halt the
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emigration of Jewish Egyptians. In reporting his death in
November, 1960, the English Zionist publication Jewish Ob-
server and Middle East Review wrote:

There is not the slightest bit of evidence available here of
any outbreaks of anti-Semitism, even in 1956-57, which
were any worse than similar disturbances in nearly every
Western country at one time or another. After Suez young
hoodlums apparently molested the homes of Jews living
in the so-called “Coptic village” quarter, near the Ben
Ezra Snyagogue (the probable site of the Land of Goshen,
and associated closely with much of Moses’ life), and some
of the 42 Jewish families who had lived there for cen-
turies left and have not returned. However, there seems
to be genuine “peaceful co-existence” between Moslems,
Jews and Christians still living in the quarter.3?

No better summary of the attitude of Moslems toward Jews
(and precise semantics are vital here) up to the advent of
Zionism and particularly the creation of Israel can be given
than that set forth in an address to the UN General Assembly
by an Arab delegate:

We were on the best of terms with the Jews. We have liked
them when they were hated everywhere. We have shel-
tered them when they were expelled everywhere. With us,
they have built their lives, when theirs were destroyed
everywhere. We have treated thm with quality, dignity and
fraternity, when they were persecuted everywhere. They
have participated in our national life, when they were ex-
communicated everywhere. In the Arab homeland, they
became ministers, members of Parliament, officials, in-
dustrialists, tradesmen and have engaged in all walks of
life. We sang together, wept together. It was only after
Zionism and Israel that all this human structure collapsed
under the impact of the most flagrant ingratitude. The
events of the last 40 years have brought Zionism in direct
clash with the Arab world.?3

When in 1961 the announced refusal of the Rumanian gov-
ernment to permit further Jewish emigration killed a fund-
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raising drive “to bring in the Jewish Rumanians,” the United
Jewish Appeal and the Zionists scoured the world in their
search for new immigrants. Once again they turned to the Arab
world and to the Middle East. Jews from such oriental coun-
tries as Tunisia and Iran became the objective. In Tunisia it
was quite clear that whatever anti-Jewish feeling existed re-
sulted largely from the close association of many Jews with pro-
French sentiment. As had been the case in Morocco during
the disturbing years prior to the final ascendency of Sultan
Mohammed V, Jews suspected of siding with the European
overlord were attacked and in many instances violence was
committed against their persons and property. But these
actions were in no sense anti-Jewish, let alone anti-Semitic,
but anti-European, just as in other parts of the Arab world.
The association of Jews with Zionism had led to the unfortu-
nate events leading to the ingathering of Jews from Iraq, Syria,
Egypt and North Africa. In both Tunisia and Iran hard-working
operatives recruited Jews for emigration to Israel. In Iran this
drive for new Israelis was headed by the Joint Distribution Com-
mittee chief, who had been put in charge in the spring of 1958
after a training period in India.3*

The 1961 drive, however, placed emphasis on another North
African country. The U.J.A. had raised its quota $10 million
from the $62 million goal of 1960, and this time it was the
Moroccan Jews who were specifically earmarked for return.
“Save Morocco Jewry” became the slogan of the new drive.
American Zionism received the cue from Menachem Begin, the
leader of the Herut Party in Israel, who outlined a program for
the mass evacuation of Moroccan Jews “lest we wait until the
knife is at the throat. We cannot rely on a smile and a promise.
One day they [the Moroccans] smile, the next day they burn
a synagogue. We want the North African Jews to settle in Israel.
We dare not consider the trouble of their absorption. Human
lives are at stake.”’®> The outline of the combined Israeli-U.S.
campaign assumed shape as American Zionist leaders in press
statements and pronouncements reiterated “the right of Jews to
leave their countries in order to emigrate to Israel.”
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Since 1959 the government of Morocco had imposed restric-
tions on Jewish migration to Israel and refused to cooperate
with the Zionists in their movement to bring about a mass emi-
gration of Moroccan Jews. Some 90,000 to 100,000 had left
for Israel and the Joint Distribution Committee (J.D.C.), an
organ of the U.J.A. was stimulating emigration by propaganda
particularly aimed at destitute Jews. Now that these Oriental
Jews were to become the specific 1961 project of the U.J.A,,
the appropriate climate had to be created: the generous Ameri-
can givers had to view the 750,000 Moroccan Jews as the
victims of a full-scale anti-Semitic campaign from which the
“discriminated, persecuted and physically tortured” had to be
“rescued” en masse by ship and plane.

An underground movement (reputedly under J.D.C. direc-
tion and financing) with U.J.A. funds was organized. The well-
orchestrated propaganda campaign was launched with a head-
lined incident, the sinking of the Pisces off the Moroccan coast
with the loss of 43 men, women and children. As the incidents
involving the ships Patria (1940) and the Exodus (1947) had
been used to fight British suppression of illegal immigration into
Palestine, it was now similarly hoped the focus of world atten-
tion would shine on the illegal emigration from Morocco.

By this time the world had either become hardened or was
otherwise concerned, so that the sinking of the Pisces did not
win banner headlines. But starting with this incident the propa-
ganda drums began to beat rhythmically: “Rescue the Moroc-
can Jews.” In Tel Aviv Foreign Minister Golda Meir assailed
the Moroccan government for making life unendurable for the
Jews and pledged that “together with world Jewry, we shall do
our utmost to change the existing situation.”38

On the occasion of the visit of President Nasser in Morocco,
Zionist groups deliberately provoked arrest by having hordes
of young Jews, wearing white caps with blue Mogen Davids
(the six-pointed star incorporated in the Israeli flag), parade
and shout against the U.A.R. chieftain. Governmental restric-
tions against illegal emigration were tightened, but U.J.A. ad-
vertisements boasted they were enabling escapes “with U.J.A.
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funds in an Oriental version of the pre-state illegal immigra-
tion.”

As the publicity increased the government of Morocco at-
tempted to bring its side of the story to the attention of the
American public. This was one of the first endeavors of the new
king, Hassan II, after he succeeded to the throne on the death
of his father, King Mohammed V. The new monarch issued an
official communiqué declaring that the Jewish communities
were regarded as an integral part of the country with the same
rights as the rest of the population, and representatives of these
communities were in evidence at the coronation of the king. On
the afternoon of Yom Kippur in September, 1961, Crown
Prince Moulay Abdulla, accompanied by the Casablanca gov-
ernor and officials from Rabat, made his ceremonial visit to
the Talmud Torah School Synagogue, a rite of respect inaugu-
rated by the late King Mohammed V when King Hassan was
the crown prince. As usual, in the face of growing tensions, the
Jewish community was split, with the hot-headed Zionists now
seeking permission of the king to elect a central Jewish body
with complete authority in all spheres of life, not merely wel-
fare, religion and education. Such a self-imposed ghetto, in-
variably and historically, has worked in favor of the Zionists.

There had been no significant Jewish problem in Morocco.
The Jews of Morocco had no reason either to seek self-ghettoi-
zation or to leave their ancestral homes. History casts some
interesting light on the status of Moroccan Jewry, whose pres-
ence in the country goes back to the third century B.C.

Rom Landau in his book Moroccan Drama®™ notes that many
thousands of Jews driven from their European homes, starting
with the expulsion from Spain by Ferdinand and Isabella in
1492, have found asylum in Morocco. He quotes Walter Harris,
the famous London Times correspondent, as saying that these
Jews were able at any time to gain access to the authorities
and even to the sultans.

The same author goes on to say, “Of particular interest is
the following decree published on February 5, 1864, by the
Sultan Mohammed ben Abdallah:
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It is our order that all Jews residing in Our Empire, re-
gardless of the situation in which they were placed by
the Almighty, should be treated by our governors, admin-
istrators, and other subjects, in conformance with strictest
justice; and that before our legal courts, they should be on
an equal basis with any other person, so that not even the
slightest injustice may be done them nor any unmerited
treatment accorded them. . . . Because such an injustice
is an injustice in the heavens, and we cannot under any
circumstances prejudice their rights. Our dignity is opposed
with all its might to such proceedings. In Our eyes, all
men have an equal right to ask for justice.”

The author concludes with the following observation: “Mo-
rocco’s attitude toward religious minorities has on the whole
been of comparative tolerance. They have no such black blots
as the Inquisition, the Saint Bartholomew Massacre, the burn-
ings and beheadings of Protestants by Catholics and of Catho-
lics by Protestants. In consequence it has become more appro-
priate to speak of ‘Jewish Moroccans’ than ‘Moroccan Jews.””

In 1086, forty thousand Jewish warriors joined the Moroccan
troops entering Spain with Youssef ben Tachfine, and several
thousand remained in southern Spain. In this period a great
number of famous literary Jews were found in Andalusia, in-
cluding Maimonides, Rebi Isaac Hacohen, Sayed Alfassi, who
wrote under the assumed name of Harif, Judah Halevi, and
others. Since then, the rulers of Morocco have had Jewish
doctors, advisers, cabinet ministers, attendants and chamber-
lains.

King Moulay Ismail, contemporary of Louis XIV, named
Daniel Toledano®® as a counselor to the court, sent his brother
Joseph Toledano on a diplomatic mission to the Netherlands,
and later sent another member of this family, Haim Toledano,
as ambassador to Great Britain.

In 1764, Sidi Mohamed Ben Moulay Ismail decided to create
the city of Es-Souira, now Mogador, and he called upon wealthy
Jews to help in the financing. Levy, Corcos, Afriat, Bouganim,
Ohana, Benhamou, Elmaleh and Attia were among the fami-
lies who responded and were given the title of Toujjar es-Sultan
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(Merchants of the King), responsible only to the sultan. Some
years later, the city of Es-Souira, an important port city, had
20,000 inhabitants, of whom 12,000 were Jews.

