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To Hillel Kook,
alias Peter Bergson

As a rule the man who first thinks of a new idea is so much ahead of his

time that everyone thinks him silly, so that he remains obscure and is soon

forgotten. Then, gradually, the world becomes ready for the idea, and the
man who proclaims it at the fortunate moment gets all the credit.

(Bertrand Russell, The History of Western Philosophy, p. 624)
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Preface to the
English-language ‘Edition

he Hebrew versions of this book appeared in 1984 and in 1993. This is my

fairly literal, sentence-by-sentence translation. It offers an unusual solution
to Israel’s political problems (normalization; separation of church and state)
from the viewpoint of an unusual political philosophy (a consistent liberal
nationalism). This book has a dual character. It is a presentation of a theory of
liberal nationalism, with Israel as a case study. It is also a study of Israel’s
ailments from a liberal viewpoint that is as sympathetic as possible, but also as
critical and hard-nosed as possible.

A variety of books appeared since then on the question, how, if at all, is
liberal nationalism possible? This is so perhaps because of the great influence
on the study of nationalism in the fairly recent book Nationalism (London,
1983), by the leading social philosopher and scientist Ernest Gellner, that
presents the history of nationalism as initially a liberal movement. Perhaps it is
because of the dreadful new phenomenon of ethnic cleansing. Some books
follow the tradition of individualist liberal philosophy, whose rejection of
nationalism is uncompromising. One of them is For Love of Country: An Essay on
Patriotism and Nationalism (Oxford, 1997), by Maurizio Viroli, a professor of
politics at Princeton University. He contrasts nationalism with patriotism and
advocates only the latter; I share with him the view that for two centuries now
popular nationalism is illiberal and thus also unpatriotic; but in my view it is
important to support patriotic, liberal nationalism. Of the recent books which
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advocate this, let me single out The Construction of nationhood: Ethnicity, Religion
and Nationalism (Cambridge, 1997), by Adrian Hastings, an English historian of
religion. He rightly dwells on the importance of the distinction between
nationality and ethnicity. My appreciation of this book, however, does not take
away from my stress on the value and originality of Hillel Kook’s idea, here
developed and advocated. He has suggested that a nation is liberal only to the
extent that membership in it is a matter of choice — of both the nation and the
individual citizen. This choice is constrained, and so is the liberalism that stands
behind it: we must learn to present theories of the world that take into account
its unavoidable imperfections.

Though I am a philosopher, as an Israeli patriot concerned with the future of
my country, I express in this book more concern about the case study than the
theory. My initial aim in writing this book was to contribute to local politics: my
hope was (and still is) that it contribute to widening the debate about the
political and legal structure of my country, a debate that so far is damagingly
narrow, as it is conducted within the confine of a myth. (A myth is inherently
vague: taken literally it is obviously absurd.) It is the New Zionist Myth that
(contrary to Zionist doctrine) equates being Israeli with being Jewish. The
damage is self-inflicted due to the corruption of public administration and of
political life in general, and is rooted in the narrowness of Israeli politics,
international relations, and state of mind (bewilderment and frustration).

An offshoot of this myth is the view, popular here (in Israel), that some
rabbis impose religious practices on an unwilling population. The situation is
represented as a complex matter of power politics. It obviously is not the full
story, since countries where religious parties have full parliamentary support
may, nonetheless, be quite liberal. Religious life there is run by religious
establishments in religious communities separately from political life, which is
run by political establishments in political arenas where religious freedom is
defended. In Israel, religious life is run by the state, and the people argue about
religious freedom and support laws that force rabbis to impose religious
practices on a reluctantly acquiescent population.

The source of the trouble seems to me to be national discrimination in the
guise of religious differentiation. The western model of a normal country is that
of a nation-state: one nation ruled by one national state. There are alternative
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models, bi-national and multi-national. Their merits and defects will not be
discussed here, except to say that they are preferable on all counts to the model
of a nation-state with a national minority. This invites a comment. There is all
the difference in the world between a cultural minority that belongs to the same
nation and the national minority that does not. The national minority is
discriminated against, often under the guise of being granted cultural
autonomy. This is the situation in Israel. The non-Jews here are not members of
the nation. They may be elected to office but not to bear arms. So it is obvious
that in Israel an armed man is stronger than a legislator. This is an endless
source of demoralization. Also, the Israeli non-Jews who are exempt from
military service, are not officially exempt: they are only not called to serve. This
makes the law something to circumvent by understandings. Also, exemption
from military service is not desired, as it leads to discrimination: many job
advertisements include the clause: people with no military record need not
apply. Non-Jews live in ghettos not by choice but by a myriad of regulations that
trap them there. This is very dangerous.

My effort in raising a public discussion here has met with little success.
Local discussions concerning basics are scant and superficial, overlooking the
flagrant, prevalent discrimination against non-Jews and against women. These
are legally sanctified, though they are unconstitutional. (Israel has no
constitution, but its Declaration of Independence and fundamental laws have
quasi-constitutional force.) Israeli law is thus a farce and will remain so until
basic changes are enacted. To this end, we should separate state and church. A
discussion of the distinction between nation and congregation may facilitate
this. Israel rejects the distinction and officially judges the nationality of most
Israeli citizens to be Jewish and that of most of the rest to be Arab. This renders
citizenship an administrative fiction. Consequently, the official aim of the State
of Israel is not to serve its citizens, but rather the ingathering of the exiles. Since
the Diaspora is here to stay, the claim that it is our aim to eliminate it is sheer
propaganda. Yet it is taken seriously here; it is an axiom of the national consensus.

The Israeli national consensus is steadily weakening, due to deep
disagreements about the peace process, which is the center of the political
scene, at least today. The country is at risk of disintegration. The risk is met with
efforts to strengthen the uncontested items in the national consensus, chiefly
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the New Zionist Myth and its corollary, the idea that the task of Israel is to
facilitate the ingathering of the exiles and to show hostility to any criticism of
the national consensus, especially to any criticism of the New Zionist Myth.

Criticism is allowed to be vicious here, as long as it is kept within the
consensus and prevented from leaking out. Most English-language studies on
Israel that have come my way, pro or con, are highly misleading, in that they
quietly endorse the consensus. The consensus is that descriptions of our
country intended for outside consumption must be idealized. We may admit
that it suffers from small defects, but only if we stress that they will be remedied
soon. We also admit our dire need for clothing and shelter for our new
immigrants, and for state-of-the-art weapons for our armed forces. But nothing
more. In a recent Tel Aviv University public meeting in memory of Premier
Yitzhak Rabin, Henry Kissinger reported what Abba Eban, Israel’s most famous
Foreign Minister ever, had told him when both were in office: “What we mean
by objectivity is one-hundred percent agreement with us”, Kissinger quoted him
to say. “I thought he was kidding”, he added, raising nervous laughter.

While trying to prevent internal criticism from leaking out, we listen keenly
to external criticism, trusting it to be unfair. Criticism from foreign Jews we
repudiate as covert excuses for defection. We do not expect immediate massive
immigration of millions of Jews; so we reluctantly permit them to stay out, on
condition that they extend to us lavish financial aid and unqualified political
support. Criticism from non-Jews we treat here as covert anti-Semitism. We still
expect the international community to help us, despite our regular misconduct
and inept propaganda, and despite the constant flow of hostile propaganda
(anti-Semitic and anti-Israeli). Our expectation that the West will indulge us
rests on the Allies’ disgraceful heartless indifference to the tragedy of the
Holocaust when rescue was possible.

The New Zionist Myth is spreading a deep mistrust of democracy.
Democracy is inherently vulnerable. This is illustrated by the failure of the
inter-war (Weimar) German democracy. Most Israelis take this case as proof of
the innate inability of democracy to curb anti-Semitism. This blocks
cooperation between Israeli and western Jews, as they are patriotic defenders of
democracy, and Israelis judge this as a defection that they will regret only when
the next Holocaust arrives. When challenged, this judgment is dismissed as
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excessively bluntly stated, but with the insistence that the world is against us.
This is the Masada Complex.

The Law of Return that keeps Israel’s gates open to all Jews is thus
considered here to be its raison d’étre, the justification for its very existence as an
independent state. This is dangerous, as independence never invites
justification. The justification is endorsed here, because it provides an excuse
for religious discrimination against non-Jews (Israeli and Palestinian in
particular). A counter-proposal is made here, not to repeal the Law of Return
but to reword it, with the intent to remove from it reference to religion, and to
affirm instead our readiness to provide refuge to those persecuted as Jews and
our preference for immigrants of Jewish heritage.

This book depicts two obvious distinctions: between nation and
congregation, and between liberal and illiberal nationalism (the version of
nationalism as taken for granted in the West versus the chauvinist versions). To
confuse these is to allow or even condone the religious discrimination practiced
in most trouble spots, including Northern Ireland, the Balkans, the Middle East,
the former Soviet Union and the Indian sub-continent (01).

The expression “separation of state and church” does not translate
comfortably into Hebrew. The Hebrew word for church is reserved to denote the
Christian house of prayer. The expression may then be translated as “separation
of state and synagogue”, or “separation of state and rabbinate”. This does not
reflect the applicability of the expression to all religious authority. A better
translation is, “separation of secular and religious authorities”, yet it harbors
another difficulty. The word “secular” refers to what lies outside the religious
dimension. It was used by some atheists to denote hostility to religion and this
usage became standard in modern Hebrew. So the usual translation here is
“separation of faith and state”. This separation, almost all Israeli Jews agree, is
inapplicable to Judaism; since a Jew is affiliated to a creed as well as to a nation.
As the Jewish people is ancient and nationality is modern, it is absurd to view
the Jews as affiliated to a distinct nation. Only Israel supports this absurdity; no
trend in modern Judaism does. Of the non-practicing Jews, some view being
Jewish as an ethnic and cultural characteristic; others, such as the Russian Jews,
who constitute a national minority, view themselves as such, regardless of any
matter of faith. All organized Jewish congregations reject it. The various
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conservative and reform congregations characterize themselves as a creed and a
sub-culture. Orthodox Judaism, as developed in Europe in the last two
centuries, ignores the modern world. Its leaders in Israel have managed to
convey contempt for all versions of Judaism except for the orthodox, though
they unwittingly render to increase the unpopularity of orthodox Judaism too.
They hardly mind this, as their extremely conservative attitude makes them
disregard all criticism.

The illiberal New Zionist Myth is operative. For example, it has allowed
Israel to request the United States to block migration of Russian Jews to
America. It still pretends that all Jewish communities are Orthodox. Objection
to its conduct is understandably restrained, partly due to indifference, partly
due to a reluctance to embarrass. On occasion some foreign celebrities, some of
them Jewish, have objected to its harshness to Palestinians. Non-orthodox
Jewish leaders are now slowly showing readiness to censure its hostility to their
congregations. They still refrain from demanding that it should cease
adjudicating and speaking on behalf of all Jews on matters religious and
political. Though Judaism is a very low church, the Israeli Orthodox
establishment is a government agency. This forces it to behave increasingly like
an authoritative center of a high church. In this it has much popular support
here, though an increasingly reluctant one, since most Israeli Jews are non-
practicing. This is confusing. I was myself confused about this before I met
Hillel Kook (Peter Bergson), whose tenets this book describes. He has helped
me see the damage due to Israel’s view of its nation as a congregation: it is a
damage to its political independence.

This book addresses the Israeli Jewish majority. As our politics involves
religion, most of us express our frustration by developing contempt for our
tradition and more so for defenders of our parliamentary system. The
distinction between congregation and nation should lead to the separation of
church and state, and thus to the improvement of attitudes to our heritage, and
to the reduction of our sense of frustration.

The political situation here is explosive. The efforts to overcome frustration
by appeals to goodwill and to the love of peace that will lead to no improvement,
cannot but increase frustration. The instability of the situation guarantees a
deadlock. Even if Israel and the Palestinians were to find a stable settlement,
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Israel’s discrimination against its non-Jews is sure to destabilize it. The
experience of confessional strife in other countries should serve as a warning:
Israel cannot be stable while openly discriminating against a substantial
national minority. Even without discrimination, as long as aspirations of non-
Jews are regularly frustrated, as they are here, it is only a matter of time before
this will lead to outbursts of destabilizing activities.

This book does not address Israeli non-Jews. The idea of a secular state
should appeal to them, as the status of second-class citizens is not exactly to
their taste. It does appeal to them, as I saw on occasion. (Encounters between
Jewish and non-Jewish citizens are uncommon in my country, as it is officially
ghettoized: sales of most of the land is restricted to Jews, and so non-Jews live in
separate villages or small towns. Consequently, Jerusalem is divided, as Hebron
is, despite all declarations to the contrary. So, almost only a peace-activist meets
regularly individuals who are members of the other community.) Israeli non-
Jews are unable to do much to alter their political situation, though; initiative
must come from the responsible among the Jewish majority here.

This book does not address Palestinians, and refers to them only to report
their having the start of a national movement. After a long delay we officially
admit this, though feebly and intermittently, and without respecting it. We
should respect this movement. Instead we hardly converse with its
representatives. This is hard, because of segregation and of a tremendous
cultural and educational gulf, and, poignantly, because of bitterness: their
situation is much more desperate than ours. (Even financial aid faces many
obstacles on its way to their suffering population.) Their leadership is that of the
Palestine Liberation Organization, which was not democratically elected: it was
very weak after the collapse of the Communist block and more so after the Gulf
War — which is why the Israeli leadership agreed to cooperate with them,
despite their inability to revoke their charter, the Palestine Covenant, which
declares the destruction of Israel a part of its target. (Later on, the United States
of America exerted a tremendous pressure on them to omit expressions of the
desire to destroy Israel from the Palestine Covenant. It still stands, though
perhaps in modification, and it still claims ownership over the whole territory of
formerly British Palestine, east and west of the River Jordan. Extravagant claims
are politically legitimate, and should be met with reasonable offers, such as the
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one to exchange them for Israel’s recognition of their right to have a territory of
their own.)