During World War 11, the late King Mohammed V protected
Jewish Moroccans against the Vichy government’s Nazi dis-
criminatory laws, issuing a proclamation declaring that “Moroc-
can Jews are my subjects, and my duty is to protect them
against any aggression.” In 1946 M. René Cassin, president of
the French Alliance Israélite, saluted the courage of the Sultan
in a letter declaring that “the life and property of many thou-
sands of Jews were saved thanks to the Sultan’s courage and
to the support he received from the entire Moslem community
in Morocco.”

King Mohammed in his first major speech from the throne
after returning from exile stated: “It stands to reason that Mo-
roccan Jews have the same rights and duties as other Moroc-
cans.” Jews served under King Mohammed and his successor
Hassan in important posts as parliamentarians, civil servants,
advisers and technicians. There are today Jewish officers in
the army and in the police force, and Jews have even repre-
sented Morocco in the Arab “Olympic” games.3?

Nonetheless, Zionists’ activity was injected in Morocco from
the outside*° during the period in which Mohammed V was in
exile and was stepped up to co-ordinate with the 1961 U.J.A.
drive. Overnight, pamphlets urging Jews to emigrate were
methodically distributed in the cities of Casablanca, Mogador,
Ajador, Fez, Safi and Mazajan.

Although the council of Jewish communities denounced the
diffusion of material “aimed to divide and sow discord between
the Moslem and Jewish populations,” the Moroccan Moslem
press reacted to the disturbed atmosphere and in unmistakable
terms criticized the Zionist elements. The government, too, de-
clared its firm determination to oppose Zionism as a national
danger and to thwart efforts to emigrate to Israel “where the
homes of a million Palestinian Arabs are occupied by the
usurpers.” Tempers flared, and the press campaign against
Jewish Moroccan elements sometimes failed to indicate that it
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was the Zionists among Jewish Moroccans who were their prin-
cipal objective. Some newspapers*! developed a racist campaign.
Incidents occurred in which members of the Jewish popula-
tion were maltreated by the police. Circumstances were favor-
able for a stampede emigration from Morocco.

This sequence of events is similar to that which had occurred
in Iraq and was later paralleled in Egypt after Israel’s invasion
of Sinai: The cycle where propaganda is spread and fear of
persecution is inculcated, where distrust leads to distrust and
Zionism seizes upon acts of reprisal and violence as evidence
of anti-Semitism and where one stems from the other, had been
set in motion, gravely endangering the Jewish community of
Morocco. Eighty prominent Jewish Moroccans in a vigorous
statement assailed

the subversive activities of Zionist instigators who, specu-
lating on the deep aspiration of Jewish Moroccans to
dignity, well-being and security, push those to emigrate,
when Moslems and Jews must unite their efforts in order
to achieve the national liberation and create in their coun-
try the conditions of a happy life, ensuring democracy,
well-being and security for all. Anxious to defend our
country against any calummy, we denounce the interna-
tional campaign led against Morocco by imperialist hy-
pocrites who try to create here a conflict in order to dis-
credit our country and tear away the Jewish population
from the national community.

Our stand here is not an act of compliance dominated by
the desire to please anyone. It is derived from nationals
who, long before independence, recognized Morocco as
their only country and pledged their allegiance to it.

We also declare it our duty to denounce with the same
energy any anti-Semitic demonstration. We declare that,
on a strictly patriotic position, we defend our rights and
liberties as nationals against any discrimination, convinced
that this country is ours, and no one can deny us this
right.42

Whereas the Egyptian (in 1956-1957) and Iraqi (in 1949-
1951) governments in the face of similar strategy had failed



46 THE OTHER SIDE OF THE COIN
to act forthrightly and in concert with indigenous loyal Jews,
the Moroccan government and the leadership of its religious
minority moved together. But though both the government and
part of the Jewish community were willing to fight for the
equality of all Moroccan subjects, the outcome remained very
much in doubt. While the Zionists lost the first round, the
triumph of universalism was short-lived. Fear and suspicion,
purposely nurtured by a determined propaganda machine
against the background of unrest and turmoil throughout the
Arab world, particularly neighboring Algeria, have proved very
hard to lick.

The war waged by the desperate Secret Army (OAS) in
Algeria during the months just prior to the independence of
that country played directly into the hands of the Israeli in-
gathering and American fund-raising efforts. In the panic and
flight from the horrible spread of violence as independence ap-
proached, the exodus of Jews from Algeria was “even more
precipitous than the flight of non-Jewish Europeans.”*3 Where
nearly 25 per cent of the latter had left by July 1, 1962, more
than 50 per cent of the Jews had left the country. Most of the
émigrés from the coastal cities, considering themselves Euro-
peans although many of their ancestors had arrived in Algeria
prior to the Arab conquest, had fled to France. But the Arabic-
speaking Jews of the rural interior departed to Israel. And the
stories in the U.S. press played up their exodus and their des-
tination on every possible occasion to help along the fund-
raising in the U.S.

It is not encouraging to note the general acquiescence of
Americans, private citizens as well as policy-makers, in the face
of this ingathering. It is unwholesome that not a single impor-
tant American figure, either Christian or Jew, has had the cour-
age to tell Israelists frankly: “This ‘rescue’ of Jews en masse is
folly and madness. Sure, many are living in squalid poverty as
compared to the standard of living in our country, but so are
their Arab neighbors. The Arab awakening is just beginning,
and our course is to assist these and other undeveloped coun-
tries achieve a better life, not make favorites of a certain few
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by bringing these privileged ones to Israel with the contributions
by which you assuage your own sense of guilt for not settling
in Israel personally.” That is what ought to be, but has never
been said publicly.

It was at one of the initial Israeli cabinet meetings, on August
15, 1948, that Prime Minister Ben-Gurion stated: “Generations
have not in vain suffered and struggled to see only 800,000
Jews in this country. It is the duty of the present generation to
redeem [italics ours] the Jews in the Arab and European coun-
tries.” Boldly and bluntly an article in Davar, the official organ
of the Mapai, Israel’s governing party, set forth one plan for
achieving this redemption. This is what an article in the Prime
Minister’s own newspaper said: “I shall not be ashamed to
confess that, if I had power, as I have the will, I would select
a score of efficient young men—intelligent, decent, devoted to
our ideal and burning with the desire to help redeem Jews—
and I would send them to the countries where Jews are
absorbed in sinful self-satisfaction. The task of these young
men would be to disguise themselves as non-Jews, and plague
Jews with anti-Semitic slogans, such as ‘Bloody Jew,” ‘Jews go
to Palestine,” and similar intimacies! I can vouch that the re-
sults in terms of a considerable immigration to Israel from these
countries would be ten thousand times larger than the results
brought by thousands of emissaries who have been preaching
for decades to deaf ears.”#*

Gullible Americans, ever ready to sanctify a new appearance
of the anti-Semitic label, would have been willing to applaud
the “rescue” of Jewish Moroccans, as they had earlier the
operations Ali Baba (exodus from Iraq), Magic Carpet (exodus
from Yemen), and the unnamed Egyptian emigration. What is
more reprehensible, the American taxpayer, through the tax
exemption enjoyed by the U.J.A. was unwittingly encouraging
the financing of an operation of Israeli foreign policy adversely
affecting American relations with a nation with which the
United States was striving to maintain friendship.

Few Americans have taken Ben-Gurion seriously in his plans
for “ingathering,” which would make possible the Israel from
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the Nile to the Euphrates of which he and doctrinaire Zionists
have always dreamed. Israelists wax indignant privately after
some of the Israeli leader’s remarks, reiterated by his successor
Levi Eshkol and his heirs apparent, Moshe Dayan and Abba
Eban, referring to their future, but do not deviate in the slight-
est in their full support of Israel. It was a rare event when
someone as prominent as Edna Ferber took Mr. Ben-Gurion
to task as she did in a letter to The New York Times*® in
which she declared his suggestions that it is the duty of Jews
to come to dwell in Israel and to send their children to be
educated there “not merely insolent and arrogant; they are the
utterances of dictatorship.”

The Arabs have long feared Israeli expansionism. Egypt’s
moderate General Mohamed Naguib early wrote:

If Israel wishes to live in peace with its Arab neighbors,
it must call a halt to unrestricted immigration in prepara-
tion for military expansion in the future . . . I do not feel
that we are being unreasonable in placing the burden
of proof on Israel. Israel, after all, is the interloper .
surely we have the right to demand that our new neighbor
prove himself a good neighbor before we accept him as a
member of our Community.*8

Apparently where Americans rarely heard, the Arabs never
forgot Ben-Gurion’s intonation to the first Knesset: “It is for
mass immigration that the State was established, and it is by
virtue of this alone that it will stand.”? And eight years later
the Israel Government Year Book carried a reiteration of this
theme: “The State of Israel is only the beginning of the redemp-
tion, its survival and the fulfillment of its mission cannot be
assured without the continuation of the ingathering of the
exiles.”#® It is in this context that the Israeli diversion of the
Jordan River waters takes on such serious proportions in Arab
eyes.