Local elections legitimized their leadership somewhat. It is not for outsiders
to advise them on their leaders. What one can say from the outside about the
predicament of the Palestinians is not very different from what this book says of
the Israeli predicament, only more emphatically: a nation must come to terms
with its past and choose leaders who are not afraid to face basic challenges and
conduct public debate on a master-plan concerning the national future, dwelling
on more than the immediate future and less on the very distant one. This is even
harder for the Palestinians to do than for the Israelis: even the admission that in
1948 they missed a golden opportunity as their leaders refused to declare
independence and enter into a peace treaty with their newly-founded neighbor.
It is, of course, no good crying over spilt milk, but it is also no use pretending
that it was not spilled. As long as the Palestinians are not ready for this
admission, they are and will remain handicapped until the twentieth century
will recede well into the historical background.

Israel is torn over the Palestinian problem. Is there a Palestinian national
movement? If yes, what right might it claim? Unfortunately, this is examined
here in Israel not politically but philosophically, or more precisely, theologically.
This reduces the hope for peace. We should admit, instead, to a boundary
dispute between nations: experience shows that compromise over land is more
likely than over religion. Though the Palestinians are becoming increasingly a
nation, their situation is no less confused than ours. This is partly due to our
confusion, partly due to different factors, including a Palestinian Diaspora in the
not too liberal Middle East, an Arab nationalism that curbs the growth of local
national movements, and a confusion between legitimate struggle for national
liberation and terrorism, a confusion enhanced by the erstwhile terrorist
character of the Palestine Liberation Organization. This confusion promotes
terrorism. As a precondition for effective peace negotiations, Israel demands
that terrorism be eliminated. This demand is reasonable but not realistic.

The view of the Palestine Liberation Organization as a terrorist organization
gives repeated cause for annoyance and distraction. It is countered by an
erroneous claim and by a correct observation. The erroneous claim is that as
heir to the Irgun National Military Organization, the present Israeli
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Government also has a terrorist ancestry. The correct observation is that the
view of the Palestine Liberation Organization as a terrorist organization is used
as an excuse for Israel’s own terrorist activities. It is a pity that complaints about
terrorist activities are linked to a historical allegation, particularly a false one,
since history is no excuse for Israel’s present (official) use of torture and of
death squads and of occasional terrorist activities abroad, not to mention its
segregation and closure of the Palestinian population that seeks employment in
menial work here.

This is not to condone guerilla warfare: at most, it is legitimate after all
peaceful avenues were tried without success. Nor is it to deny that, almost
inevitably, guerilla warfare involves terrorism. Nevertheless, the distinction
between guerilla warfare and terrorist activities is imperative, as they differ
significantly: terrorism is directed chiefly against civilians, and guerrilla warfare
is directed chiefly against military targets. The view of both the Irgun National
Military Organization and the Palestine Liberation Organization as terrorist is
thus misleading: The Palestine Liberation Organization regularly practiced
terrorism in addition to its guerilla warfare and officially as a part of it. Public
sentiment in the West concerning violence changed radically twice, with the rise
and decline of the popularity of the New Left, which condoned terrorism in
academic publications and in the mass media, including popular novels and
movies (like the acclaimed cheap movie The Lost Honor of Katharina Blum, based
on the cheap novel by Nobel laureate Heinrich B6ll).

Unlike terrorist activities, guerilla warfare should be recognized,
particularly during a war of independence. The Palestinian Uprising, the intifada
(a corruption of “independence”), is justified as a struggle for independence: in
general, not in detail. Particularly not its religious character nor its terrorism,
even though they are admittedly dictated by the religious character of Israel’s
political establishment and by Israeli terrorism against Palestinians.
Compromise is only possible between nations ready to respect each other, not
between religious doctrines, nor between parties ready to exercise torture. This
fact is shamelessly employed by some Jewish settlers in Judea and Samaria
(territories claimed by the Palestinian Authority), who justify their terrorist
activities (clandestine and open) by messianic arguments. Were a separation of
church and state instituted here, it would be possible to arrange for the settlers
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to become Jewish Palestinians and thus cease to be the major stumbling block to
the peace process that they (intentionally) are: their success is due to the
ambiguity of their legal status that puts them above the law. They can be forced
to choose one or another legal status and to be law-abiding.

The peace process is lame. The Camp David, the Oslo and the Wye accords
or any other move contemplated within the present framework will not be the
start of a new era. A successful resolution of a deep-seated conflict needs ample
grass roots support from the populations of both sides. This is precluded by the
widespread, semi-official discrimination according to religious affiliation.

Early in the twentieth century Jewish workers here were troubled by the
incongruity between socialism and nationalism. Moslems (the few locals and
the immigrant Transjordanians) competed with Jews for work for a pittance in
the few new Jewish plantations. Jewish leaders asked Jewish workers to forego
all struggle for better pay. The incongruity was never resolved. To date, Israel
sustains scars that this left on its few pioneers nearly a century ago: chauvinist
arguments are still used to justify exploitation, and exploitation is the unspoken
motive for much of the folly of Israeli politics, though this time it hits the
non-Jewish workers. Low-status Jews find it hard to utilize the scant avenues for
social mobility or to fight for more; so they naturally tend to support the status
quo that keeps their socioeconomic advantage over non-Jews.

Western observers deem Israel normal; this confuses them. They do notice
the odd, semi-official status of Judaism here, yet they fail to notice its import.
Church is not separate from state as in France and in the United States, and it is
not a state church as in England and in Denmark. The status of Judaism here is
vague. This hinders democratic control and enhances all sorts of underhand
discrimination. Vagueness invites clashes regarding the power of the rabbinate
and this maintains the status quo. The more liberal politicians seek religious
reform; their wish must be frustrated, as they cannot use parliament to give vent
to their frustration: it is no religious synod. Constitutional laws (legislated in
lieu of a constitution) are openly sabotaged by (legally instituted) religious
courts. The popular reluctance to discuss basic issues prevents directing the
state to leave religious practices to the communities and to keep them out of
politics. So religious coercion is recognized by all political parties, and this
blocks debate on basics. The urgent need must be met, if not for a constitution,
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then for a debate on constitutional matters, especially on the inconsistency
between democracy and religious coercion. The best way to do this is to
reconvene the Israeli Constituent Assembly that refused to do its duty and
declared itself Israel’s first parliament instead.

Western confusion regarding Israel rests on inconsistent Western attitudes
to nationalism: democrats and individualists tend to undermine nationalism;
liberals and anti-imperialists tend to support it. Although the democratic
nation-state is traditional, no consistent traditional philosophy supports it.
Tracts devoted to any combination of liberalism and nationalism are scarce and
hardly ever consistent. This is achieved in this book. Liberalism and nationalism
are presented here as matters of degree, rather than in the usual abstract
(utopian) manner, and also as matters of some choice. Though the traditional
Social Contract Theory is an idealization, it points in the right direction: the
desirability of freedom of choice, and the greater the better. Since all this is
commonsense, discussion of it is rather academic for successful democracies;
but countries which struggle in efforts to evolve into smoothly functioning
democracies may benefit from a consistent liberal nationalism, such as the one
this book advocates.

This is of some concern even in the developed countries of the world, since
every national agenda is increasingly dominated by the global agenda. This
agenda requires world peace and security; it should be coordinated by some
powerful central authority compatible with national sovereignty. I have
discussed this in some detail in my book Technology: Philosophical and Social
Aspects (1985). However problematic the coordination between the rich nations
is, it is rendered more problematic by the poor nations. Soon after World War II,
in the early days of foreign aid, Sir Arthur Lewis observed that aid rescued
tottering corrupt regimes, causing untold damage. It was irresponsible,
however unintentionally so. Offering aid on reasonable conditions improves
matters, but it demands that benefactors learn about their intended
beneficiaries. Ignorance keeps the peace process in the Middle East in a fragile
situation; better results demand the neutralizing of the causes of instability,
chief among them are the abject living conditions in parts of the Arab world and
Israel’s impolitic discrimination against her minorities. The discrimination is an
unspoken major item in Israeli politics, lowering the general level of politics to
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the point of paralysis. Yet we are content to observe that ours is the best
political system in the region.

Unfortunately, the region is backward. The chief obstacle to peace and
prosperity is the heartbreaking backwardness of the whole region, educational,
socioeconomic, and political. Israel must then undertake a political initiative
with the intent of advancing the region as much as possible without violating
international conventions. Thus far Israel is indifferent to the region’s
problems, that it carelessly even aggravates. The only exception is the
suggestion of one Israeli political leader, Shimon Peres, that the developed
countries should contribute to a regional economic recovery plan akin to the
Marshall Plan. This is a slogan, not even an outline for a preliminary proposal. It
is in everybody’s interest to declare a switch from the waste of local resources
on weaponry to economic investment. At the very least, an international
declaration of intent is required, perhaps also the intent to devise a global
Marshall Plan financed by savings due to disarmament. There is no escape from
responsibility to one’s neighbor, even though responsibility to one’s own people
comes first: one can do little for one’s neighbor as long as one’s home is in poor
shape. And the house of Israel is in poor shape, as it discriminates against its
own citizens, on the tacit excuse that they prosper by comparison to all other
populations across her border. As long as non-Jewish Israelis have the right to
be elected to its legislature but not to bear arms, Israel tacitly endorses the view
that weapons are more powerful than words. This is a dangerous philosophy. An
example is the Gulf War. The temptation and the excuse for Iraq’s dictator to
invade Kuwait rested on the discrimination against Kuwaiti Palestinians. This is
why so many of them supported the invasion, and why so many of them had to
flee for their lives after the Kuwaiti Government was reinstated by the Coalition,
and also why so many of them have demonstrated in favor of Iraq contrary to
their own interest. The Palestine Liberation Organization lost its prestige
during the Gulf War and yet the Palestinian Authority still has no choice but to
support Iraq. At the time, the Israeli Government came to their rescue; today
they are taking greater risks, as the Israeli Government is looking for excuses to
break obligations that were accepted at the Wye conference.

We must keep trying. My aim is to raise a public debate concerning the
desirability and necessity for Israel to normalize and become a Western-style
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nation-state. The peace process is frustrated, and Israel cannot activate it, as it
does not recognize its own nation, confusing nation with creed, hoping to house
practically all and only Jews. This will be learned sooner or later, but the cost of
the lesson is constantly on the rise. I wish that the transition to normal life will
be not too painful, that we will soon proceed with the important real tasks that
our abnormal situation is blocking. To normalize Israel would not solve any of
her problems but will ease the process of tackling them and enable us to move
on to newer and more exciting tasks. Is this too much to hope for?

— Herzlia, Hanukkah, 1998.

P S. This book is full of loose ends. Some of them are taken up in other works of
mine; see Notes below; see also my “The Notion of the Modern Nation-State,”
in I. C. Jarvie and S. Pralong, Popper’s Open Society After Fifty years, London:
Routledge, 1999, my review of Israeli Judaism: The Sociology of religion in Israel in
Philosophy of the Social Sciences, 28, 1998, and my “The Impact of Auschwitz and
Hiroshima on Scientific Culture,” in the forthcoming Imre Toth Festschrift. It
should be noted, however, that Kook’s tremendous impact is rooted in the
dreadful blunder that was the opposition of the Zionist leadership to mass
immigration, a blunder that persisted despite the approach of the Holocaust.
See Hava Eshkoli, Silence: Mapai [Palestine Labor Party] and the Holocaust —
1939-1942. Jerusalem: Yad Ben-Zvi, in Hebrew, pp. 18 ff. and 363-34. See also
Louis Rapoport, Shake Heaven and Earth: Peter Bergson and the Struggle to Rescue
the Jews of Europe, Jerusalem and New York: Gefen, 1999. Hopefully, Hillel
Kook’s influence on post-war political life will soon raise public attention. His
march on Washington links with the initiation and character of later marches.
His mass appeals to public opinion prodded the United States to recognize
lobbies, thus boosting pluralism. It also replaced the traditional partiality for
secrecy with the publicity that accompanied the trail-blazing affair of the illegal
immirgant boat “Exodus.”
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his book was written mostly in the spring and summer of 1980 after many

lengthy discussions with Hillel Kook (or Peter Bergson as he was known
when he was working in the United States) and in collaboration with him. I
extend my gratitude to him. This book presents his political plan for
normalizing Israel. To this I have added a theoretical discussion, which I found
necessary.

The immediate purpose of this book is the opening of a comprehensive
public debate on the matter both in Israel and abroad, and that the debate
should concern a comprehensive political plan; the final purpose is a
comprehensive political change that would transform Israel into a normal
nation-state. But the first step ought to be a political debate. Naturally, such a
debate may alter the political plan proposed here or put forth a practicable
alternative to it. What is significant about the plan proposed here is not any
detail. Its significance is in the ideas which this book presents: that Israel today
needs a political master plan, that such a plan is absent from the Israeli political
arena, and that it analyzes the causes of this sorry state.

Israel was born of a dream — the dream of national liberty renewed in the
historical fatherland. This is the Zionist dream. I am not a party to that dream,
but I do not disagree with the claim that this dream was one of the major factors
that brought about the development of the theory and practice of Zionism.
(Another central factor, no less significant, is rooted in the ever-growing
intolerable suffering of the Jewish people.) The dream, the nebulous idea,
became at one stage a plan that crystallized into Israel’s Declaration of
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Independence. The history books on Zionism do not clarify what this stage was,
because they refuse to consider the contribution made by the Committee for the
Liberation of the Hebrew Nation, founded and headed by Hillel Kook.

The importance of this Committee is in its having shown the significance of
the principle of one-sided initiative — a principle that is still unknown in Israel
— as the plan of the Committee was to declare the existence of the Hebrew
nation and to declare unilaterally a transitional government. This plan rested on
the assumptions that such a government could raise public sympathy that
would permit its recognition, and that by the achievement of recognition from
diverse governments it would gain validity and thus be able to act politically and
independently. My purpose is not to rectify the history books, but to make a
proposal to discuss the topical ideas — the roots of which are in the plans of this
Committee, which was the first to overcome the vagueness of the Zionist
dream. The vagueness of the dream permitted the Zionist movement’s
systematic political oversight of the very existence of a local population in
Palestine. The proposal of the Hebrew Committee for Liberation to found the
Hebrew Republic of Palestine, in which there would be a separation of faith and
nationality, was made, among other things, in order to permit the members of
the local population to join the nation and to see themselves as Hebrew
Moslems or Hebrews of Arabic descent or something like that. The Committee
for the Liberation of the Hebrew Nation estimated that a part of the population
would accept this option, and another part would be ready to stay in the country
as resident aliens. I do not know what was the likelihood of the Committee’s
solution to succeed, but it was a practical solution and a humane one, the first
ever proposed to meet the burning problem of the political nature of Israel — a
problem that still ought to be put on the national agenda. Hillel Kook’s plan was
updated to fit new conditions, since in the meantime new facts had been
created: Israel was founded as an independent state and the Palestinian nation
has begun to crystallize. There is, therefore, a need for a master plan that
recognizes these facts. In this book such a plan will be presented as a solution in
which mandatory Palestine — that is to say, Palestine on both banks of the river
Jordan — will be divided between the two nations, the Israeli and the
Palestinian, since the Jordanian nation does not exist, but the territory of Jordan
is settled by a kernel of a nation, the Palestinian nation. An Israeli initiative
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seems possible towards peace between the two nations and their states on the
basis of the solution of the resultant boundary conflict between them.

This is not to claim that this is the best possible solution, but only that it is a
proposal of a master plan based on the principle of unilateral political initiative,
taken in consideration of different possible responses of the other sides in the
contest.

A similar plan will be proposed concerning the relations between Israel and
the Jews of other nations. Israel requires that they settle here. Hillel Kook
proposes a plan for improving the deteriorating relations between Israel and the
Jews of other nations: the declaration of the separation between faith and
nationality, which would be a recognition of the right of the Jews of other
nations to remain in their countries or to migrate to Israel, as they wish. This
would serve as a means for developing honest, normal relations between Israel
and Jews of other nations.

Israel faces severe fundamental problems, the source of which is an
impossible situation: the deterioration of the inner moral and outer political
situation, the absurd legal and political status of the national minority within,
the permanent state of war, and the tense relations between Israel and Jews of
other nations and between it and Western nations. A possible solution to these
problems is present in Hillel Kook’s master plan, the principle of which is the
idea of normalization and the need in Israel for the separation of faith and
nationality. This separation is no solution to Israel’s problems, but it makes a
solution possible. And in the present conditions, in a desperate situation in
which even the very possibility of a solution seems a distant dream, this is no
minor detail.

The Constituent Assembly was elected in 1949 to establish a constitution,
or at least discuss the basic problems of the nation, and to direct the transition
period from an abnormal Jewish existence to a normal, democratic national
existence in its country. This Assembly violated its mandate and became the
first Israeli Parliament, the first Knesset. Hillel Kook, a member of the
Constituent Assembly, claims that the time has come for an attempt to make a
sharp turn and return to May 15, 1948, and remedy the defect established at that
time: as a substitute for the establishment of the state of the Jews, a new Israeli
republic should be founded, on the proclamation of the Israeli nation as the
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political heir of all the political aspirations of the Jewish people, the one to reap
the fruits of the national war of liberation. And instead of recognizing the
scattered Jewish people as the sovereign people of the state, the years that have
passed since 1948 should be considered a transitional period, with the declared
intent of having Israel transform rapidly into a normal nation-state. Perhaps
there was no escape from an attempt to found Israel as a state without a nation,
and that only now, after the failure of this attempt, the time has come to try the
idea of the normalization of Israel. For if we shall wait for a complete failure, it
will be no longer possible to adapt and seek another solution.

This is my appeal to the reader. Whether you agree with me or not, please
start with a public debate concerning the master plan presented before you.

— Herzlia, Passover, 1981.

P S. This book went to press two years after it was completed, except for minor
corrections, some deletions, and the addition of footnotes. In these two years
our national condition has greatly deteriorated, partly due to the war in Lebanon
and its tragic complications, including the report of the national commission of
inquiry concerning the massacre in the refugee camps. The national crisis has
sharpened but its cause remains unchanged. Therefore, this book seems to me
to be more topical today than when it was written, since the causes for the
deterioration are rooted in the abnormal state of Israel, a country which allows
for a constant state of war and for the regular use of force as the means for
solving political problems.

This state is inhuman and impractical. Therefore, the need for normalization
seems to me ever more urgent today than when this book was written.

— Herzlia, February, 1983.
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Preface to the Secend Edition

The publication of a second edition of this book suggests that there is an
increase in the public interest in the discussion it presents — in the
problem of the Israeli national identity. Possibly this increase may invite an
exception to the pessimistic tone on which this book ends. But, in part at least,
this increase in the interest in the ideas expressed here is rooted in the increase
in the public awareness of the deterioration of the military-political condition of
this country, since the deterioration is so rapid, that it is daily increasingly more
difficult to overlook the bewilderment and confusion in which the Israeli public
is immersed. The urgent question is, whether there is sufficient time for action
against this confusion, or perhaps, when we will finally be free of it, time will
have run out? I do not know, and I stress yet again that the chief aim in having
this book published is to point at the danger of the abnormalcy of Israel and at
the bigger danger of the general oversight of the despair that is broadening and
deepening among the Israeli public, since the despair is rooted in the absence of
political initiative in Israel, which is the absence of all initiative, and this
absence is explained in this book as rooted in Israel’s abnormalcy. It is therefore
my aim to repeat and suggest most emphatically that a broad public debate be
urgently initiated in Israel concerning the question of national identity: is
normalization possible? and is it desirable? All of the proposals to be found in
this book come solely to illustrate the possibility of detailing the proposal for
normalization into concrete proposals, but each proposal and solution is open
to revision and replacement. The only irreplaceable detail in this book is its
basic claim that Israel and its citizens should not overlook one burning problem:
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that the urgent need in Israel today is to open as soon as possible a
comprehensive public debate on the national problem there.

Public and private discussions about this book (as well as about its follow-
up, Who is an Israeli?, which I published together with Judith Bubber Agassi and
Moshe Berent in Hebrew in 1990) give the impression that interest in the
national question is increasing among Israeli youths. Even that the proposal
that Israel should recognize the Israeli nation excites them, precisely because it
defies the remnants of the Israeli consensus that was defective from the very
start. I do hope that this excitement is characteristic and serious, and I found
this corroborated by the fact that, together with the increase of the interest in
normalization and the desire for it, an awareness is increasing that
normalization is no wonder-drug, but an outline of an idea towards a detailed
master-plan that should be developed in stages — both because there are
difficult problems on the way to normalization that have to be met, problems
that intensify with each postponement of its realization, and because it still
meets with legitimate hesitation, especially concerning the question, how will
the recognition and strengthening of the unity of the Israeli nation influence the
unity of the Jewish people? (That is to say, is there a conflict or a
complementation between the unity of the Israeli nation and that of the Jewish
people?) This hesitation is a healthy challenge for those who wish to have a
serious public debate. Naturally, it should also be recognized that the same
hesitation is likewise a challenge for those who prefer the current abnormalcy of
Israel, because they lack the fortitude required for recovery from the New
Zionist Myth, which finds an excuse for Israel’s abnormalcy in the very
existence of Jewish communities in other countries. That this myth encourages
inaction is clear to all, as Israel cannot possibly abolish these communities, nor
is this in Israel’s national interest. But the excuse and the moral weakness have
a whiff of justification in the possibility to misuse the proposal made here as
support for the proposal to disown the Jewish character of Israel. There is a very
small number of Israelis who prefer to substitute Israel’s abnormalcy with
another, the abnormalcy of a nation disowning the local religion, of disowning
the Jewish character of Israel. I am glad to observe that confidence in this
justification is decreasing, and the advocates of normalization are well aware of
the Jewish character of Israel (02). The religious parties in Israel are regularly
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blamed for Israel’s abnormalcy. There is some encouragement in the growth of
awareness in Israel of the fact that this accusation is baseless. And with the
decline of the popularity of the baseless accusation of one or another political
party, frank complaint is on the increase against the damage that Israel’s
abnormalcy brings. For this abnormalcy disgraces also the Jewish community —
which is the fault of all of Israel’s political parties. It is the fault of the Israeli
political system as a whole, including the national leadership, and it is based on
the refusal to accept responsibility for the current state of affairs and to put the
national problem on the public agenda.

There is an increase in the recognition of the import of the demand to reform
the Israeli Law of Return, both in order to prevent harm to those who have no
intent to use it, and in order to have some guarantee for its continued
implementation, in order that this implementation will not depend on the
goodwill of bureaucrats and on the popularity of a myth devoid of political
significance. An effort was made to hide these facts. The rise of interest in the
normalization of Israel and in Israeli national identity need not constitute a fall
in the interest in the Jewish people and in the Jewish character of Israel, and in
its Law of Return; this fact is gaining recognition here, however minute. This is
encouraging, since my aim is not to convince my reader of the justice of any
accusation, but to contribute to the placing on the national agenda, as an urgent,
central item for public debate, the discussion of the possibility of the separation
of the (political) Israeli national identity and the (apolitical) Jewish religious-
ethnic-cultural identity in a manner beneficial to all.

To conclude: the aim of the presentation in this book is to bring to public
discussion the national problem, so as to enable Israel to show political
initiative concerning its future, since its governments do not show political
initiative because of their inability, which is imposed on them by their very
attitude to the national problem. For in their opinion, Israel will be a normal
nation-state only when the Jewish communities outside Israel will practically
cease to exist. This opinion prevents Israel from any normal activity until the
completion of this process, over which it obviously has no control.

This second edition includes all the material from the first edition with
many corrections, some of them of minor errors and most of them corrections of
poor expressions and of misprints, in addition to a few explanatory sentences. I
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have added a few details of updating, especially in the reference to the literature
that appeared after the publication of the first edition. Each addition is placed
between asterisks. I have also expanded slightly the passages cited out of Peter
Bergson’s letter to Dr Chaim Weizmann (Chapter 17). I recommend to the
interested reader to be dissatisfied with this chapter and read the original (03).



Prelogue:
Hillel Kook

he purpose of this book is to present a political platform that rests on the

ideas of Hillel Kook. The platform in this book includes far-reaching
proposals concerning the national political structure and the social structure of
Israel, and as to the relations between Israel and its neighbors, its members who
are not Jews, and with Jews who are not its members. As background material,
Part One includes theoretical chapters — philosophical, political and historical
— and Part Two includes biographical material about Hillel Kook, a description
of his activities in the United States of America during World War II. The plan
itself appears in Part Three.

The philosophical aspect of the platform requires a much broader
discussion. It is hoped that readers interested in this aspect will discuss, at
length, the philosophical innovations which are discussed in this book much
too cursorily. This book does not address philosophers, and its discussion of
philosophical aspects will be limited to one and only one purpose: to explain to
the reader Hillel Kook’s revolutionary innovations, in the hope that the reader
will thereby understand the difficulty that traditional thinkers have to
understand and master them. In this way, readers can also decide what in this
book is contrary to their opinions, as well as what the significance is of accepting
or rejecting the opinions and proposals presented here.

The same holds for the historical aspect of this book. A vast literature has
been written about the history of the Jewish people in modern times and on the
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history of the modern political ideologies that have played significant roles in
the turbulent events experienced by the Jewish people. Many political and
cultural historians have studied these ideologies. Yet I presume that historians
who would read the following chapters — whether they agree or disagree with
Hillel Kook’s ideas — will become more aware of the problems that
theoreticians have passed over in silence, and the problems about which
historians have written only incidentally while clinging excessively to marginal
historical details for want of a broad theoretical background. Historians are
cognizant of the fact that peoples, nations, and national groups, evolve through
historical processes in which their national awareness plays an important role.
Political philosophers do not discuss the theory of such processes, because
these have no place for them in traditional political and social philosophical
theories. My hope is that the historians who read this book, whether they agree
with its content or not, will come to change their historical outlooks concerning
the formation of nations and view the processes with a critical eye and deal with
them with a comprehensive, theoretical grasp.

This book makes no pretense at providing a history. Many books will be
written concerning the history of national movements in general and of the
Jewish national movement in particular, as well as on the period after World War
II, in which nations were created intentionally by the international community.
The purpose of this book is different: to provide a new socio-political master
plan for the Israeli nation, and thus even for the Jewish people as a whole. The
historical material here is meant to serve only as background material for the
presentation of this plan.

Just as philosophical and historical matters will be presented only
intermittently and merely to the extent that they are needed for the sake of a
clear presentation, so too biographical details on Hillel Kook will be presented
only to the extent that they will help explain his ideas. It is surprising that Hillel
Kook is almost not recognized in Israel. In the United States, during World War
II, he was recognized by his alias, Peter Bergson (04). During that time he was
the head of a small group that started out as the delegation of the Irgun Zvai
Leumi — the National Military Organization — and became an independent
body and a significant political factor in public life.
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This body became known by the name “the Bergson Boys” and “the Bergson
Group.” They organized the Emergency Committee for the Rescue of the Jewish
People in Europe and the Committee for the Liberation of the Hebrew Nation.
Kook-Bergson entered public life in America as a mere emissary from Palestine,
yet he won notoriety while there. His public activities excited the American
public, but the Jewish establishment there fought him ferociously. The first
Zionist Congress after the war, assembled in 1946, took the trouble to denounce
the Committee for the National Liberation (of the Hebrew nation), accusing it
of splitting the nation (the Jewish nation). It is odd to discover Americans who
remember him (their number is decreasing, of course), and who become excited
to this very day when they hear the name Peter Bergson, while in Israel his name
is almost entirely forgotten. Similarly, the public bodies that he founded and
directed are forgotten. I admit I had never heard of them myself until a very
short time ago. How did this happen? Why was it consigned to oblivion that
there was a delegation of the Irgun Military Organization to the United States?
Why are the Bergson Group’s diverse committees, which had caused much
excitement, so completely forgotten? Why, with all the history about Israel that
we have been fed in the last few years, is this affair almost entirely skipped?
How did it happen that a citizen like myself did not bump into this significant
historical phenomenon until I met Hillel Kook personally? Clearly, these
matters have been forgotten intentionally (1).