To treat Israelist ingathering designs as mere whimsy over-
looks the extent to which Israel’s leadership has become com-
mitted to implementing this goal.*® It is vital to them in their
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struggle for hegemony over American Zionists (and Israelists,
of course). Successful ingathering strengthens the argument that
there is little room for returning Arabs and provides the man-
power, as well as the impetus for the long planned expansion-
ism, set forth in 1951 and repeated many times thereafter by
Ben-Gurion: “To maintain the status quo will not do. We have
set up a dynamic state bent upon . . . expansionism.®® . . .
Only now have we reached the beginning of independence in
a part of our small country.”5!

The UN partition plan was accepted by the Zionist leader-
ship in 1947 reluctantly and only as a stepping stone toward
the re-creation of Eretz Israel, the state from the Nile to the
Euphrates. Their attitude toward accepting a part of what they
claimed was expressed by Mr. Ben-Gurion at the Zurich Zion-
ist Conference in 1937 when the partition plan proposed by the
Peel Commission was under discussion: “The Jewish state
which is being proposed to us now, even if there will be made
in the plan all indispensable and possible improvements, is
not the Zionist goal. Within such an area as proposed it is im-
possible to solve the Jewish problem. But it may serve as a
decisive step on the way to the realization of the greater Zion-
ism. It will make it possible to raise in the shortest time an
effective Jewish force that will bring us to our historical destina-
tion.”

That this “historical destination” means far more than the
present boundaries occupied by the state of Israel was made
even clearer by the declaration of the Prime Minister on
November 6, 1956, in a triumphal speech to the Knesset. Ad-
dressing himself to the Israeli armed forces advancing on
Sinai, he declared: “You have brought us back to that exalted
and decisive moment in our ancient history and to that place
where the Law was given, and where our people were com-
manded to be a chosen people. Once again, we see before our
eyes the eternal words of our scriptures and of the coming of
our forefathers into the desert of Sinai.”

These were hardly the words of a prime minister goaded
into desperate measures of self-protective reprisals against
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Egyptian raids, as the Israelis proclaimed. “They read more,”
as British author, Michael Ionides points out, “like the vic-
torious revelation of a plan to territorial conquest long pondered
and now completed.”®? This policy of active expansionism is
related to the ingathering philosophy of the Zionist movement
and is reflected in the Security Council votes of censure against
Israel following the 1951 aerial bombardment of the Syrian vil-
lage el Hamma, the 1953 Kibya massacre, the attacks on Gaza
in 1955 and at Tiberias in 1957, and the 1962 attack by the
Sea of Galilee.5® The U.N. would have added a sixth censure
had the British and French not vetoed the Security Council
resolution after the Suez conspiracy. And this, of course, does
not include the many incidents such as those at Nahalin and
Tulkarim, which drew the censure of the mixed armistice com-
missions but never reached the Security Council. This history
of the record along the U.N. truce lines is rarely cited in the
Western press, as it would reverse the popular image and lay
bare the true meaning of Zionist expanionism.

The Biltmore program, enunciated in 1942 by Zionist and
pro-Zionist groups, had demanded the whole of the land of
Israel for the Jewish commonwealth. In referring to them-
selves as the State of Israel in 1948, Weizmann and other pro-
claimers of the Jewish state had left the door open to an impli-
cation of further expansion whereby the land of Israel and the
state of Israel might eventually become co-extensive.

The Herut Party, under the leadership of Menachem Begin,
who had succeeded to the mantle of the Revisionist leader,
Jabotinsky, proclaimed the “Greater Israel” concept as its goal
and emerged as the second most powerful political group in
Israel. The Israel Government Year Book of 1955 boldly pro-
claimed that the “State was established in part of the former
British Mandated territory (Eretz Israel) and it occupies most
of historical Western Palestine . . . It is called the State of
Israel because it is part of the Land of Isracl and not merely
a Jewish State. The creation of the new State by no means dero-
gates from the scope of historical Eretz Israel.” (Author’s
italics.)
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In 1965 there still remained outside of this state the territory
occupied by the state of Jordan, by the Gaza military govern-
ment and Sinai. In 1965 the Zionist program, implemented by
Israelists, necessarily entailed continued pressuring of the
Diaspora Jews into an acceptance of “Jewish nationality,” thus
stimulating further “ingathering of the exiles” and the ultimate
territorial aggrandizement of the state of Israel. And these
activities had already wrought a profound effect on the course
that Judaism, mankind’s oldest monotheistic faith, would as-
sume.
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Nationalism versus Religion: The

Sha&ow and the Sul)stance

“Lord, grant that I may seek rather
To comfort-—than to be comforted;
To understand—than to be understood;
To love—than to be loved.

“For, it is by giving that we receive;

It is by self-forgetting that we find;

It is by forgiving that we are forgiven;

It is by dying that we awaken to the eternal life.”

St. Francis of Assisi

T HE QUESTION, “What is a Jew?” has perplexed
Jewish friends and foes for millennia. The answer has become
irrevocably intertwined with the more pertinent problem, “How
can we keep the Middle East from going Communist?” and
hence takes on real significance for every American,

Ask any Jew, old or young, to state his religious beliefs and
the vast majority will be hard put to reply. “A way of life,”
rejoined a 13-year-old girl brought up in Reform Judaism. But
further questioning about her concept of this way of life pro-
duced nothing more positive than an identity with other people,
a feeling of differentness and of being chosen, and a special
relationship to Israel. There is instilled above all, at home as
in the religious school, a consciousness of being something
rather than believing in something, a pride of being a Jew
rather than believing in Judaism. From childhood it is to him
a world of “we” and “they.” There is an overpowering recog-
nition of a racial-ethnic link, and only among the small minority
even a flickering awareness of a spiritual relationship to God.

52
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Of the varied forms of Judaism, Orthodoxy, more than its
Reform and Conservative offspring, is most nearly a purely
religious grouping. The religious rituals of this oldest form of
Judaism require the literal observance of 613 Torah-prescribed
commandments. To the ultraorthodox, the Neturei-Karta sect
whose Israeli community lives near the gates of Jerusalem, the
true state of Israel does not yet exist because the re-creation of
tne nation, according to the Law as literally interpreted, was
to follow only upon the appearancé of a God-sent Messiah.

Modern Judaism, apart from Orthodoxy with its regulated
2,500-year-old way of life, gathers unto itself followers moved
by diverse reasons and compulsions: the wish to attend the
synagogue on the High Holy Days; the feeling of obligation to
support Jewish charities; the craving for the company of Jews,
exclusively or more than others; the feeling of a special affinity
to the Jewish race or nationality; the speaking of Yiddish and a
love of “Jewish” cooking; the suffering from a feeling of inferior-
ity based on belonging to an oppressed minority (often con-
cealed under a feeling of superiority); and the belief that the
world makes one a Jew, come what may.

The largest group probably consists of those who insist they
are Jews because the world makes them Jews—a cult woven
around the web of anti-Semitism. Henry Hurwitz has stated it
thus: “Jews can hardly quit being Jews (short of death), since
in the world’s lexicon a Jew is one who is born a Jew or looks
like a Jew, whether he is faithful to Judaism or not.”! Whether
the world, in fact, does make them Jews or not, many whose
parents practiced the faith consider themselves, out of pride
and stubbornness, bound to Judaism. “So long as it is con-
sidered a disadvantage to be a Jew, we will stick” is the attitude
of some who have neither graced the inside of a synagogue in
scores of years nor adhered to the moral precepts of the religion.

For other Jews their affiliation is far more a state of digestion
or of language than of spirit. Their Jerusalem is likely to be lo-
cated in any number of Seventh Avenue delicatessens renowned
for matzoth balls, pastrami and herring.
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Truly, there are those who seem to think that religious bonds
are maintained through the consumption of certain foods that
they love to eat or through the utterance of certain Yiddish or
Jewish expressions, and the common appreciation of these
“cultural” bonds helps strengthen the “we” feeling of the group
against the “they” of the outside world.

Professor Leon Roth, former philosophy professor at the
Hebrew University in Jerusalem, was obliged to note during a
lecture in London that “Judaism is not identical with Yiddesh-
keit; there was no mention in Maimonides of gefilte fish. When
the great philosophers were thinking about Judaism, they were
thinking about the fundamentals of human life—God and the
destiny of man. In a great deal of literature today these ques-
tions are never raised.”?

Former premier of Israel and now executive chairman of
the Jewish Agency, Moshe Sharett, said during the summer of
1961 that “a Jew is first of all someone who is conscious of
being a Jew. Consciousness determines the sociological and
political facts of life.” Rather significantly, Mr. Sharett made
no reference to religion, and the emphasis he placed on Jewish
consciousness was in sharp contrast with Professor Roth’s out-
look.

To still others—and these are in the majority—being a Jew
means two or three treks a year to the synagogue on the High
Holy Days and perhaps attendance at a Passover ceremony.®
Between these holidays they feel little or no compulsion either
to commune with their Judaic God or to adhere to the preach-
ments of the Hebrew prophets. The togetherness and clannish-
ness of the community is a substitute for religiosity in these
intervals. Synagogues serve more and more as social, not re-
ligious, centers. Many individuals consider themselves members
of the Judaic faith simply because they feel completely at home
only with certain people who also consider themselves Jews.

Jewishness thus is substituted for Judaism by tens of thou-
sands as their way of holding to “their faith.” Where Jewishness
as the sum total of activities in which Jews engage together may
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be increasing, Judaism as the relationship to God and tradi-
tional religious teachings, according to sociologist Nathan
Glazer, most certainly is not. Some who may be reluctant to
identify themselves with activities on behalf of the Jewish na-
tional state, nevertheless, refuse to cut the umbilical cord with
the “Jewish people.” They refer to Jewish culture or Jewish
tradition, however difficult it may be to define these phrases be-
yond a desire for group identification.