I first met Hillel Kook in the mid-seventies at a meeting of the council of the
Movement for Citizens’ Rights (in which I was active for a few years). Hillel
Kook, together with his old friend Shmuel Merlin, presented their political plan
to that council. I have a very sad memory of that meeting, perhaps because of the
sympathetic impression that Hillel Kook the individual left on me, but more
particularly because, though I was a party to his liberal approach, I was not very
impressed by his political program. It took a long time before I met him again. I
began to study his ideas while seeking a practical political plan, and I came to
the conclusion that his plan is of great importance on diverse levels, from the
practical political to the philosophical.

It was very strange. I am a philosopher. I have published a few works in
social and political philosophy, and I found very few teachers who could instruct
me in my work. And here appears Hillel Kook, the amateur, and teaches me a
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lesson in political philosophy — an important lesson at that — one whose
significance far surpasses the horizon of Israel’s current problems.

Hillel Kook had conceived an idea that might arouse wide and broad public
interest and perhaps bring the political leaders of Israel to wise political action.
Where did such a strange fellow come from?

If Hillel Kook had a past public involvement that might gain him a place in
Israeli public awareness, it would have to be the tragic affair of the weapons boat
Altalena. The details of the Altalena affair are not sufficiently clear to the
common Israeli citizen. The details of the story were intentionally confused by
official historians of the Irgun Military Organization and the Israeli Defense
Force as well as by biographers of David Ben-Gurion, the first Israeli Premier
and the Minister of Defense during that period and of Menachem Begin, the
head of the Irgun. Therefore, this story cannot be used to introduce Hillel Kook
without a detailed study, which will not be discussed here (nevertheless, see
below, beginning and end of Part Two).

Another public event, less well known, may serve our present purpose. Kook
was a member of the Israeli Constituent Assembly, which was dismantled the
day it first assembled, when it declared itself the first Israeli Parliament, the first
Knesset. With one exception, all the members of that Assembly did not react, or
reacted positively, to being turned into the delegates of the first parliament of
the State of Israel. That exception was Hillel Kook, who reacted from the floor,
“This is a putsch!” (namely, a court rebellion). To understand his outcry, a few
explanatory words are required concerning the difference between a constituent
assembly and a parliament. I should merely observe the fact that a constituent
assembly was established, elected, and convened for a single purpose — to
author a constitution for the State of Israel. The delegates of the Constituent
Assembly, including Hillel Kook, knew that they had been elected and appointed
in order to author a constitution. This is why Kook responded so sharply to the
reversal and distortion of the purpose of the elections. To this day this distortion
remains without correction. There is still a need to gather the Constituent
Assembly in order to establish Israel properly, while overcoming the difficulties
that at the time caused that putsch (the intentional disregard on the part of the
members of the first Knesset of the fundamental problems of the Israeli nation).
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Till such time, Kook’s membership in the Constituent Assembly will be of no
value.

An earlier public involvement of Kook, and the most important one from the
viewpoint of this book, is his leadership of the Committee for the Liberation of
the Hebrew Nation in the years preceding independence. What was this
Committee?

To repeat, until I met Hillel Kook, I did not even know of the very existence
of this Committee. Was it perhaps a merely marginal phenomenon? I do not
know. Yet the fact is that four former members of the Committee were members
of Israel’s Constituent Assembly (in a party of fourteen out of one-hundred-
and-twenty members). How come? The Committee and its activity will be
described in Part Two of this book; let me say here very briefly that it was
organized as a representative national body for the Hebrew Nation, calling for
the immediate establishment of a transitory Hebrew government in exile.
Before that, the same delegation organized an Emergency Committee for the
Rescue of European Jews, which met with the sharp hostility of the American
Jewish leadership, Zionist and non-Zionist alike. (This is a tragedy that invites
special research.) But the broad public did not know this, since the official
Jewish and Zionist organizations silenced every detail related to the mass
murder of the Jews and among the committees that Hillel Kook established
there were those that undertook to make the tragic situation publicly known so
as to awaken it to put pressure on their leaders to act for the saving of the Jews of
Europe. At that time, the Irgun National Military Organization overlooked the
activities of these committees. I myself, a rank Palestinian adolescent,
considered the Irgun National Military Organization the military arm of the
Revisionist Zionist political movement, founded by Vladimir Jabotinsky, and I
considered it a chauvinist, romantic, and anti-rational movement — as I still do.
The little I read of the writings of Jabotinsky confirmed my conclusions. Today I
see things slightly differently. I see a fundamental difference between mystic
chauvinist philosophy and a nationalist liberal one. The fact is, Hillel Kook
himself, the diverse committees founded by the delegation he headed, and his
political plan, then as now, all share a liberal nationalist character. This fact is
the major reason for the silencing of the events I wish to note in this book. All
this is due to the Israeli pretense that one cannot present a practical plan based
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on a philosophy that is nationalist yet liberal and thus also rational. This
pretense, that liberal nationalism is impossible, seems to me today the root of
the severity of Israel’s condition, as it encourages hostility to methodic
thinking.

In my meetings with Hillel Kook during the seventies, I was profoundly
surprised, as rarely before, and at least on three levels: he taught me political
philosophy, a political plan, and an historical chapter that had been consigned to
oblivion, in which he was one of the main characters, of events that took place in
the United States during World War II and up to the day when Israel gained
independence. I was surprised to find a person so enlightened and so liberal, so
free of all militarism and contempt for the masses, considering that his origin
was precisely in those circles that, to the best of my knowledge, did not and still
do not excel on this score. How did this happen? I do not know.

My conversations with Hillel Kook between the years 1976-1979 showed
me, despite many differences in opinion, some of which are still sharp, how
much we share in our attitudes towards our national predicament, and in our
desire to see Israel as a normal, enlightened society. I hope that I have succeeded
in learning from him many important details, and for this opportunity he has my
gratitude. Ever since I met him, Hillel Kook speaks only about the severe
national crisis in which Israel is immersed and laments the fact that the country
that pretended to offer a solution to the Jewish problem has become an added
Jewish problem, if not the most severe one. On this I agreed with him, since like
him I assumed that there is no solution to Israel’s problems within Israel’s
current national consensus and that this is the cause of the frustration that is
spreading here and of the despair that captures many (whether they leave or
stay).

I do not know whether Hillel Kook has a practical solution to Israel’s
problems. But I did see at once (before I agreed with him on many issues) that
his opinions transcend the current Israeli national consensus. In addition, I
learned of his plan for an Israeli unilateral political initiative, something which I
crave since the very day on which independence was declared. We agree thus not
so much in opinions, as in the claim that Israel badly needs a comprehensive
national debate concerning basics. Only this way can we develop a plan for
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a national political initiative, to pitch us out of the current ever-worsening
crisis.

« Is there still today any likelihood that the basics of the original program of
Hillel Kook be executed? As long as the world does not have a reasonable
alternative to the structure of the nation-state in the pattern of Western liberal
democracy, this question is the same as the following one: Will Israel reach the
level of development common in the West? The (erroneously) received opinion
in the West is that Israel has already reached the stage of the normal liberal
democratic nation-state. This error causes many disappointments and, at the
very least, the erroneous impression should be corrected and not reinforced, as
is done by all of Israel’s representatives in western countries, be they delegates
who represent the nation or the state, or those who represent bodies which
justify their very existence with the aid of the New Zionist Myth, and especially
bodies that perpetuate the existence of the Zionist movement, that was the
Israeli national liberation movement. This way they deny the very independence
of Israel and thereby endanger its very existence. Had Israel openly admitted it
not being normal, then there possibly could be some likelihood that this
situation be put on the agenda for public debate at home and abroad. Such a
public debate would, of course, be a debate on the question placed in the
opening of this paragraph: is there still any likelihood that the basics of Hillel
Kook’s program be implemented?

* Another question is thus asked here: why is there no recognition of the fact
that Hillel Kook has proposed to try and establish Israel as a nation-state in the
pattern current in the West? The public should force Israel to recognize officially
this political thinker. Since his activities were officially denounced in the last
Zionist Congress prior to independence (see below, end of Chapter 18), it is
incumbent on every organization that had denounced them to rescind this
denunciation. Since the denunciation was official, its removal has to be official
as well. This will remove a stigma and offer the public the opportunity to rethink
both the sad affair of a damaging attitude towards one of the contributors to
Israeli thought, and in the option he has raised, regardless of whether it is still
manageable or not — as it stands or with this or that alteration — or whether it
invites a reasonable substitute. The present scandal is the total oversight in
Israeli politics of root problems and this must be rectified, regardless of the
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different views extant concerning the answers to them: they are burning
problems and they urgently invite deliberation. An official quick
rehabilitation of Hillel Kook will greatly facilitate the placing of root
problems on the national agenda, and so this rehabilitation should be
demanded forcefully and in different ways and on different platforms,
political, academic and communal. *



Intreduction:
On Pelitical Nermalization

he idea presented for consideration in this book is revolutionary in its very

simplicity: Israel should be reconstructed as a normal republic along the
pattern recognized in the western world, a republic in which nationality and
citizenship are identical, on the one hand, while nationality and faith are
separate, on the other. This proposal raises a few difficulties, both general and
Israeli. Generally, this proposal is known in the western liberal world as the
separation of church and state. This term is translated into Hebrew to read, “the
separation between state and religion”. The expression is awkward because
state and religion are not comparable. One can compare politics and religion or
political and religious institutions. Indeed, in western languages one speaks of
the separation between church and state. Yet it is not customary to refer to the
institution of Jewish religion as a church. The term must, therefore, be
translated into Hebrew as “the separation of state and rabbinate”. It is merely a
theoretical question, whether it is possible and/or desirable to distinguish
between politics and religion and separate between them? It seems easy and
desirable to distinguish between politics and religion in the sense of
understanding the difference between them. It is not at all clear, however,
whether it is possible to separate them in the sense of blocking the possibility of
mutual influences, or whether it is desirable to keep them too much apart.
Religious thinkers have something to say about politics and political thinkers
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have something to say about religion, and why should they not say what they
have to say?

But, of course, it is accepted in the modern democratic world that the
institutional authority of the state, which is a political institution, and the
institutional authority of any religion or religious community (whether church,
rabbinate, or any other), should be kept separate.

Nor is the separation itself a sacred principle; its aim is merely to prevent a
conflict between democracy and religion for all concerned parties, those that
support this or that religion and those who do not, those which are in power and
those which are in the opposition.

* When I wrote the previous paragraph it did not occur to me that the
proposal to separate religion and politics will ever be entertained as an option of
a platform for some political party: I took it for granted that the reader will
notice easily the absurdity that it is. To my surprise I was refuted in 1990: in a
debate at a convention of the Israeli Labor Party concerning “the separation
between state and religion”, which was an accepted slogan in that party for ages,
the proposal was made to take this slogan seriously and seek ways to implement
it. This proposal was rejected, and the slogan to replace the rejected one was,
“the separation between politics and religion”. The absurdity of this slogan did
not trouble those who were proposing it, as they were seeking a merely empty
slogan, one that has no practical implications, since it is clear that its application
would require of every religious person to relinquish politics. The debate
concerning the separation must be purposeful: the separation should prevent
conflicts, especially existential conflicts, namely such that otherwise they do not
avail themselves of compromise solutions. *

It is no accident that the expression “separation between state and religion”
is awkward. Admittedly, the expression in the European languages is more
precise, since it refers not to religion and the state but to religious institutions
and the state. That is to say, the separation is in essence institutional and
concerns the institutions of government and the institutions and organizations
of religious communities. The structure of the western state is that of the
nation-state, both the state institutions and the political and social systems are
ruled and organized by the state organizations. But there is little literature in the
western countries about the difference between the state and the nation-state.
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For all discussion concerning the nation sounds like Chauvinism, because the
competitor to liberal nationalism, the romantic chauvinist movement (as I will
explain at the beginning of Part One of this book), is vociferous and unpleasant.
Because the national problem is so central and confused in Israel today, it is
impossible to speak about the separation between the state and the religious
institutions, which is a formal political distinction (organizational separation),
without first discussing clearly the content of the political separation (the
separation between existing bodies): the Israeli nation, which acquired its
political liberty and its political expression in its state (Israel), and the Jewish
faith, which is the prevalent faith in that nation, but which is shared by people
who belong to other nations. The conceptual distinction between two groups
(for example, a religious congregation and a nation) is always done by pointing
at members of the one who do not belong to the other (in the present case,
Israelis who are not Jewish and, vice versa, Jews who are not Israeli).

Therefore, to explain the proposed normalization (separation of nation and
religion), it is of vital importance to present the fundamental ideas of Western
democratic, liberal nation-state in a clearer and more precise manner than the
way in which this is done in western countries and in the western literature
concerning politics and nationality in general (since there the distinction
between faith and nationality is traditional and self-evident). I will not enlarge
on the political discussion concerning this clarification any more than is
required for the reader of this book. The reader who is concerned with the
foundation of this clarification and its roots in general, liberal, social philosophy
is invited to consult my philosophical book that deals with the same issue (2).
(To my regret, though that book clearly exhibits political concern, it does not
include an extensive discussion of practical political questions, because it was
written before I met Hillel Kook.)

In order to explain the idea of the nation-state in this book, I found it
necessary to explain the political-philosophical ideas on which western political
discussion is based, and to present the weakness of these ideas and outline
democratic liberal nationalism in a manner acceptable to both scholar and
politician, in western countries and in Israel. And, indeed, I have been pleased to
observe that a few scholars, philosophers and political scientists, have found
much of interest in the material to be found at the opening of this book. A clear
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presentation of the ideas which served as the foundation of political philosophy
and liberal nationalism, theoretically and practically, enables one to see the
history of Zionism in a new light and to understand the theoretical and
historical basis for the abnormalcy experienced by the Jewish people today.
Even some of those who reject this book’s proposal — to abolish this Israeli
abnormalcy and thus turn Israel into a liberal nation-state in the western style
— have agreed that my presentation has shed new light on the history of
Zionism.

The first part of this book, which deals with the foundation of political
philosophical theory in the west and the history of Zionism, is presented here
with one specific aim: to overcome one difficulty that proved to be an obstacle
on Kook’s road when he tried to explain in Israel the principles of his theory. His
audience considered his ideas the way they consider the diverse platforms and
plans that appear in Israel — as just another alternative well within the existing
Israeli consensus. Yet, in order to understand his ideas, one has to see that they
are in quite another perspective.

This difficulty is not specific to Kook’s opinions or even to political thinking
in general. It is a more general difficulty, and a number of theoreticians of
thinking have observed it both in philosophy and in psychology: ideas usually
expressed in one framework sound different in another, and this causes a
distortion of their content, because the context or framework within which they
used to be said has been changed. This is well known to anyone who takes part
in public debates. Quite often one party participating in a debate claims that
another party has quoted them improperly, even if the quote is verbatim and
quite precise, because the quotation is taken out of the context in which it was
originally said. Therefore, it seemed vital to me when writing this book, to
present a politico-theoretical, philosophical framework and a Jewish historical
framework — not in sufficient detail to stand by themselves, but with the least
detail required to prevent the possibility of interpreting Kook’s ideas as merely
an additional alternative within the present Israeli national consensus. My
proposal is that the new framework should be accepted as the framework within
which to create a new national consensus. The purpose is the presentation of a
nationalist intellectual framework, free of the slightest hint of Chauvinism, one
in which there will be no need to explain repeatedly that there is a difference
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between the nationalist and the chauvinist, and between the liberal open-
minded nationalist attitude and the xenophobic, narrow-minded one.

Responsibility for the first part of the book is mine and not Kook’s. I am
grateful that he has provoked me to present these ideas, which he created and
developed, in a philosophical framework congenial to me, and that he has
helped me present the history of Zionism accordingly. Of course, Kook’s ideas
developed in a different way, under the pressure of events that, as a participant
in political activity, he could not overlook.

These events are presented in Part Two of this book, and for the same
purpose. I am not Kook’s biographer. Since I have already published a book that
comes close to being biographical (3), I am aware of the enormity of the effort
that has to be invested in biographical writing. It would only be proper that a
suitable person should invest energy and thought about the topic and write a
suitable biography that would suit its subject. I hope that such an author will be
found in the near future. My purposes are different and here only a historical
presentation of the development of Kook’s ideas is included, since such a
presentation may help change one’s intellectual framework — as is well known
among those who study the question, how do intellectual frameworks change?
In other words, the first part of this book is a theoretical examination of the
difference between old and new frameworks, and the application of this to the
study of the history of the Zionist movement. The second part presents the
development of Kook’s ideas and their clash with the Zionist consensus. This
presentation is not complete or satisfactory, except for our single purpose of
offering a suitable background, the presentation of a new framework, for Part
Three of this book.

Part Three of this book presents in some detail the plan for the
normalization of Israel. The proposal has many layers: there is an essential,
theoretical part, and there is a practical part that depends on time and place and
which, with any significant change in the political situation, will become
obsolete, and this would create a need to seek an alternative to the obsolete part.
This is not to say that such changes are desirable. On the contrary, it seems to
me that the deterioration of the political situation in Israel is clear today to an
ever-increasing portion of the Israeli public, which shows increasingly that there
is no alternative within the existing national consensus. Since common Israelis
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justifiably refuse to abandon the nationalist framework, and since they are not
researchers who can seek nationalist alternatives beyond the national
consensus, they naturally feel frustrated and desperate. But, of course, a
nationalist solution that transcends the existing national consensus is possible,
and the solution presented here does indeed transcend it. The solution is both
nationalist and liberal.

Therefore, if the proposal will be adopted, it could become the new national
consensus that would put the nation on the road to a solution for Israel’s basic
problems, which are increasingly becoming a heavy burden for its citizens.

I originally wrote a Part Four to this book that aimed to illustrate the fact
that the proposal to normalize Israel (namely, render Israel a liberal nation-state
on the western model) opens a broad field of activity for every reader who finds
this proposal sufficiently interesting and promising to attempt to implement it
and to analyze the results of the attempt. But I decided that it was too early to
publish it, since the present book calls for one and only one activity: the opening
of a public debate on the national problem. Instead, then, Part Four of this book
presents some conclusions. This book proposes the agenda for the debate and
the critical discussion of the thesis that is central to Israel’s national consensus
today: that the Israeli people are of necessity abnormal. This is the received
opinion, the opinion that the Israeli individual, as well as the State of Israel, of
necessity belongs to the Jewish people and that there is no freedom of choice in
this matter, since it is the duty of all members of the Jewish people to settle in
Israel, whereas the duty of those already settled there is, first and foremost, to
maintain the possibility that non-Israeli Jews will migrate to Israel one day. I will
venture to show that this thesis is false and that it precludes any reasonable
solution to Israel’s increasingly pressing national problems.



PART ONE

Toundations:
The Tsraelt ‘Natien
and Tts Tudaism



his part is a discussion of the national problem and its implication for the

Jewish problem. There is a difficulty involved in this discussion; it is rooted
in the following fact. Historically, the national problem was raised among
European Jewry in the manner in which it was found among the European
nations, where it was raised in a distorted fashion. The distortion begins with
the refusal of liberal political thinkers to recognize nationality as a political fact.
This was shared by all the liberal thinkers who studied political theory from the
early modern age until the French Revolution of about two centuries ago, and by
many liberal political thinkers since then, to this very day. They were not
uninformed, as the existence of nations and nation-states is general knowledge,
but they were not happy with this fact, since they refused to recognize
discrimination. In their battle against discrimination, especially religious
discrimination, they also tried to fight national discrimination. Therefore, in
their discussions about political theory they ignored both religion and
nationality (as well as race and aristocratic origin or the lack of it; perhaps they
also tried to overcome discrimination against women, I do not know).

Their chief question was this: by what right does one person rule another?
What duties do the ruled have towards the ruler? And what duties does the ruler
have towards the ruled? There is no need to consider answers to these questions
in order to see at once that they are based on a special approach, a specific
philosophical approach — one that we have inherited from the philosophy of
the Enlightenment Movement. This approach was common among the
educated public in Western Europe already three centuries ago, and came to be
accepted gradually also in Eastern Europe, including the large Jewish
communities in Poland and Russia.
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This distortion of political theory (the disregard for the very existence of
nations) led quickly to a distortion in the opposite direction. When
Enlightenment political theory was defeated with the failure of the French
Revolution (whose leaders spoke in the name of Enlightenment), it gave way to
a reaction (that is to say, the reaction to the Enlightenment, the Reaction for
short). This movement, also known as the Romantic Movement, saw itself as a
nationalist movement but was Chauvinist in that it emphasized the significance
of the nation as a whole and undervalued the worth of the individual. In part it
sought freedom — not individual freedom but national freedom; it was thus
anti-liberal, at least in part. Consequently, a distinction has to be made between
liberal nationalism, which maintained some Enlightenment tenets, and illiberal
nationalism or Chauvinism — where Chauvinism is by definition anti-liberal
and thus opposed to the ideals of the Enlightenment Movement. Regrettably,
confusion reigns between these two nationalist movements, the liberal and the
illiberal, since both the Enlightenment Movement and the Romantic Movement
had broad philosophical foundations and broad foundations in political
philosophy, but not liberal nationalism. This fact calls for a correction that
should prevent the continuation of the confusion between liberal and illiberal
nationalism, or between liberal nationalism and Chauvinism. Foundations for
the liberal nationalist movement are required, so that it may stand clearly
between the non-nationalist liberal movement (the Enlightenment Movement),
and the illiberal nationalist movement (Romanticism, Chauvinism).

In order to present the principles of the liberal nationalist philosophy, it
might be useful to say that its philosophical foundation is to be found in the
principle of self-determination both of the nation and of the individual with
respect to the nation. This principle I have learned from Hillel Kook. This
principle has a broad philosophical grounding in liberal philosophy, which is the
continuation of the idea of Enlightenment with an addition that makes an
important difference: the recognition of the existence of societies, national and
other. This recognition is a modern addition and correction to the traditional
liberal idea. It is an extremely important amendment, as it will help us
understand the confusion in Israel regarding nationality. In the last century and
a half the Jewish tradition fairly justifiably mixed Enlightenment and Romantic
ideas — justifiably so because these two movements have complemented each
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other. Yet the mixing was not systematic and permitted confusion between
anti-liberal Chauvinism and liberal nationalism. Consequently, in Israel the fear
of Chauvinism grew and led to the underrating of nationalism. The baby was
thrown out with the bath water — the principle of nationalism with the anti-
liberal principle of Chauvinism. Thus the state was underrated too, since the
modern state is a nation-state. And then the situation was reversed: the value of
the state was emphasized while the nation was overlooked. And when the state
was considered a supreme value, Chauvinism erupted forcefully in the Israeli
political arena. In what follows, this process will be clarified. Here one might
simply notice a tragicomic fact. Israel’s labor movement, the movement that
was socialist, and so it follows the principles of the Enlightenment Movement,
including the underrating of nationality, unwittingly fell prey to the Romantic
Chauvinist movement. It did so while emphasizing the uniqueness of Judaism
as a faith-nation. The movement was not deterred by its irreligious, at times
even anti-religious, ideology. All this resulted from the absence of a clear idea
about nationality.



Choptr Concerming Public
Respensibility

he purpose of this chapter is both theoretical and practical. It presents the
central idea of all social sciences — the idea of the one-sided initiative —
which regrettably is neglected even by social scientists themselves.

The social sciences generally vacillate all too often between discussions of
everyday concrete matters imbued with commonsense and abstract discussions
that are theoretical, odd, and distant from the everyday. Consequently the
function of science is undermined, since its function is to build a bridge between
the abstract and the empirical, between the earthly and the ethereal, between
the theoretical and the everyday. This is not to say that the social sciences do not
include such bridges. A particularly deep and significant innovation exists in
political theory, and it is the principle of representative democracy, including the
idea of a legislature whose function is to update and rectify the laws of the state.
These two ideas grew in the political daily life of the western world and evolved
on the basis of a very rich intellectual background. (They will not be discussed
here.)

Efforts to overlook the wealth of details in order to gain a more general
picture, a bird’s-eye view, render the picture increasingly philosophical. The
more limited and erroneous the philosophical principle that guides observers,
the more limited and erroneous the observers’ grasp of the few details that
appear in their field of vision, since the facts are integrated within a mistaken
system.
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In addition, very often the guiding idea does not permit the existence of
certain everyday facts, which common sense upholds. In such cases, observers
tend mistakenly to add these facts to their picture of the world. Consequently,
the picture becomes logically inconsistent, and then it must be rectified. For, an
inconsistent opinion lends itself to the effortless deduction of whatever
conclusion one wishes, and such exercises have no value whatsoever, since one
might deduce a conclusion that one finds desirable, and another will deduce the
opposite conclusion. In such a case, the guiding idea will not direct the choice
between the two conclusions and therefore it will be utterly worthless, both
theoretically and practically.

The fact that a guiding idea may mislead, and even systematically so, led the
architects of the scientific revolution of about four hundred years ago to the
view that one should not accept any guiding idea unless it is proven. The
conclusion from this might be that every debate about any idea whatsoever is a
preliminary debate, since after an idea has been proven, there is no appeal
concerning it, except from quarters hostile to science. This was the guiding idea
of the Enlightenment Movement.

Concerning the Enlightenment Movement, only two significant items will
be presented here: first, it was individualist; second, it is untenable, at least in
practical political matters where constant disagreement is inescapable. The
following expands a little on these two items and then offers a discussion of the
philosophical movement that succeeded the Enlightenment Movement.

The Enlightenment Movement was individualist because it saw every
tradition as a collection of errors and confusions, a collection of mere
hypotheses and unfounded beliefs. Its followers saw the existence of different
traditions as the source of dissension and of war. They saw in science the
unanimity that prevents dissension and war, a rational way for human beings to
seek their place in their world. According to the teaching of the Enlightenment
Movement, since ideas and proofs are matters of the intellect, and since the
intellect is individual property and the most important thing that human beings
possess, the human individual stands at the center of our world. Therefore,
individuals, the subject-matter of the Enlightenment Movement’s teaching, are
presumed to be brave enough to extricate themselves from the limitations of
their traditions, to think independently, and to decide for themselves what their



CONCERNING PUBLIC RESPONSIBILITY 49

opinions should be and accept their own responsibility concerning them.
And, indeed, the morality of the Enlightenment Movement is rooted in
individualistic ethics and therefore, as we shall soon see, the social and political
theory of the Enlightenment Movement is individualistic as well. That is to say,
the Enlightenment Movement finds it necessary to explain how individuals ever
find themselves in societies and belonging to nations.

It turns out, then, that individuals are responsible each to themselves and to
other individuals. And when members of the Enlightenment Movement
recognize public responsibility, they recognize it only because they see the
public as a collection of individuals. Naturally, the Enlightenment Movement
valued the intellect both as the most important of the factors which bring
individuals to create and maintain a society and a state, and as what creates
science when put to proper use. The sound society, then, is one guided by the
light of science and hence it is an ideal society. A long time passed before it
became clear that the ideal society, especially when founded on science, is not
the democratic society of the familiar liberal parliamentary sort. A few decades
ago, The Origins of Totalitarian Democracy by Jacob Talmon appeared and caused a
sensation in the learned world, because it explained just this fact and gave it
historical foundations (4).