There are even some, calling themselves Jews, who not only
will have no part of any kind of Jewish theology but are opposed
to Zionism, to Jewish nationalism and to the concept of a Jew-
ish people. It is difficult to see why, save through a desire for
self-identification, they call themselves Jews. The late William
Zukerman, who edited the Jewish Newsletter, and Victor Gol-
lancz, the English publisher, fit into this category. The latter
admires Jesus and Christianity, seeing in that faith an extension
of the ethical Hebrew teachings. Reluctant to convert to Chris-
tianity, he long recognized the difficulty of defining what a Jew
is. There is, Gollancz contends, “a Jewish way of looking at
things and a Jewish flavor, but I would rather see the special
flavor vanish than preserve separateness.”’*

The majority of Jewish Americans, apart from the vaguest
commitment to ethical principles, find their religion consisting
of an allegiance to the Jewish people and membership in a
Jewish community whose center and principal raison d’étre in-
creasingly seem to be the state of Israel. But even though their
religion has lost its real content, it remains the unifying symbol
for Jewry.

At the outset Reform Judaism vigorously opposed Jewish
statehood.> When Henry Morgenthau, Sr., stated in his auto-
biography: “Zionism is the most stupendous fallacy in Jewish
history. It is wrong in principle . . . it is unsound in its eco-
nomics, fanatical in its politics and sterile in its spiritual ideals,”
both lay and religious leaders followed him. But, after the pro-
mulgation of the Balfour Declaration in 1917, which provided
Zionism with the mandate for building Palestine as a home and
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refuge, but specifically not as a state,® the new religious move-
ment began to succumb and after the advent of Hitler, lent itself
to the desires of Jewish nationalism.

In Israel itself, religious observance is dominated by the
state and its nationalism. The extent of religious chauvinism in
theocratic Israel is illustrated by these regulations established
by the religious parties,” who through a series of successive
coalition governments have controlled the Parliament, and by
the official hierarchy of orthodox rabbis, who are under the
aegis of the Ministry of Religion: a Jew may not marry a non-
Jewess; a non-Jew may not marry a Jewess; there is no civil
marriage in Israel, and those contracted abroad® may be dis-
solved by the rabbinical court; the rabbinical courts have ex-
clusive jurisdiction over Jews in all personal matters, and family
relations are dealt with according to laws and rules which were
formulated in the Middle, if not the Ancient, Ages. Israeli
resentment against such control is reflected in this comment of
one Zionist writer: “For the majority of the citizens of Israel
freedom of religious practice necessarily entails freedom not to
be controlled by laws they no longer accept.”®

For a long time even such prominent Zionist leaders as Rab-
bis James Heller and Abba Hillel Silver were not allowed
pulpits in Israel to participate in the practice of Reform Judaism.
Israel’s Chief Rabbi Herzog had decreed: “There is only one
valid Judaism, namely that one which does not compromise the
Law. Others have departed from the true path of our religion.”
Only reluctantly and in the fourteenth year of the state, after
a bitter struggle, were Reform and Conservative Judaism
granted limited permission to erect synagogues that were non-
Orthodox. Non-Jewish congregations have occasionally been
stoned by children and adults, while Jewish Israelis have been
torn from their cars on the Sabbath by religious zealots of the
Neturei Karta quarter. Seven major Jewish American groups
felt compelled to appeal to Premier Levi Eshkol in March,
1964, in an attempt to halt legislation restricting missionary ac-
tivity in Israel.®
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This state of things in Israel is the result of the bargain
reached between the rabbinate and the nationalists who, in order
to rule with a bare eight per cent majority political coalition,
turned over religious affairs to the religious parties. An Israeli
has written: “The national religious party which combines raw
nationalism with religious hypocrisy has been a permanent part-
ner in successive Mapai governments. Its participation has been
bought at a cheap price—by tossing into the ash heap the value-
less stuff called ‘freedom of conscience.””'* In Israel this
struggle between the Orthodox and the secularists continues.

In the United States, where separation between religion and
state is traditional, Jewish nationalism has assumed various
religious forms to cloak its many activities. The Greater New
York Committee for the Sale of Israel Bonds sponsored and
widely publicized'? the commemoration of Chanukah with a
City Hall ceremony in which Mayor Robert F. Wagner and
Robert Briscoe, Lord Mayor of Dublin, took part.

When, during the High Holy Days, 199 American and
Canadian synagogues reverberated with the call to “buy Israel
bonds,” which were being sold in temples, the action was de-
fended by the Synagogue Council of America with the argument
that “Jewish liturgy has always had prayers for the reconstruc-
tion of the Holy Land. A concern for the Holy Land—not for
the state of Israel—is a feature of Jewish worship . . . This
appeal is not a political one. It is humanitarian.”3

The anti-Zionist American Council for Judaism described
these bond sales as a “desecration of Judaism’s most solemn
and spiritual days which should be devoted to each individual
Jew’s reflection and prayer—not to obtaining his commitment
to the fiscal policies of or investment opportunities in a foreign
state!” And the prophet Isaiah might have observed: “Behold,
in the day of your fast, ye pursue your business.”4

Rosh Hashanah observances have led to the publication of a
spate of messages from Jewish American leaders. ‘“Intensify
financial support for Israel”; “aid coreligionists abroad”; “help
meet needs of migrants to Israel by raising sights of U.J.A.”;
“increase support of the Israel Bond Drive”; “strengthen Jewish
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cultural values in this country by endowing our Jewish educa-
tional program with a new sense of reality drawn from the fact
of Israel’s existence”; “new responsibilities and task for Amer-
ican Jews involving their own cultural survival and aiding our
valiant brethren in Israel”—these were the “spiritual” messages
published in The New York Times on the eve of one of the two
most important Holy Days for twentieth-century Judaism.®

The newspaper accounts of the 1962 Passover holiday at-
tempted even less to disguise the control that Jewish nationalism
exercises over Judaism. In The New York Times accounts!® by
special columnist Irving Spiegel the day before and the day after
the holiday began, lengthy paragraphs in near-identical language
noted the meaning of the Seder as a ceremonial meal opening
the festival in commemoration of the “liberation of the ancient
Israelites from Egyptian slavery.” The “religious” messages set
forth on this “holy day” cited the “duty from year to year to
tell the story of the deliverance from Egypt” and the need for
the moral and financial support of Israel. (The 1964 Passover
message of the President of the N. Y. Board of Rabbis started
with a reference to “Egypt and Pharoah, the symbols of eco-
nomic exploitation and political bondage.”)?

These were among the messages noted by The Times: Joseph
Meyerhoff, chairman of the U.J.A., cited the sacrifices made by
Israel in maintaining its “open-door immigration policy” and
called for increased support by American Jews to aid that coun-
try; Rabbi Irving Miller and Dr. Miriam Freund, leaders of the
American Zionist Council, asserted that Passover’s joy “is
marred by the knowledge” that the existence of Israel is “con-
stantly threatened by hostile neighbors on all sides”; Rabbi
Mordecai Kirshblum, president of the Religious Zionists, ap-
pealed for safeguarding of Israel “as a bastion of freedom in
the Middle East”; Louis Caplan, head of the American Jewish
Committee, assailed the Soviet Government’s opposition to the
baking of matzohs; Dewey D. Stone, chairman of the Jewish
Agency for Israel, said that Passover’s meaning of freedom and
the right to worship “is again reflected in the current immigra-
tion to Israel.”



NATIONALISM VERSUS RELIGION 59

Following the first night’s feast, these additional messages
filled the Spiegel column: Mrs. Rose L. Halprin, chairman of
the American section of the Jewish Agency Executive, stated
that “Israel’s continuing ability to serve as a blessed refuge
can be assured only if the Jewish people in the one world will
rise to the great opportunity of rescue and give their whole-
hearted support to the striving of large numbers of our people
for freedom and a new life in Israel”; the Rev. Dr. Charles
Wembly, president of the Rabbinical Council, decried the Soviet
Union’s ban on baking matzohs as a violation of elementary
human rights of two and a half million Jews in Russia.

While Jewish culture has been used successfully as a means
of promoting Jewish nationalism, from time to time artists,
musicians and writers have rebelled. In rejecting an invitation
to join an all-Jewish exhibition of art, sculptor Jacob Epstein
stated: “I have never joined in all-Jewish exhibitions of art.
Artists are of all races and climes, and to band together in
racial groups is ridiculous. I am most often annoyed rather than
flattered to be told that I am the best or foremost Jewish artist.
Surely to be an artist is enough . . . Einstein said to me when
I worked for him that it was only the Nazis who had made him
conscious of his Jewish origin. This pernicious racialism in art
should be forever banished.””'®

Similarly Professor Roth argued before a London audience
that “philosophy as such could no more be Jewish than could
physics or mathematics. There was no one characteristic com-
mon to all philosophies of Jewish origin. The fact, for instance,
that Wittgenstein’s grandmother was a Jewess had no bearing
upon his philosophical ideas.”?

Where the cultural appeal fails, the Jewish community has
been a convenient instrument in advancing “religious” goals.
According to a University of Chicago sociologist:

What makes the Jewish community composed as it is in
our metropolitan centers of so many heterogeneous ele-
ments a community is its ability to act corporeally. It has
a common set of attitudes and values based upon common
traditions, similar experiences and common problems. In
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spite of its geographical separateness, it is welded into
a community because of conflict and pressure from with-
out and collective action within. . . . The Jewish com-
munity is a cultural community. It is as near an approach
to communal life as the modern city has to offer.2°

Jewish communal ties invariably come to life when any form
of anti-Semitism is displayed. It is no exaggeration to state that
Judaism for many has become a preoccupation with anti-
Semitism rather than a worship of Jehovah. Whenever the
clarion call of anti-Semitism is sounded, it reminds the sheep
that they belong to the flock. Nothing else is nearly so effective,
not even the coming of the High Holy Days. The continuous
discussion of anti-Semitism in its multifold forms, particularly
the Russian, serves as a “spiritual” hypodermic for those whose
ties to Judaism rest on the negative grounds that the world
makes them Jews.

While American Judaism, after a begrudging concession on
the part of Orthodoxy, has permitted the development of other
sects, only a single relationship to the state of Israel is toler-
ated: total fealty and full support short of pledging direct
allegiance. Good Judaism, intones the rabbinate, requires all-
out financial, political and moral support for Israel. The mes-
merization of Jewish Americans to this point of view is near
total.

But this apparently is not enough. To forestall any potential
rebellion against the ruling clique, certain Zionist rabbis have
continuously proposed that there be “one representative body
speaking for American Judaism on matters affecting its inter-
ests and welfare in American life.” Pressing this point, Rabbi
Israel Goldstein of the influential New York Congregation
B’nai Jeshurun prior to his emigration to Israel argued that it
was an “‘unseemly spectacle when Jewish organizations sent
their emissaries to Washington in connection with anti-Semitic
incidents and Israel.” He cited the examples of Jewish com-
munities in Great Britain, France, Canada and Brazil where
there is one representative spokesman for all Jewish affairs.
This call for total unification (the presidents of 18 Israeli-
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oriented Jewish groups were already acting in concert as a
League of Presidents) was resisted by the non-Zionist American
Jewish Committee which, jealous of its personal ties with the
Israeli prime minister, did not wish to be squeezed out by any
new consolidation.

This near-total submissiveness to authoritarianism is only
symbolic of the extent to which Jewish nationalism—separ-
atism in the guise of religion—has permeated the lives of Jews
no matter how emancipated they may otherwise have become.
The objective observer cannot help but be struck by the depth
and strength of this feeling toward Israel, which some Jewish
Americans excuse to the outside world as “our religion, of
course!”

To regard these ties among people who call themselves Jews
as primarily a religious relationship is dangerous oversimplifica-
tion. Religion to the theologian is a set of metaphysical doctrines
concerning the nature of the universe and the meaning of human
life. In a less technical sense, religion involves man’s attitude
toward a controlling supernatural power that demands rever-
ence and, usually, organized worship. But only a tiny facet of
being a Jew involves this spiritual aspect. The composite con-
cepts of race, people, nation, tribe, community and culture as
well as religion have been merged together under the name of
Judaism. But this is Jewish nationalism, often described by such
adjectives as separate, distinct, different and chosen.

Even the choice of the word Israel as the name for the new
state was no accident. It further linked religion and nation; for
the word Israel (wrestles with God) is irrevocably bound to the
prayers recited on all occasions in the synagogues of all Jewish
sects.

Uri Avnery, the Israeli journalist, has pointed out in Les
Temps Modernes, “Zionism took the religious faith, the prayer
mantle, and made it into a flag—the present blue-white flag of
Israel. It took the Star of David from the synagogue and the
graveyard and made it into the national symbol. It took the
menorah, the candlestick of religious cult, and made it into the
official emblem of the State of Israel.” Religious, racial and
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nationalistic elements were thus blended into a new theocratic
state.

The very nature of the Jewish holy-day observances in the
United States lent itself readily to the happy blending of faith
and state. Aside from Yom Kippur, the Day of Atonement, and
possibly Rosh Hashanah, which opens a ten-day period of
prayer and penitence and marks the Jewish New Year, all other
Jewish holy days are simply commemorations of events in
Hebraic-Judean-Israelite national history. Purim celebrates
Esther’s successful campaign against Haman; Succoth signifies
the plentiful harvest; the Passover celebrates the exodus from
Egypt under Moses’ leadership; and the eight days of Chanukah,
the Maccabean revolt against Antiochus, the Seleucid Syrian
king. It is the national holiday rather than the spiritual holy
day that is observed. From this standpoint the continued at-
tempts via the bond drive to link Jewish holidays with the eco-
nomic and political needs of Israel are by no means contrary
to tradition. The symbols of present-day Jewish nationalism
are only being given their due place in the religion beside those
of past national history.

In contemporary Judaism the worship of the state of Israel
and its symbols has been gradually and unfortunately crowding
out the worship of the One God. It is, of course, far simpler to
write out a check to the United Jewish Appeal than to take
oneself to the synagogue. Between the paraphernalia of the
ancient law and ritual and the insularity-exclusivism of modern
nationalism, Judaic universalism has been almost crushed to
death. No wonder that children know the story of the Mac-
cabees®! while the prophecies of Isaiah are unknown to them,
or that they are familiar with the glories of the ancient kingdom
of Israel, while remaining ignorant of the heritage of Ezekiel.

Religion by defensive reaction has been bred by exclusivism:
“The Christians have their Christmas. Why shouldn’t we have
Chanukah for our children?” That holiday commemorates, we
are told, the “bravery of the Maccabean warriors of 165 B.C.
when Jerusalem was recaptured and the new sacrificial altar
in the temple dedicated.” But there is little awareness that the
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reign of the Maccabees as rulers of the second Jewish Common-
wealth was characterized by fratricide, murder and treason—
all remote from a Judaism which was not to be related to any
particular geographical tract, which was to be isolated from
temporal happenstance and whose Kingdom of God, approached
through universalism, was never to be at the mercy of physical
force.

The forebears of modern Jewish nationalists were the scribes
Ezra and Nehemiah who, in their 538 B.C. return to Palestine
from Babylonian captivity, brought with them exclusivism and
separatism. They had been restored to their national home and
thus the Biblical prophecy had been fulfilled. But after the
destruction of the second Jewish Commonwealth in 70 A.D.,
the hope which had sustained these statists, epitomized in the
words of the anonymous writer of the 137th Psalm, “By the
rivers of Babylon there we sat down; yea we wept when we
remembered Zion. How shall we sing the Lord’s song in a
strange land? If I forgot thee, O Jerusalem, let my right hand
forget her cunning . . .” still resounded down to future genera-
tions and kept alive the nation concept of Judaism.

The universalistic, spiritual side of the faith expounded by
the Hebrew prophets Amos, Jeremiah, Micah, Hosea, the two
Isaiahs and Elijah did not capture the followers that exclusive
nationalism did. Judaism failed to accord to these exalted few
the place Christianity gave to the apostles, and thus their uni-
versal teachings were lost to their followers. In offering the
alternative role of integration and universality instead of sep-
aratism and statehood, Jeremiah could not vouchsafe the
warmth of the tribal enclave embraced in chauvinistic national-
ism. In contrast to the priests and the kings, the prophets were
not the least interested in the restoration of political power.
They were concerned with the injustices of their day, the
remedy for which thy believed could be found only in a uni-
versal God of Mercy, Justice and Righteousness. Their God
demanded an undeviating code of moral values.

Jesus was in the line of these great Hebrew prophets. Jesus’
reiterations of Jeremiah, Isaiah and Ezekiel went unheard
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among nationalists preoccupied with the struggle for national
freedom and racial solidarity. The Judean rabble in rejecting
the offer of Pontius Pilate to release Jesus and in choosing
Barabbas, the insurrectionist and murderer, did more than turn
their back on the preacher from Nazareth. They pushed Juda-
ism off the road of universalism and thus encouraged the
building of a new faith around Jesus’ preachments. Christianity,
as a denationalization of the Hebrew ideal, was promulgated
as a universal religion for gentiles.

In rejecting the apostles’ view that the Messiah was Jesus
and had appeared, the priests and statists not only banished
Jesus but also the universalism inherent in the utterances of
their own Hebrew prophets. As Christianity spread, the Judeans
—henceforth to be known as Jews—gave up proselytizing and
made a racial hoard of God. The written law and nationhood
became central for the “chosen” people. In the course of this
development, the word ‘“chosen” changed its meaning. Ejected
from the nation-religion was the concept of being chosen for
the special mission of bearing witness to the existence of the
One God, the supreme Lawgiver, before all nations and men.

In a sense the Judeans and those who followed, the Jews,
by substituting tribalism for universalism, became abject idola-
tors of the new polytheism—nationalism. Their relationship to
God was subordinated to their relationship toward one another.
Dr. Martin Buber, the dean of Jewish philosophers, in a talk
at the Hebrew University before the World Zionist Organization
pointedly chided his listeners including Prime Minister Ben-
Gurion: “A messianic idea without the yearning for the redemp-
tion of mankind and without the desire to take part in its real-
ization is no longer identical with the messianic visions of the
prophets of Israel, nor can that prophetic mission be identified
with a messianic ideal emptied of belief in the coming of the
Kingdom of God.”??

The personification of the deity in Jesus gave Christianity a
spiritual warmth which formalistic and legalistic Judaism
lacked. A “God with a face” is a Divine Being of immediate
and intimate meaning to humans. But the parent faith pos-
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sessed their advantage of a direct approach to God without the
need of an intercessor. Gradually, however, the “Jewish peo-
ple” has become the intermediary between Yahweh and those
who would worship him. The chosen people concept has tended
to smother universality.