Since the teaching of the Enlightenment Movement presents proper society
as grounded on science and science as grounded in the individual intellect, it is
clear to it that individual responsibility should suffice. Therefore, according to
the teaching of the Enlightenment Movement, there is no room for public
responsibility proper. When the philosophy of the Enlightenment Movement
brought about the French Revolution of about two centuries ago, and this
Revolution failed to bring about a sound society, a reaction to the
Enlightenment Movement emerged, known as the Reaction Movement. The
Reaction Movement was Romantic and its starting point was the reverse:
generally, individuals can hardly live except in the sort of the society in which
they grew up. The individuals of the Enlightenment Movement, observed the
Romantics, lack in historical background, are uprooted, isolated, never quite
social animals, belonging neither to an ideal society nor to any other. Society is a
given, they said, and individuals are social products.
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This is the exact opposite of the Enlightenment Movement’s teaching. The
Enlightenment Movement said, individuals get together and create society. The
Reaction Movement or the Romantic Movement said, society creates
individuals in its own image and this is the source of the national character:
individuals are products of national characters, or else they are without
character, or they are utterly exceptional. This is the collectivist philosophy. It
perceives the human collective as an organism, as a society that is also a state, an
economic organization, and a religious community, etc., etc. It values the
collective and takes it as prior to the individual. Collectivist ethics takes
responsibility away from the individual, and even the political leadership does
not have any moral responsibility beyond that of representing the collective and
serving the collective interest.

This philosophy is plainly irrationalist, anti-individualist and chauvinist. In
particular it should be noted that collectivist philosophy leaves no room for
individual responsibility, but for public responsibility alone, placed on the
leadership of the national state-society-market-religion — on the national
leadership.

What, then, is the place of public responsibility of the rank-and-file citizen?
For, the ordinary citizen remains devoid of public responsibility both according
to the Enlightenment Movement and according to the Romantic Movement.
Since World War II many researchers — philosophers, sociologists, political
scientists and historians — are seeking a new philosophy that should unite the
desirable in the two traditional modern philosophies, that should serve as a
possible alternative to both, and notice the public responsibility of common
citizens.

The proper place to start from, it seems to me, is the principle of public
responsibility of the individual as an individual. This principle has a tradition of
its own, of course, but not in the two guiding philosophies of the modern world.
Without discussing this tradition in general, it may be noted that the Jewish
tradition, according to which all Jews are responsible for each other, presented
public responsibility as an ideal. But this ideal, which to me seems so basic, does
not look that way in its specific Jewish formulation. For, in its specific Jewish
formulation, the collective towards which the individual is responsible, appears
in two polarized ways. On the one hand, practically, the public in question is the
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Jewish community to which the individual belongs; on the other hand,
abstractly, it is the scattered Jewish faith-nation which includes all Jews, past,
present and future.

The concept of public responsibility should be updated, and this can be done
by reference to a specific public, or, more precisely, to specific publics. For, as is
recognized in all the social sciences, in all societies that are not primitive, the
same individual may belong to different publics. This is a key factor for the
understanding of the present book. Public responsibility, to repeat, is taken as a
basic quality both by modern moral philosophy and by modern political
philosophy and the meaning of this responsibility is conditioned on the public
to which it refers. Therefore, neither the individual is prior to society nor is
society prior to the individual; hence one must reject both classical philosophies
in which until recently modern social and political thought sought its
foundations.

It is difficult to find the place of recognized facts in a unified philosophical
system. Let me offer as an example for this from my personal experience. As I
have already observed, I was active both in studies of social and political
philosophy and in Israeli politics prior to my meeting with Hillel Kook, from
whom I have learned what I wish to present in this book. A detail which he takes
particular cognizance of, one which I too was aware of before we met, concerns
the basic difference between the individual responsibility of political leaders in
western democratic societies and the principle of political collective
responsibility of the diverse Israeli governments. I always saw the principle of
collective responsibility as an escape from personal public responsibility. Hillel
Kook goes further when he explains the supremacy in Israel of the principle of
collective responsibility: he claims that the Israeli abnormal political situation
does not permit the Israeli public to demand of its government that it cater for
public welfare and peace. For, he claims, the Israeli abnormal political situation
requires of Israeli citizens that they view as top priority the responsibility of the
Israeli government towards the Jewish people as a whole, or the Jewish nation
as a whole, namely to all of its sons and daughters, past, present and future. The
principle of the abnormalcy of Israel — the principle according to which Israel
belongs not to a specific nation but to the scattered nation cum religious
community — relieves the Israeli government of any public responsibility
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towards its own nation and renders it irresponsible. This irresponsibility is then
cloaked with collective responsibility. Hence, things would be different were the
members of the Israeli nation to require that responsibility be directed towards
them and not towards the amorphous and atemporal Jewish nation, the nation
that cannot be placed in space and time. For then, it would require specific
responsibility of specific individuals and would not be content with a collective
responsibility, which is also amorphous and even metaphysical (abstract,
ethereal).

The principle of public responsibility has a specific meaning when applied to
a specific individual with reference to a specific public. It is customary to
consider the definition of that public as the definition of that responsibility. For
example, when the individual is a teacher and the public is pupils, one speaks of
educational responsibility. When one speaks of the public of consumers one
speaks of the economic responsibility of the individual. The same holds for
social responsibility, religious responsibility and political responsibility, all of
which the Romantic philosophy, we may remember, fuses into one.

This fusion is disastrous for two reasons. First, a political order of priorities
differs from a religious order of priorities. Second, public persons, individuals
active in a public, whether voluntarily or in appointed or elected roles with
responsibilities towards specific publics, have to take into account the
preferences of their specific public. How can one know what is the order of
priorities of that public? Is it not enough to take account of disagreements
concerning the order of priorities, which is economic, or social or religious or
political? How can we know what is the public universal order of priority?
Citizens are unable then to fulfill their duties and reveal their sense of
responsibility when they refer to the collective to which they belong in a general
manner, as a public which is educational, as well as economical, social, and
religious, on top of being political, not to mention artistic and other. The
confusion of all these publics destroys all sense of responsibility.

Collectivists will not disagree with this. They will add that the role of the
leadership is to mold the general order of priorities and the public has to accept
this order of priorities without deliberation, since it is not possible to discuss
such complicated matters. And if we ask, how will the leadership know what is
the overall order of priorities, then the Romantics will answer that the
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leadership has to rely on tradition, or on strong individual intuitions which
cannot be controlled. Public responsibility, according to Romanticism, is
transferred from the individual to the public through the leadership, and
therefore no public responsibility is operative, except that which lies in the
hands of the public, the collective as a whole: in the hands of the national
leadership.

Contrary to the Romantic view, according to the democratic view, the right
and duty of individual citizens is to use their intellects, to show initiative, and to
act responsibly. But their ability to act in accord with the democratic view is
conditioned on their ability to decide what they should do and how they should
act according to their own understanding and on their own responsibility. This
book appeals to individuals who have a sense of political public responsibility,
with the aim of bringing about a discussion of the question, what they should
do, in the hope that this discussion will bring some action.

It remains to explain the principle of unilateral initiative, because it is
generally confused with the principle of originality — because Romantic
philosophers confuse the politician with the national political leader and deems
that person a religious mentor, an educator, an artist, and more. This is why
Romantics demand of leaders to act according to strong intuitions. All this is
nothing but confusion. Initiative emerges as the individual decides on an aim,
and then considers possible alternative lines of action towards that aim and then
chooses one of them.

In the social sciences this is known as the rationality principle. Yet usually it
is not properly formulated there. When considering the possibilities of a course
of action, the individual has to take account of the reactions of others to the
choice of that action, particularly if the desired end is not attainable without
cooperation.

The first rational move, then, is the call for negotiations which might lead to
action. It is customary, especially in Israel, rather than plan for the response of
the other, to try and guess what would be that response which the other may
make to this or that intended step. Allegedly, this is rooted in a sense of
responsibility. But in general it is rooted in confusion, since what is required is
to guess not what will be the reaction of the other but what are the different
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alternative reactions of the other, and to propose in advance different reactions
to each of these reactions.

In other words, there is no initiative except that which leads to a plan of
action; and there is no plan of action that is properly called a plan, except that
which takes account ahead of time of the alternative reasonable reactions of
others and of the possible reactions to them.

This does not suffice, because the claim that Israel has to undertake the
initiative is not in itself an initiative. For, what should be done if Israel will not
undertake an initiative? Initiative, thus, even political initiative, stems from
individuals. And in the present case, the readiness to show initiative is
expressed by the decision of readers as to what they can do, and what they will
think of their chosen activity if it will prove to be only partly successful or even if
it fails. The aim of this book, then, is not the presentation of a plan of action, but
the inauguration of a political debate concerning the need for political initiative.
And if the reader will find in the plan of action purposed here a merely negative
value, and will start arguing against it, whether in an academic setting or in an
intellectual circle or in a public political debate, then I will consider my activity
initially successful and hope that this step will lead to another step, and that the
common Israelis who have given up hope of participating in responsible
political activity, will find themselves engaged in such activity. Of course, if the
reader will agree with ideas presented in this book and will try to spread them
expecting a renewal, then perhaps in this may raise hope.




Chapter 2 The Sacial Contract me@”y/

Let us return to the questions previously asked, ones that constitute the
starting point of the political philosophy of the Enlightenment Movement:
by what right does one individual rule another? What are the rights of the ruler
and what are the rights of the ruled?

Peculiar to this philosophy is the fundamental assumption that all humans
have the right to freedom and that all rule deviates from freedom, which is thus
either justified or a transgression that is no different from armed robbery. Also
peculiar to this philosophy is the idea of the justification which grants both the
ruler and the ruled rights and obligations towards each other. This looks like a
sort of exchange of rights and obligations. Because of that, it is assumed that
this exchange is a matter of agreement between ruler and ruled. Therefore, this
Enlightenment theory is called the Social Contract Theory. The present account
is inaccurate in a manner that might disturb readers familiar with political
philosophy to some extent, but not readers more concerned with the national
problem than with political philosophy. The inaccuracy is two-fold. First, in the
circles of the advocates of the Social Contract Theory a problem was raised: was
there really one day a convention where the initial social contract was signed,
similar to the receiving of the Law at Mount Sinai but without divine
intervention? That is to say, was there at any time a gathering of humans, or of
some pre-humans, who had no government and no ruler, in order to establish
government by the original contract between ruler and ruled? This question is
still disputed. Among those who think that indeed the original contract has
been drawn are some that engaged in another controversy: when and how was
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the contract drawn? For, it is clear to all that the contract was not drawn by
literate individuals who signed the declaration of the foundation of the first
state. The question, then, is, how was the original contract drawn? Different
advocates of the theory of the original contract gave different answers to it.
These are of no concern here. Some of the opponents of the theory of the
original contract endorse the Social Contract Theory nonetheless: the
justification of the state is the contract that citizens corroborate daily and hourly
in their very conduct as law-abiding citizens. Others say, common citizens are
unable to leave their particular place and particular form of social life, and so
they accept the government not in order to honor a contract but as social
creatures. From the viewpoint of the followers of the philosophy of the
Enlightenment, this controversy may be of supreme importance; from the
viewpoint of the present book it has no importance. Therefore, the Social
Contract Theory will be presented here without discussing the question of
whether an original contract ever took place, and without discussing the
question, is it possible to cancel the social contract the way it is possible to
cancel any other contract, or is it so deeply rooted in human nature that every
human being will want to abide by it anyway?

It is important to notice, however, that members of the Enlightenment
Movement looked for a just government and assumed that the governed knew
what they wanted and what they did not want. That is to say, members of the
Enlightenment Movement looked for a way to establish a government that
would take account of the will of the governed as much as possible. From the
very start they looked for as liberal a government as possible, under the
assumption that citizens would be as free as possible — free to decide what
freedoms they were willing to yield to the government and in return for which
benefits. No doubt, the philosophers of the Enlightenment Movement exhibited
both a very great faith in the ability of individual citizens to make decisions and
a high degree of sensitivity to their suffering.

As to individual suffering from existing conditions, even with all of our
sympathy to this suffering, and accepting the assumption that this suffering is
caused by injustice inflicted by the rulers, even then we may not overlook the
possibility that the injustice that causes the suffering results from the stupidity
with which individuals run their affairs, such as the stupidity with which the
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government is tolerated. For example, subjugated nations suffer from the yoke
of foreign rulers, and free nations may suffer from the stupidity and
helplessness of their own governments. The difference between the two cases is
so well known that it demands neither explanations nor examples. Moreover, it
is customary and accepted in the enlightened world that every independent
agent, a person or a public, not to mention an independent nation, has the right
to suffer without, thereby, sacrificing the right to independence and allowing
strangers to impose their help and goodwill. This is a most important detail,
since foreign conquerors have no difficulty finding justification for invasion by
reference to the interest of the conquered. The modern imperialists are not the
only ones convinced that they have the duty to take care of the inferior world;
this is “White Man’s Burden”, the obligation to subjugate the rest of the world.
Already the ancient Romans did; they began their intervention in Judea under
the pretext that they came to implement peace between fighting brothers, just
as they generally justified their cruel rule by the claim that they were imposing
peace on the world, the famous Pax Romana so-called.

Some suffer because of their stupidity and some suffer because their
independence is violated. It is important that only the suffering caused by others
is unjust and was viewed so by the Enlightenment Movement. This is the
starting point of modern political philosophy for the last four centuries. Hence,
the philosophy of the Enlightenment Movement consciously overlooked the
question, is one who violates the independence of another a brother or a
stranger to the other? The question asked by the philosophers of the
Enlightenment Movement was most general: what is generally the justification
of one individual’s rule over another? Where does the right to rule come from?
They disregarded the national component in government out of principle, out of
the objection to the suffering of every human as a human. What justification is
there, they asked, to violate the liberty of the ruled?

This way of posing the question looks most reasonable, and it is difficult to
see how one can contest this wording of the question and to the view of it as a
basic question in all political philosophy. As is the case with every other
question, this question also rests on a prior assumption. But this assumption is
of the right of the individual to liberty, and it is difficult to see how one can
challenge this assumption. Indeed, assuming that every individual has the right
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to liberty and agreeing that in every government there is an element of bondage,
be it ever so slight, then it is our duty to see in every government some violation
of some individual right. It seems, therefore, that the violation is either justified
or not. There is no other option.