After the Decree of Toleration of Constantine in 313 A.D,,
Judaism found itself by law in a position inferior to the state-
supported Christian church. Separatism was heightened as Jews
were compelled to live in ghettos when they refused to accept
the decrees of the church now backed by the Roman Empire.
Though proselytizing had characterized early Judaistic mono-
theism, as the Roman nobility shed their paganism and em-
braced the moral law on the basis of creed rather than race or
nationality, the universalist role passed to Christianity. Judaism
now became a religion limited to one particular, restricted and
segregated people.

In the 1900 years since the fall of Jerusalem, with the ex-
ception of approximately the last 175 years, Jewish life has
been characterized by ghetto existence in which group rights
were recognized by the state within a medieval corporate entity.
In Eastern Europe during the past three centuries, Jews not only
have lived as a separate nationality and as an ethnic group with
an acute sense of nationhood, but have voted as Jews for other
Jews to represent them in government. In this way of life
religion and nationality were conjoined. Usually these Jews
spoke their own language and lived in a mental ghetto “to bal-
ance the physical ghetto around them.”?3 The deep roots of
present-day Jewish nationalism were firmly implanted in the
religious ritual during the ghetto centuries and remain ingrained
even after most twentieth-century Jews have thrown away the
ritual.

The conjoining of religion and nationality had perfectly suited
the needs of the rabbinate, the rulers of the ghetto. One student
of Jewish history has noted that these ghettos were “little Jewish
counterparts of the despotisms, the tyrannies and the reaction
which prevailed over medieval feudalist Europe.” But these
walled enclaves resulted not only from the persecution of non-
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Christians in the wake of the union of church and state, but
from the encouragement and acceleration given to the develop-
ment of segregation.

The ghetto leaders arranged their contractual terms with the
church-state for their closed corporation and ruled their own.
Jewish courts had all civil jurisdiction; rabbinic law governed
all business, synagogue life, dance, dress and morals. The Jew
wasted little thought on the outside world as he immersed him-
self in Talmudic detail.

Where intolerance did not erect ghetto walls, nationalist-
minded Jewish leaders still strove for total segregation. A Jew-
ish “deputation” approached the rulers of the city of Speyer in
1084 requesting that a ghetto be set up.>* The fifteenth-century
laws governing ghetto life in Portugal were adopted at the re-
quest of a nationwide Jewish deputation. No less renowned a
scholar—a nationalist himself—than Professor Salo Baron has
noted in his history of Jewry that “Talmudic rabbis insisted upon
separatism on practical as well as ritualistic grounds.”??

To many Jews the ghetto seemed desirable. In Verona and
Mantua the erection of the ghetto wall was annually commem-
orated in a Purim-like festival. Throughout medieval times and
subsequently, the rabbis and administrators of Jewish affairs
opposed equalization for their Jewish constituents. Judaism, they
feared, would suffer from any freedom given to Jews and from
new duties devolving on them as citizens. The inbred rab-
binical devotion to the Talmud and its minutiae led them to
freeze the Jewish status and turn their back toward liberaliza-
tion even as the Renaissance and Protestant Reformation were
taking place. It was only after the French and American revolu-
tions that Jewish emancipation was permitted, and the ghetto
walls disintegrated. But the ghetto mentality remained latent
in the new life and even in the New World.

Reform Judaism sought full liberation and moved coura-
geously toward recapturing the spirit of universalism. Carrying
on in the vein of two later-day Moseses, Maimonides and Men-
delssohn, Reform leadership would not concede that anything
but the world was the Jewish homeland®¢ and called attention
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once more to the ancient struggle between the conflicting Jewish
ideologies: nation versus faith-—chosen people versus univer-
sality—segregation versus integration.

But the rise of Nazism dealt a heavy blow to integrationists.
The seeds of Jewish nationalism had been so deeply sown that
the liberated Jews of the West permitted the Hitler tragedy to
bring to the surface attitudes, thoughts and philosophies in which
religion and nationality were once more conjoined. Exclusivism
seemed to have gained a final triumph over universalism. Juda-
ism which the prophets, through their development of the con-
cept of justice and the moral law, had transformed from a
tribalism into a universal creed had shrunk back into a nation-
alist rite under the impact of Zionism and the emergence of the
Israeli state.

With the appearance of Israel as a sovereign state it became
more imperative for each Jewish American to look carefully
within himself and meticulously to separate metaphysical prac-
tices related to the worship of God from nationalist activities re-
lated to a foreign state. It is strange how easily the average
Jewish American could recognize the blatant Zionist tactics
which he abhorred and from which he was quick to divorce
himself with “I am not a Zionist,” but he was often unable to
discern where his own more subtle Israelism was leading him.
And the tremendous initial success of Israel tended to blind
him all the more.

The political element that has been added to the spiritual
precepts of American Judaism raises a fundamental question:
Are the many activities involved in this relationship entitled to
enjoy the normal protective immunity afforded religion, in the
pure sense of the word, in this country where freedom of wor-
ship is a basic tenet and absolutely protected by the laws of the
land? This communal grouping to which a religious label has
been attached might find toleration under normal circumstances,
but its close relationship to a foreign state naturally brought it
under closer scrutiny and increased demands to look behind the
label and determine its role in sensitive world politics.

While no one of the major monotheistic religions possesses a
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monopoly on sham, when the Christian or Moslem worshipper

falsely dons the spiritual garb he puts on no other vestments.
He is a simple Tartuffe. But where a Jew dons a facade of
religion, he puts on vestments of another nationalism.

Today the Jewish religious ceremony, in which contact with
God should be central, is often used to rekindle tribal loyal-
ties, vouchsafing the acceptance of anything and everything for
Israel. Blinded by their persistence in being considered Jews
so long as it is a disadvantage to be one, by the massive power
wielded by Zionism and by the strange but indispensable support
of their Christian neighbors, Jewish Americans often are com-
pletely unaware of the direction in which their leadership is
taking them. They neither accept nor reject the Jewish nation-
alist appeal against assimilation, but remain rooted in separatist
communities to which almost unconsciously they have become
affixed.?

The historic dichotomy of the Jew whereby he lived for cen-
turies in many lands as both a religious group and as a nation
within a nation perhaps accounts for the inability to sense the
grave danger. In the first half of this century, when the Eastern
European Jew found his way across the ocean, he brought with
him to the land of his emancipation his nation complex. By
being a Jew rather than by believing in Judaism he easily, al-
most unconsciously, acquired through his ties to the state of
Israel another nationality in addition to that of the nation in
which he lived. His aged duality had been revived.

In his past, religious ties were intimately linked with political
status. And this past continued to cast its shadow on the Jewish
American, supplying apparent precedents for separatist, multi-
cultural activities which twentieth-century nation-state concepts
do not condone. An American receives his rights under the
Constitution of the United States as an individual human being,
not by virtue of his membership in groups or collectivities.2®
The Constitution, in turn, requires a citizen’s undivided political
and legal national attachment to the United States government.
There is but a qualified recognition of dual nationality, strictly
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limited to certain cases which would not encompass the Zionist-

Israeli nationality.2?

So the Jew’s dichotomous nature, originally rooted in circum-
stances beyond his control, today stems from his voluntary as-
sociation with Israel. The word “Jew” was coming to denote
simultaneously a member of a religion scattered over the entire
world and a particular racial-national-communal-ethnic group
bound closely to the fortunes of :a foreign state. In the guise of
religious duty, the political problems of Israel were made to
appear the political responsibility of Jews in the Diaspora. The
policies and politics of a foreign state were thus being under-
written by the nationals of another country.

The gradual transformation of Judaism into a nationality was
being accomplished. Jewish nationalism had been the sine qua
non in implementing the Zionist dream of a state in Palestine,
and the concept of “the Jewish people” as part of a body politic,
which possesses a system of rights in and obligations to a na-
tional home, namely the state of Israel, was serving as the
chief instrumentality for implanting the idea of Jewish nation-
hood within the United States.

This entity, “the Jewish people” (in official Israel government
and Zionist organization declarations the term is invariably
followed by a verb in singular form) has won increasing
acceptance and even legal status. “A national home for the
Jewish people” in the 1917 Balfour Declaration and “the his-
toric connection of the Jewish people with Palestine” (author’s
italics) in the 1922 preamble of the League of Nations covenant
were derived®® from the Basel program of the first Zionist Con-
gress in 1897 and were the forerunners to the careful and pur-
poseful wording used in the declaration of the establishment of
the state of Israel on May 14, 1948:

We appeal to the Jewish people throughout the Diaspora
to rally round the Jews of Eretz Israel in the tasks of immi-
gration and upbuilding and to stand by them in the great
struggle for the realization of the age old dream—the
redemption of Israel.3!
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In boldly asserting that the object of the Jewish state has been
the preservation of the Jewish people, which was imperiled by
emancipation and assimilation,?? Dr. Nahum Goldmann, presi-
dent of the World Zionist Organization, clearly indicated the
wide range that Israeli-Zionist activities would assume. This
harmonized perfectly with the official declaration of Prime Min-
ister Ben-Gurion in the Israel Government Year Book 1952:

The State of Israel is a part of the Middle East only in
geography, which is, in the main, a static element. From
the more decisive standpoints of dynamism, creation and
growth, Israel is a part of world Jewry.33

The Law of Return that same year codified this “Jewish
people” concept:

The State of Israel considers itself as the creation of the
Jewish people.?*

The embodiment of the entity, the Jewish people, into inter-
national law was accomplished through the Eichmann trial:

In the light of the recognition by the United Nations of the
right of the Jewish people [author’s italics] to establish
their State and in the light of the recognition of the estab-
lished Jewish State by the family of nations, the connection
between the Jewish people and the State of Israel consti-
tutes an integral part of the laws of nations.3?

The judgment which concluded this flamboyantly publicized
trial, witnessed via television by tens of millions around the
globe, further referred to the “sovereign state of the Jewish
people”®® and to “the legal link”®? between, among others,
Jewish Americans and Israel. The Israeli judiciary had in effect
ruled that “the Jewish people is an entity entitled to separate
national existence and to the organization of its life within the
framework of the state” of Israel.?® The state of Israel has sent
formal notes to the U.S. and 20 other governments on behalf
of Jewish citizens of these countries. Foreign Minister Golda
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Meir has publicly proclaimed the intention to “intervene in all
affairs of Jews no matter what their citizenship,” and she added:
“If the Jews of the world are embarrassed by such actions, they
will have to be embarrassed.”®

The idea of a distinct Jewish national entity within the
United States has met with little opposition save from the small
American Council for Judaism. The government in Washing-
ton acquiesced completely to the encroachments of Israel in
speaking and acting in the name of “the Jewish people.” At
the time of the swastika-brandishing incidents around the world,
the United States accepted without question an Israeli note pro-
testing the infringement of the rights of Jews who were citizens
of other countries.*® As its own part in the Eichmann affair,
the United States, during the U.N. Security Council case brought
by Argentina against Israel, helped placate its sister American
republic and cooperated in carrying the “lessons” of the en-
suing trial throughout the breadth of the land.

The State Department reacted to the pan-nationalism of
Israel codified in the Law of Return and the Nationality Law
by making different rules for Jews traveling to the Middle East
than for non-Jews. A special regulation, applicable to Jewish
citizens only, required specific action to avoid loss of American
nationality. The group kinship to Israel, which Jewry has
accepted, created for Jews a different legal relationship to the
state of Israel from that of Christians. Boycott,*! discrimination
and distinction have followed from the alleged nationality unity
between Israel and non-Israeli Jews.

The capture of the Judaic faith by nationalists has wrought a
reaction around the world. The viewpoint of The Economist
that “paradoxically, the establishment of the state of Israel
has weakened Judaism as a religion”*? is shared by an English
observer who comments: “I must confess I find it rather diffi-
cult to understand how the Diaspora Jew today can repeat at
Passover the time-honored prayer ‘Next year in Jerusalem’
when, if he is sincere, all he has to do is board plane or ship
and go there.”#®

New studies, revealing the loss of Jewish identity and the
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soaring rate of inter-marriage, are cited in a May 5, 1964 full-
length Look magazine article, “The Vanishing American Jew,”
in which leaders of the Jewish Board of Rabbis express the
grave fear of the threat to “Jewish survival.” The National
Opinion Research Center at the University of Chicago, after
querying 35,000 graduates of 135 colleges, found that 13 per
cent of the Jewish students reported no religious faith whatso-
ever and 60 per cent said they practiced their religion very little
or not. Jewish observance has been found in similar survey to
be as low as 5 per cent. Seventy per cent of the children of
mixed marriages, which in the “third generation” Americans
was reaching a 37 per cent level, were not being raised as Jews,
according to sociologist Erich Rosenthal.

Jews in the Soviet Union have been reliably reported to be
deserting the faith in large numbers.t* Zionist leadership has
itself called attention to “a loss of faith and a tendency toward
assimilation of Jewish identity’*4® on the part of the highly in-
tegrated Jews in Scandinavia. From Jewish quarters in Arab
North Africa has come the suggestion that those who wish to
practice the worship of Yahweh and still remain loyal citizens
of the country in which they live take the name Mussawi, or
the followers of Moses, to avoid the present ambiguity in the
term “Jew.” In the United States adherents of Judaism might
appropriately prefer to be identified as Judaists, followers of a
faith, rather than as Jews, with the dualistic connotation of both
religion and state.

When Ben-Gurion, in an effort to spur the immigration of
Jewish Americans, warned that Judaism in the United States
and other countries faced the danger of extinction,*® his re-
mark applied to the Judaism in which Jewishness, exclusivism
and nationalism pervade, but not to the Judaism of the spirit
whose roots go deep and contain everlasting vitality. Where
Judaism can be purified of its ethnic-nationalist ingredient, de-
segregated from its ghetto, and return to the ancient path of
proselytizing, a bright future awaits it, because it presents, as
Dr. Toynbee has pointed out, “monotheism in its original form
and not in the derivative forms in which it is presented in Chris-
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tianity and Islam.” And he added: “If the doors to Judaism
were thrown open, multitudes would come to drink at the
fountainhead . . . the great spiritual treasures of Judaism, in
their original form, would at last become one of the common
spiritual possessions of the whole human race.”4?

For Judaism as a religious faith there have been and will be
few problems in the United States; for Judaism as a national
commitment the road ahead is certain to be difficult. The cor-
responding allegiances to religion and to state have become so
confused that it would require the Hebrew wisdom of a Jesus
for Jewry to be able to apply the spirit of his answer to the
Pharisees: “Render therefore unto Caesar the things which are
Caesar’s and unto God the things that are God’s.”48



4
Dual Loyalty

“To the Jew as a man—everything; to Jews as a
nation—nothing.”
Count Stanislas Clermont-Tonnerre
To the French Assembly Oct. 12, 1789

AMERICANS who would unhesitatingly declare
they are not Zionists and would vehemently deny the dogma
that they are part of a world-wide Jewish nation reassembling in
Palestine, now Israel, conduct themselves, nonetheless, as if
they were part of that nation and thus possess two national
identities.

Some justify this by saying: “I was never in favor of the
state, but it is there now, and we must have a place for home-
less Jews to go.” And, supported by this rationalization, they
enntribute money to the limit of their means, lend moral sup-
rort, and often participate personally in political action to ad-
=ance the interests of Israel. This they do with little thought of
t~w it affects the interests of the United States.

Whether this oneness with Israel be labeled “religious duty,”
“cultural affinity,”* “Jewish heritage” or even “loyal American
support of the only democracy in the backward Middle East,” it
all comes to this: Jewish Americans, who are conditioned from
birth by family upbringing, education and propaganda, have
permitted the nationalism inherent in their dichotomous back-
ground to rise to the top and take command. Just as church and
state in Israel have been so inseparably joined that Mr. Ben-
Gurion was quoted as telling a conference of American Ortho-
dox rabbis, meeting in Jerusalem during the summer of 1961,
“the present theocratic system in Israel has come to stay as a

74



DUAL LOYALTY 75
permanent institution,”? in the United States the Judaic faith
and Jewish nationalism have been so linked that what has been
represented as Judaism on the national and international scene
is in reality this new nationalism, Israelism.

When Palestine was partitioned to create the state of Israel,
Jewish Americans were also split in two. The Jew had been
conditioned for this inevitable division ever since he was first
told, “Be sure, now, you marry a nice Jewish girl.” It was then
that the seeds for the political dichotomy were so deeply and
carefully sown. Deep in his heart the average Jew in the United
States finds divorcing himself from all-out support of Israel as
difficult a chore as becoming a willing traitor to the land in
which he lives. This emotional love of Israel is reflected every-
where, from the burning desire of so many to go there and
see the new state to the widespread defense of everything that
state does.

The verboten placed on criticism of the state of Israel by the
threat of spiritual damnation and social ostracism has helped to
conceal this unnatural relationship between nationals of one
state and a foreign nation state. But the plain truth is that, as
a group, American Jewry in its relationship to Israel has con-
ducted itself as with a dual loyalty.

In an official statement before the creation of Israel, the
Jewish Agency warned against dismissing “‘the problem of dual
loyalty lightly merely by saying it does not exist” and foresaw
the “inevitability of the clashes of Israel with the needs and
demands of other countries to which Jews owe loyalty.”® As a
natural corollary to his assertion that the ‘“‘state of Israel was
designed for the redemption of the Jewish nation,” Prime Min-
ister Ben-Gurion, in addressing the Zionist Action Committee
in Jerusalem, added: “Zionists in other countries ought to have
the courage to stand up for the state [of Israel] even if their
governments are against it.”

Where attempts to make U.S. policy conform to the needs
of a Jewish state have failed, organized Jewry has, in fact, sided
against the United States. It was not Americanism that moti-
vated, during the post-World War II struggle in Palestine, a



76 . THE OTHER SIDE OF THE COIN
boycott of British-made goods at the very moment the U.S. was
spending hundreds of millions to help place our closest ally in a
better dollar position. This was Israelism. It was not American-
ism that moved certain Jewish organizations to cause the picket-
ing of the U.A.R. steamship Cleopatra, vitally endangering
American shipping interests. This was Israelism. And so it has
been on innumerable other occasions when Jews of the United
States have assumed political responsibility for the problems of
Israel, although the interests of Israel and the United States
are far from identical.

Israeli political leaders and their American supporters have
persuaded the Jews of the Diaspora that they are threatened
when Israel is threatened and that Israel’s crises are their crises.
Many nationalist-minded rabbis did not hesitate to indicate in
their sermons that they viewed the important Kennedy-Khrush-
chev 1961 meetings in Vienna less as a chance for solving East-
West differences than as the occasion on which President Ken-
nedy had to “challenge the Soviet Union” to join with us “in
insisting on a formal renunciation of Arab belligerency against
Israel.””