Generally, civilized people tend to admit that there are diverse sorts of
justified imposition and justified violence, as, for example, in the case of a
patient who lies in hospital and has to accept the rules governing that hospital;
or in the normally justifiable violence of surgeons who assault patients and
hurts them. The question is, what kind of justification is it?

We all agree that government without any violence is impossible. Police
violence that limits the movements of criminals is the most obvious example,
one that is regularly compared to the violence of surgeons. But some say that
government violence is never justified. Among those who voice this opinion are
those who advocate government despite the lack of justification for its violence
and those who oppose it unconditionally, on the grounds that it is never
justified.

The opponents of all types of government are anarchists. The word
“anarchy” means, no ruling. In modern languages the word “anarchy” is often
used to mean lack of order, or chaos. One says, for example, the government lost
its control and anarchy ensued, when one means, the government lost all
control and order disappeared. This is an improper use of the word. For the
question is, does the lack of government lead to chaos? Those who say that
order without government is impossible are opposed to anarchism, of course,
for, nobody advocates chaos. Indeed, anarchists also detest chaos, and so it is
unjust to anarchists that their opponents do not admit this fact. Anarchists wish
to have no rule, within a well-ordered organized society. Anarchists suggest that
this state is ideal, and it stems from the awareness of the injustice involved in
every use of force and every act of violence, as well as the awareness of the truth
that government without violence is impossible.

Imagine a government that has some normal power to impose its will.
Imagine further that all its power to impose its will is lost, and yet the governed
continue to follow its orders, willingly and not for fear of punishment. This is an
image of an organized anarchy, whereby the government goes on functioning
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only as an administration which uses no coercion, not as a government proper,
namely, not one that applies force.

During the time of the Enlightenment, in the Age of Reason, most of the
political thinkers held that anarchy is the ideal, though not fully realizable. The
most important among them was John Locke, a personal friend of the celebrated
physicist, Sir Isaac Newton, and a party to the opposition of the government of
his time. (Locke even went into exile and participated in the English Glorious
Revolution of 1688.) Of the same ilk was Adam Smith, who in the middle of the
eighteenth century wrote his famous book, On the Nature and Causes of the
Wealth of Nations.

This is not to say that Locke and Smith were anarchists, since they expected
that the ruler would have some kind of police force to impose proper order,
particularly that it should impose the honoring of civic duties, including the
honoring of contracts and of promises. The key point, however, is that they
demanded of rulers that they should limit themselves to policing functions
alone and that they should keep policing functions to the barest minimum.
(Their theory is called “the model of government as a night-watchman”.) The
intelligent reader will see at once that to add the national dimension or any
other dimension to a model of government of so narrow a compass is quite
impossible. Indeed, when Karl Marx claimed that in the West in his time the
government had a mere night-watchman’s function he concluded that the
regime then (he called it “capitalism”) had no place for a recognition of
nationality. But he made a mistake, since there never was a regime so narrow as
described by the model of government as a night-watchman.

Not all were anarchists who denied all justification of government violence.
Already in antiquity the celebrated philosopher Plato described a thinker who
claimed that there is no justice, that might is right. This thinker claimed that the
democratic regime is but the association of the weak in order to overcome the
strong, and that it should therefore be no surprise that the strong tend to
oppose democracy. And he concluded that neither democracy nor anti-
democracy is morally superior in any way. Government, in his view, is justified
not by morality but simply by the ruler’s power over the ruled. He thus viewed
every strong regime as sufficiently justified as long as it is strong enough to keep
going. According to this view, rulers, however tyrannical, will be justified in
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their tyranny by their political activities — until their subjects succeed in
demoting them. This way, however, the righteous become villains, since on that
day the inability to sustain a position by force makes it wrong. According to this
view the violence of the ruler is justifiable not by words but by brute force alone.

So much for the extremists. At one extreme are the anarchists and the
near-anarchists who advocate government as a night-watchman and who eye
governments with suspicion. At the other extreme are the supporters of every
regime that meets with success, even when that success rests on violent
oppression. Between the two are the moderates, who agree that there are rulers
whose activities are justified and rulers whose activities are not justified. But,
again, the activities that require justification are only the activities that involve
violence. For, when taxes are paid voluntarily, then they constitute no problem,
and there is no reason to prevent the ruler from collecting them. Hence, the
problem is of the justification not of taxes but of their imposition by force. How
can we justify exacting taxes by violence? How can one justify any imposition?

Governments usually justify the taxes that they levy from the citizenry with
arguments concerning the budget. But every reasonable person knows that
every state justifies its budget, despite the very obvious fact that not every
budget is just. Does this not prove that justification by itself will not do?
Moreover, assuming that this justification alone will not do, but that sometimes
it is accepted and then it is just, and sometimes not, then the question arises,
who decides when a budget is accepted or acceptable or to be accepted? And
since it is well known that sometimes an unacceptable budget is accepted, the
question arises, when is it acceptable? What makes a budget acceptable? Which
government argument is acceptable and which is not? Generally, what is the
standard for acceptability that rulers use to justify their actions?

Amazingly, these questions are not to the point, since, it has already been
observed, it is the right of every independent individual to do the stupidest
thing, just as it is the right of every independent state to run its economy
unwisely. For, to repeat, withholding agreement on this invites every foreign
invader to come and conquer a state in order to improve its budget after the
conquest in accord with the conqueror’s own judgment. It should therefore be
agreed that whenever the population accepts their government’s budget, this
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should do, since the imposition is then no longer imposition but a matter of
agreement.

This is the Social Contract Theory. This theory, it should be stressed,
indicates not that one regime is better than another, but that any government
whatsoever exerts violence that is not justified or that is justified by the consent
that the ruled accord to this violence. What is the level of violence that is
required? To this question many answers were given, from one extreme to
another. The most liberal of the advocates of the social contract thought that
only a minimum of violence is required, and no more, the minimum being
nothing more than the task of the police (and raising the taxes that cover their
wages). The most anti-liberal among the advocates of the social contract was
Thomas Hobbes who wrote in the period of the Great Rebellion, the mid-
seventeenth century civil war in Britain. In his view the purpose of the ruler is to
prevent civil war. The ruler who fails in that assignment thereby invites a
rebellion. Rulers who manage to prevent civil wars have the right to rule
according to their own understanding and will (for, if we start bargaining about
the limits of the rights of the king, a civil war may ensue). Though Hobbes
allowed kings everything under the sole small condition that they prevent civil
wars, the tyrannical king in power after the civil war did not like him, precisely
because he conditioned the right of the king to tyranny by the agreement of the
people to accept it in exchange for internal peace.

And, indeed, this is at once the strength and weakness of the Social Contract
Theory. Its strength is in its objection to all imposition and in its grounding of
the ruler’s right to use force, on the readiness of free citizens to acquiesce and
submit to the ruler’s yoke. Its weakness is in its consequent denial of the right of
the ruler to coerce in any real sense of the word: nobody will call coercion the
demand to fulfill promises, and any imposition complying with the theory of the
social contract is of this sort. Worse still, people usually know what they have
promised their neighbors, why they have promised what they did, and what they
expected to receive in return. It is therefore reasonable to demand of them that
they fulfill their promises. And if they say they could not have known what they
had promised, whether because they had made promises under some mistaken
supposition or under the influence of drink, and so on, then they can appeal
against the demand that they fulfill their promises and begin with negotiations
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or litigation with their neighbors, as becomes rational civilized human beings.
Nobody could claim that the same holds true concerning relations between the
individual and the state. Individuals do not know what they had promised,
when they had promised, or how they had promised. Nor do they know what
benefit they may expect to receive in exchange. Moreover, an agreement
between two individuals is made usually voluntarily, that is to say, under the
assumption that each of them could avoid undertaking an obligation or
concluding a deal. But is the same true concerning the deal between the
individual and the state? Sometimes this is how things look, when there is an
agreement between the citizen and the state, as when the citizen voluntarily
joins the regular army as a soldier. But sometimes it is not at all like that, as
when the individual is inducted into the army under compulsory mobilization in
times of emergency.

This is the major criticism of the Social Contract Theory. The idea already
appeared in Plato’s early work in which his teacher, Socrates, accepts the rule of
the state and refuses to escape jail even though he was sentenced to death in a
flagrant violation of justice. For, Socrates says, I agreed to stay here till now
because the conditions were agreeable to me, and it is unfair that precisely when
the conditions are not agreeable to me I should clear out. I have an agreement
with the laws of Athens, says Socrates, and I have to fulfill my part of the
contract. Individuals could have cleared out if they wished, but in not doing so
they express agreement to accept the good and the bad, and then they cannot
legitimately complain about receiving the bad while ignoring the fact that
sometime earlier they had accepted the good. The question asked by students of
the Social Contract Theory, Adam Smith included, was this: as common citizens
have no choice, as they have no real option to migrate (both because of
ignorance of foreign languages and because of the difficulty they have selling
their meager property and purchasing travel tickets), how then can its advocates
assume that common citizens have a choice?

This is not the place to discuss the finer details, as it is clear that though the
prohibition against migration is a form of subjugation, the freedom of
emigration does not suffice. The social contract is invalid, since if it were valid,
then the obvious conclusion would be that the freedom to emigrate should
suffice, and it would be clear that in every country where there is no prohibition
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against emigration, the very refusal to choose to emigrate is a tacit acceptance of
all imposition from the rulers and hence, in essence, that there is no imposition
in that country at all. This is an entirely intolerable conclusion. It is known that
unjustified impositions exist even in countries from which it is very easy to
emigrate. Unjustified impositions are the very items that legislators and other
reformers of the legal and administrative systems try to reduce; all their labor is
nothing but a silly joke if all impositions are anyway justified by the social
contract which is validated by the fact that not all citizens leave their homeland.

Nevertheless, the Social Contract Theory is of enormous significance. The
most convincing argument in its favor is true and important and possibly
self-understood. (It is self-understood in the sense that one who does not see
that the following argument is true suffers from a defective political
perception). The argument is already introduced in the writings of Jean-Jacques
Rousseau, the author of the classical book On the Social Contract. In that period
it was shared by even some of the opponents of the Social Contract Theory. The
argument is very simple: no government can be stable without some sort of
support from the population at large. No ruler can rule by the force of bayonets
alone.

One way or another, the ruler is a minority with insufficient power to hold in
real cages the majority that is ruled. Therefore, it is necessary that the ruled
accept the authority of the ruler. But the acceptance of this authority (and this
has to be repeatedly emphasized) applies equally to states such as the Soviet
Union, where there is no right of emigration. Hence, if this argument provides
sufficient justification by the social contract, then it should be accepted as
justifying also the Soviet Union, as well as any occupation, as long as it is stable
— except for the Nazi rule over Warsaw Ghetto during the Warsaw Ghetto
Uprising and its likes. The argument, then, if valid, justifies almost every rule as
in principle not violent.

And so, in the final appraisal, the philosophy of the Enlightenment
Movement has failed in its assignment. It began with an attempt to justify good
governments but not bad governments, on the assumption that every
imposition is evil, except the imposition that is accepted on a truly voluntary
basis. Yet in the end this attempt either justified all government as such or no
government at all. That is to say, Enlightenment political theory failed to
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demarcate civilized government that serves its subjects from the government
that subjugates and conquers. It is no surprise, therefore, that the
Enlightenment Movement did not distinguish between foreign and local
subjugation. And, indeed, at the beginning of the nineteenth century many
Enlightenment thinkers justified the foreign subjugation by Napoleon in the
hope of seeing him as an expression of the ideals of the French Revolution that
were inherited from this movement. Consequently, the Enlightenment
Movement was severely damaged.

Nevertheless, despite the failure of the Enlightenment Movement in its
attempt to demarcate between just and tyrannical rule, and despite its
consequent failure to demarcate the difference between self-rule and foreign
rule, it had an inner logic. This inner logic was very important, for it includes a
single corollary that has been forgotten: the negative aspect of foreign conquest
is not in its being foreign, but in it’s being subjugation. And so we have come to
an awkward situation in Israel today. We are subjugated despite our having freed
ourselves from foreign rule, for we have no national liberty, since Israel still does
not legally recognize its own nation. And if the reader insists that subjugation
needs a foreign ruler and asks who that foreign ruler is, I reply that it is the
anti-Jewish myth.

But it is better to leave the question of who the ruler is. The next chapter will
discuss the view of the anti-liberal nationalist movement, according to which it
is important only to be free of foreign rule and individual liberty itself is of no
importance. The chapter after that will discuss liberal nationalism. In that
discussion readers will see clearly that the possibility of losing liberty rests on
the possibility of a subjugation that is not dependent on the existence of foreign
rule. This possibility is reasonable enough and one should therefore beware of
it. Wherever it is realized, as it has been realized here, it should be fought
against. This is no minor matter.



Chopler 3 The Reaction and
Chauvinism

The Enlightenment Movement was idealistic. It attempted to see all humans
as equal and to erect a political philosophy on the principle of the liberty of
every human as human. This theory was unrealistic and this contributed to its
failure.

The Enlightenment Movement thus was followed by the Reaction
Movement, which deemed ordinary people as uneducated and therefore unable
to govern themselves, as devoid of autonomy. That is to say, the Reaction
Movement did not consider ordinary people as deserving of liberty thus
reestablishing both class discrimination and national discrimination. It
demanded national discrimination allegedly in order to protect national unity,
and national unity allegedly in order to protect national liberty. Its demand to
protect national liberty seemed to its opponents (as it does to the author of
these lines) as a mere excuse for its rejection of individual liberty.

The Reaction Movement adopted the Romantic philosophy, according to
which the nation is a society and society precedes the individual, who is nothing
but an organ, a cell in the body of society. The exceptions are the geniuses who
in their splendid isolation prove themselves worthy of autonomy — of
intellectual independence, of liberty, and of national leadership. The proof that
they are geniuses is naturally rooted in their having managed to take the helm
despite all opposition. This is certainly an inhumane philosophy, dangerous and
fraught with disaster since in this way Romanticism recommends conformity
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and its sweeping imposition, since the common citizen should abide by it and
the genius should rebel against it.