However much they might personally disavow Zionism, they
were implementing Zionist dogma as defined by Ben-Gurion:
“The basis of Zionism is neither friendship nor sympathy but
the love of Israel, of the state of Israel . . . It must be an un-
conditional love. There must be a complete solidarity with the
state and the people of Israel.”> When a Ben-Gurion message
to a bond drive rally called for the strengthening of the links
between Israel and world Jewry, Rabbi Abba Hillel Silver,
chairman of the board of governors of the Israel Bond Organi-
zation, in noting two significant events that Jewry would shortly
be celebrating (i.e., the centenary of the birth of Theodor Herzl
and the thirteenth birthday of the state of Israel), replied: “The
Jews of the world and particularly the Jews of the United States
have opted for a relationship of direct and active participation
in and of steadfast loyalty to Israel.”® The Cleveland rabbi de-
manded a complete partnership in the common enterprise of
rebuilding the Jewish national home. This theme has been re-
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peated many times, as recently as the spring of 1962, when
Israeli ex-Prime Minister Moshe Sharett in addressing the Lon-
don B’nai B’rith hit at those “who gloried in the existence of
Israel without accepting responsibility for its continuance” and
stated: ‘““You are all co-responsible for Israel.”?

This partnership between the state of Israel and world Jewry
living outside could prove unfortunate and dangerous. If the
partnership fell into international disrepute or was caught en-
gaging in nefarious practices, it would be mighty difficult for
one of the partners to plead innocence on the grounds that he
did not know how the business was being conducted.

One of the primary aims behind the provocative “ingather-
ing” taunts of the Israeli prime minister has been to prick subtly
the conscience of non-emigrating Jews so as to assure alterna-
tive action: an all-out, unyielding stand in their own particular
country on behalf of Israel. The sole acceptable alternative to
Jewish-American immigration to Israel is American partner-
ship and American dollars.

It is not only in the United States, but in England as well,
that so many Jews have conducted themselves as if endowed
with two nationalities and dual, if not conflicting, loyalties. Jon
Kimche, editor of the Jewish Observer and Middle East Review,
has made the suggestion that “those Jews who wish to be wholly
identified with Israel while continuing to live outside in the
Diaspora should take Israeli nationality.” This intrepid Zionist
stated that this would mean “normalization” for Jews, suggest-
ing that others might retain “an emotional and even an organi-
zational link with the Mother Country” while being “citizens of
their country of residence.”8

Further light on what British Zionists consider a “normal”
relationship was given by Richard H. S. Crossman, Laborite
parliamentarian and confidant of Chaim Weizmann. In a lec-
ture reported to the Jewish Observer and Middle East Review,®
the Christian Zionist leader vigorously denied that as a result
of living in England Weizmann had become “agonizingly di-
vided between his prime loyalty to Jewry and his secondary
loyalty to the country whose passport he was proud to bear.”
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This charge against Dr. Weizmann was refuted by Mr. Cross-
man in this singular manner: “The attraction of Dr. Weizmann
for the British was precisely that he was the most Jewish Jew
we had met. He impressed us because he was not Western, be-
cause he was not assimilated, because he was utterly proud to
be a Russian Jew from the Pale, because he had no feeling of
dual loyalty, because he knew only one patriotism, the love of a
country that did not yet exist.” (Author’s italics.)

The British tradition of freedom of expression and the dis-
tinctive character of the British government, in which the multi-
nation concept of the Commonwealth governs, may account
for such broad tolerance toward duality of loyalties in that
country. This is more true where it involves a colonial outpost
or at least a former colonial outpost. For loyalty to Israel by
Englishmen might be considered by some in the same light as
the feeling of Englishmen for Australia or New Zealand. Was
it not possible that Israel might fulfill the dream of the colonial
builders by some day joining the British Commonwealth?'® This
theme has been reiterated on several occasions by Anglo-Zion-
ists.

In contrast to Great Britain and the Commonwealth, the
United States has supposedly been built on the melting-pot con-
cept and a single political loyalty. Under our Constitution “na-
tionhood and statehood have been conjoined,” as Dorothy
Thompson once noted. The contention often advanced, and
sometimes disputed, that the American social structure is based
on an acceptance of cultural pluralism scarcely justifies political
relationships to foreign states in the guise of culture or religion.

The conflict between the melting-pot concept and cultural
pluralism, as Dr. Joseph S. Roucek!! has explained it, is one
of how to reconcile claims of cultural pluralism with the rights
of American people to protect their interests against frequently
proclaimed minority rights, especially those of a political nature
which are frequently antagonistic, if not dangerous, to the
enunciated policies of the United States. To date both the un-
usual political protection accorded Israelism through big name
support and the exceedingly poor case the Arabs have made
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for themselves may have tended to obscure the significance of
this group separatism. It is true that in the United States a num-
ber of people may be able to achieve a separate group identity
merely by believing they belong together; but when group
thought and group action run counter to the mores and inter-
ests of America, Amercian tolerance inevitably becomes strained
until a danger point is reached. The question today is: “How
far will Zionism and Israelism be allowed to separate Americans
of Jewish faith into a special collective whose fate is outside
and beyond the American fate?”

Dr. Nahum Goldmann, president of the World Zionist Or-
ganization, told a gathering that “all Israel diplomats are to
remain in permanent contact with Zionist organizations of the
countries to which they are assigned, and it is incumbent on
visiting Israel government officials to work with local Zionist
organizations in contact with local Jewish communities, to
assure maximum benefits to the local community and to the
Zionist movement from their visits.12

Walter Eytan, permanent undersecretary of the Foreign
Office in Israel, has written and then proclaimed: “It is a com-
monplace of our Foreign Services that every Envoy Extraordin-
ary and Minister Plenipotentiary has a dual function: he is
Minister Plenipotentiary to the country to which he is accredited
and Envoy Extraordinary to its Jews.”!® This echoed what
Mr. Ben-Gurion had earlier written:

Even those Jews who have rejected the choice of aliya
[emigration], which the Declaration of Independence of-
fered them, view the State as a national possession of their
own. When a Jew in America or South Africa speaks of
“our Government” to his fellow-Jews, he usually means
the Government of Israel, while the Jewish public in vari-
ous countries view the Isracli Ambassadors as their own
representatives.14

Zionist agencies in the U.S. are committed formally by a treaty
arrangement with the Israeli Parliament to do in this country
what Israel itself “neither can nor may do” (the words of Prime
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Minister Ben-Gurion in the Israel Government Year Book,
October 1952.)15

Although freedom of opinion is guaranteed by the American
way of life, it is questionable whether this includes the right
to become an overseas arm of a foreign government, conse-
crated to the task of enlisting fellow Americans in support of
the aims of a foreign country. Cultural pluralism is tolerated,
but not political pluralism. George Washington warned against
“the insidious wiles of foreign influences. T conjure you to be-
lieve me, fellow citizens, the jealousy of a free people ought to
be constantly awake, since history and experience prove that
foreign influence is one of the most baneful foes of republican
government.” It is no exaggeration to state that “card-carrying”
Zionists and members of those groups that are the American
counterparts of Israeli political parties are international exten-
sions of the state of Israel and have in fact, if not in name,
become agents of a foreign government. This was significantly
pointed up by the Fulbright hearings.

The present world system of nation states is a repudiation
of tribal sovereignties that attempt to break through interna-
tional frontiers. This system should preclude any American’s
being saddled with rights from, and with corollary duties and
obligations to a foreign state which, whether called humani-
tarian, religious, communal, brotherly or racial, still result in a
dual nationality and suggest, at the very least, a latent dual
loyalty. Likewise, if the existence of Israel creates special rights
or special status for Jewish Americans, this then is a negation
of the protective guarantee in the Balfour Declaration to non-
Zionist Judaists in the world.

When the spiritual leader of a New York City synagogue re-
ferred in a sermon to the controversy in Jewish circles as to
whether a Jew’s primary allegiance should be to Israel or to
the United States, few could quarrel with his assertion that “a
man belonged to God before he belonged to a Government.”
But Rabbi Judah Cahn’s statement, in 1961, that “I am first a
Jew and then an American,” like the late Rabbi Stephen S.
Wise’s famous utterance, “I have been an American 63-64ths of
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my life, but I have been a Jew for 4,000 years,”'® was related
to a discussion of Jewish nationalism, now centered in Israel.
Both rabbis apparently attempted to pass off their deep loyal-
ty to Israel as “Jews,” which they dared not directly spell out,
as religious ties to God as “Judaists.””%?

The incessant calls on American Jews to migrate to Israel,
to send their children there, to become an army of pioneers to
help build the socio-economic structure of Israel,'® to maintain
the close relationship that American Jews have toward Israel.

“our understanding, our financial and moral support, our
religious and cultural ties”??), not to “relax in their determina-
tion to stand by Israel,”?° to support U.J.A. to bring political
pressures to bear—these all suggest a relationship abnormal and
at the same time dangerous. Life Magazine, in a 1961 editorial
entitled “Crisis in Zionism,” warned, “To make Israel a political
cause is or should be to live in Israel. American Zionism has
too often flourished in the perilous murk between philanthropy
and politics.”%!

Despite other differences, Ben-Gurion and Nahum Goldmann
are in accord as to the duties and responsibilities of Diaspora
Jewry toward Israel. Goldmann’s blunt interdiction: “Jews have
to overcome the conscious or unconscious fear of so-called
double loyalty . . .”22 He later stated, “American Jews must
have the courage to openly declare that they entertain a double
loyalty, one to the land in which they live and one to Israel.
Jews should not succumb to patriotic talk that they owe allegi-
ance only to the land in which they live . . . They should live
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