The adherents of the Enlightenment Movement who believed in the rule of
reason did not all endorse the Social Contract Theory. Some of them, such as
Adam Smith, claimed that membership in a society, and thus citizenship, is a
fulfillment of natural need; hence it is a matter of neither choice nor contract.
But what all the members of the Enlightenment Movement did hold in common
was the view of reason as the navigator in all areas of life. Thus they held that
every human being is rational — a being with the inalienable right to liberty. It is
difficult today to imagine just how revolutionary was the liberal attitude to
every problem — from abstract learning to daily life. The abolition of class
distinction and religious discrimination was for the members of the
Enlightenment Movement not only a basic principle but also the immediate,
clear corollary to all that bestows value on human life in general. The readiness
to discriminate, against a peasant or a Jew, seemed to the Enlightenment
thinkers a puzzling phenomenon, a phenomenon that required explanation
because it is so irrational, and thus unnatural and even perverse. The fact that
the greatest majority of humanity behaved in such a perverse manner only
increased the sense of puzzlement.

The influence of the Enlightenment was first felt in Britain. That country
suffered religious wars at the end of the first half of the seventeenth century.
Puritans had suffered persecution, and some of them escaped to foreign lands.
But most of them stayed, and towards the middle of the seventeenth century
they started a civil war known as the Great Rebellion. After that war, Jews were
accepted in Britain no less than Catholics. Soon the kingdom was reestablished
and in 1688 a Catholic succession to the throne was prevented in a bloodless
revolution (this is why it is known as The Glorious Revolution) and religious
freedom was maintained. Obviously, class distinctions were not abolished in
Britain and remain to this very day; even universal suffrage was an achievement
that Britain reached only after many stages of development; the process was
concluded only after World War 1.

France was the classical land of the Enlightenment. In the eighteenth
century, the diverse sciences flourished there and the ideas of freedom and
equality were very popular. Members of the Enlightenment Movement belonged
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to the upper classes and even to the high aristocracy. They preached equality
and thus introduced the new spirit that brought about the French Revolution
which abolished all privileges and even the titles of nobility, and gave complete
freedom for political action to all citizens in indifference to their origin or
religion.

The United States gained its independence a few years before the French
Revolution and preached the same ideas of individual liberty, received from the
philosophy of the Enlightenment. The principles of Enlightenment, including
those of individual freedom and of human rights, found their best and strongest
expression in the United States, and were written into the Declaration of
Independence and into the Declaration of Human Rights and in the original
Constitution there.

The Hebrew reader of this book need not be told that the European
Enlightenment failed as a political revolutionary movement. This failure is the
fundamental assumption of the Zionist Movement, with which practically all
Hebrew readers are familiar. The European Enlightenment Movement promised
Jews total equality, but, of course, did not keep that promise. Were that the case,
then perhaps there would be no urgent need for Zionism in any enlightened
country, that is to say, in any country where the principles of the Enlightenment
Movement were popular.

What has happened? Enlightenment philosophy suffered weakness on two
counts, both already alluded to. The first was its inability to legitimize any
coercion. The second was the inability to recognize national rights.

The first weakness is expressed very clearly in Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s
classic book, On the Social Contract. He was the intellectual father of the French
Revolution. In that book he discusses coercion and recognizes the fact that
coercion within the bounds of the contract is not real coercion. In that book
Rousseau asked, what should be done to an individual who refuses to accept the
terms of the social contract?

The answer to this question is given early in the book, in a terrifying and
disastrous sentence, “He is forced to be free.” This imposition of liberty means,
of course, jail, and jail is coercion, not liberty. To consider jail the imposition of
liberty amounts to an outright lie of the sort that became increasingly popular in
the nineteenth century and reached its peak in the twentieth century in the Nazi
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theory of the Big Lie. In order to justify coercion, Rousseau not only had to
appeal to the will of the majority of the people but also to the general will. What
is the general will? How is it possible that such an entity as the generality exists?
The abstract generality in which the general will resides is a mysterious entity,
beyond the individuals who partake in it. What is this entity? How does this
entity express any will?

These are philosophical questions. The plain historical fact is that they
carried amazing weight in the development of the theory and practice of
European politics between the time of the French Revolution and World War II.
It is difficult to assess the extent to which these political developments were
ruled by accidents, and to what extent by the inner logic of the situation. But
this inner logic of the situation constitutes several sufficiently clear facts: the
philosophers who opposed the Enlightenment Movement claimed that the
generality, the collective, exists above and beyond its members, and it possesses
the collective will; this will has priority over any individual’s will and even
against the wills of the majority, and there is a way to discover it with no need to
consult the people.

The French Revolution was led by the members of the Enlightenment
Movement whose political views were naive beyond measure. In their opinion
the desire to think freely without prejudices is a necessary and sufficient
condition both for the abolition of the old regime and for the foundation of a
new, enlightened one. This naiveté is very dangerous, though not necessarily
disastrous.

In North America this naiveté led the United States of America to develop as
amodern state, to the separation of state and church, and to the view of the state
as amere instrument — even as an instrument for the realization and protection
of human rights and liberties (namely, individual rights of citizens and of
non-citizens alike). Society was deemed an association of individuals, and the
state the instrument of society and no more than that, an instrument available
for the service of individuals as individuals. The very same idea and the very
same naiveté failed in France, causing enormous disorder, a tragic and desperate
bloodbath known as the reign of (French) terror. The tragedy was that this
terror was rooted in the desire to salvage the French Revolution by cementing
national unity. In addition, when no other way to create national unity was
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found, attempts were made to effect it by the force of the guillotine. This terror
worsened the situation desperately, since the guillotine eradicated, among
other things, the best children of the Revolution, thereby destroying all chance
of getting out of the disorder quickly, with honor, and in an orderly fashion.
Napoleon then conquered the defeated France with a very small force, while
giving rise to false hopes of imperialist glory. Napoleon’s idea was a pathetic and
very simple lie. Despite the decisive failure of the French Revolution, it
remained a symbol of human liberty and in countries that suffered limitations
on individual liberties it became a fascinating, attractive and exciting symbol. In
the name of this fascination and excitement Napoleon attempted to subjugate
the whole of Europe and to put himself and members of his family on the
thrones of diverse European countries. Anyone who thinks that this attempt
was doomed to failure is a naive optimist. In any case, whether Napoleon was
identified as the bearer of the ideals of the French Revolution or not, the idea of
liberty, in whose name the French Revolution was carried out, excited educated
European youths, and the authorities looked for ways to repress them. Thus the
Reaction Movement was born. The reaction of the Reaction Movement was to
Napoleon, and to the ideas of progress in whose name he spread destruction
across Europe. The Reaction Movement responded with hostility towards the
movement for political liberty and expressed this hostility as opposition to the
movement for human rights. But, in order not to appear as the enemy of
freedom, the Reaction Movement appeared in a grotesque fashion as the bearer
of the banner of the movement of national liberty, the liberty threatened by
Napoleon. National liberty and individual liberty turned thereby into
competitors for the sympathies of the naive confused young European freedom
fighter.

The anti-liberal national movement inherited from the liberal
Enlightenment Movement an abstract question, a question of the legitimacy of
government: what right has one human to rule another? To repeat,
Enlightenment thinkers saw this merely as a matter between individuals: if one
individual rules another with right, then this right depends either on the validity
of a contract between them or on the validity of the interests of each and every
individual in the political system. Questions pertaining to the geographical
limits of government were left open as was the question of membership within
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one political system or another — questions like the following: who is a citizen
and who is not? How long should one settle in a foreign country before losing
one’s citizenship? Is dual citizenship possible? Such questions were considered
in the Enlightenment Movement as not touching the central question of the
rights of government.

This is why these questions were not discussed in the Enlightenment
Movement. The members of the Enlightenment Movement required that
citizenship should not be subject to any religious or class discrimination, and
they assumed that this should do. But the very same questions that did not
interest the thinkers of the Enlightenment Movement became central to the
discussion within the Reactionary thinking of the Romantic Movement.

The first assumption of the Reaction is true: the Enlightenment theory of
individual liberty had failed. The second assumption is also true: a society
without government is impossible. The interest in government showed by the
Enlightenment was rooted, it will be remembered, in the desire for individual
liberty. This concern with government was endorsed by the Reaction Movement
despite the contempt it showed towards individual liberty. The concern with
government turned, therefore, into an excuse for the idea that society and state
are one and the same entity.

Since the Enlightenment Movement assumed that the individual precedes
society, the Reaction Movement reversed the order and assumed that society
precedes the individual, concluding from this that the state precedes the
individual. The Reaction, therefore, demanded liberty for the state, not for the
individual. This changed the question, what is the legitimacy of government?
This question was turned in the teachings of the Reaction into the question,
which society has the right to its own state, to an independent national
government? And so the idea of national self-determination developed, though
dimly, as a part of the teaching of the Reactionary anti-liberal movement; for, the
liberal Enlightenment Movement did not consider this subject-matter at all.

Prior to the French Revolution the right of self-determination of a class was
recognized, as well as that of a society or a sub-society, but not that of a nation.
After the French Revolution (which came in the wake of the philosophy of the
Enlightenment Movement) the right to self-determination was recognized as
the right of any collection of human beings. For, according to the philosophy of
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the Enlightenment Movement, every group of humans has the right to
associate, the right to become a society, and if they were deemed members of a
given society their right was recognized to separate from it so as to found a new
society with its own government. The Reaction denied this idea and returned to
older ones, ones which accorded the right for political independence only to a
collection of human beings that has a certain degree of crystallization, socially
and culturally. Therefore, the philosophy of the Reaction became an integral
part of Romantic philosophy, since the latter considered the ideal individual as
one linked by roots to a crystallized organic society.

The Romantics claimed that only a crystallized society with roots in history
and a sound tradition has the right to be called a nation or a national entity and
thus the right to self-rule and national political independence.

The question which the Romantic philosophers considered most important
was, therefore, what turns a collection of human beings into a nation? For, only
a nation has the right to liberty, self-rule, and national independence. What
qualities of a collection of human beings grant them this exalted right? The
answer, of course, lay in the national tradition. This includes the national
language, the folk culture, and the ability to organize into an independent state.
For many, the answer also included the idea that the state needs the national
religion, in contrast to the precedent practiced in the United State and in France
of the separation of state and church.

Romantic philosophy made light of the ideas of individual liberty,
recommended their suppression and taught that individuals had no rights
except to sacrifice themselves to the collective. Nevertheless, this philosophy
caused great excitement and tremendous enthusiasm. The reason for this was in
the appeal to the national sentiment that had been developing for centuries in
Europe, and that had been neglected and lacked proper expression before the
Romantic philosophy bloomed. Here is an interesting example of it: The English
Puritans, who escaped from religious persecutions in England to North America
at the beginning of the seventeenth century and founded the colonies in New
England — that in due course became a new independent country — the United
States of America. These people were not eager to cross the ocean, but did so
with great courage under intolerably difficult conditions and undergoing many
perils. It is not surprising that they first escaped not to North America but to
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tolerant Holland, where they were allowed to worship their God in any way that
pleased them. But their children began to speak Dutch and something rebelled
in them, that was strong enough to change their attitude towards the forces of
nature and enabled them to take the risk, to cross the ocean and to settle in the
New World. This was their sense of belonging to a given culture, the germ of the
national feeling. Nevertheless, the American Revolution underestimated the
national sentiment and even used the word “nation” as synonymous with the
term “state”.

The Enlightenment Movement overlooked national sentiments; the
Reaction excited them. For these two errors the world still pays a high price.
National sentiments and the nation are two very different things, since the state
of the nation is a political matter, whereas national sentiments are a matter of
emotional and social character. Thus, for example, when Abraham Lincoln, the
celebrated President of the United States, declared Civil War against the
Confederation of the southern states of the United States, he did this not in
order to free the slaves, even though he very quickly made their liberation a war
objective. Nor was it a response to the southern states as they had launched
hostilities. Lincoln declared the Civil War against the Confederation because the
south seceded. In this way, he declared, they violated the national unity.

Still, the question of the identity of a nation has not yet been clarified. What
kind of national unity should be preserved according to Lincoln’s opinion even
at the cost of a civil war, and what kind of unity permits or facilitates separation?
These questions were left open and were even carelessly disregarded because
the national movement did not receive a proper expression, since the expression
it did receive was that of the Reactionary philosophy of the Romantic
Movement, which busied itself with national liberty not out of interest in
nations and in national aspirations, but out of the effort to sabotage the inquiry
of the Enlightenment Movement into the question of the legitimacy of
government.

The question of the legitimacy of government is also called “the problem of
sovereignty”. Enlightenment thinkers of the seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries considered this question one that follows from the fundamental
assumption that every individual is necessarily autonomous (independent). If
the ruled are independent, why should they permit the rulers to constrain
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them? The fundamental assumption of the autonomy of each individual was
rejected by the Reaction, which is, of course, what made the Reaction
reactionary, and thus conservative, anti-liberal, anti-individualist, and
collectivist. Individuals are not free of the limitations of the space and time in
which they live, the Reaction said, nor is it desirable that they should be free of
the limitations of the society in which they live. If they were, they would lose
normal contact with their environment and become alienated, estranged from
their own people. When this happens on a large scale, society becomes
atomized; from the one coagulated unit society then turns into a heap of isolated
single items, inviting foreign conquest to come and impose an external, artificial
order as a substitute for the internal, natural order destroyed in the process of
atomization — a process caused by the pursuit of individual liberty.

As this discussion illustrates, according to the Reaction’s teaching,
individuals have no autonomy; only collectives do; that is to say, groups
possessing the capacity for self-rule. Such a group has, in addition to all the wills
of its individual members, the will of the collective or the general will that is
above and beyond the individual wills of all the individuals whom it
encompasses. This collective will, because it is the will of the organized
collective that is not a mere collection of individuals, exists above and beyond
the collection of individual wills.

It is therefore clear, again, why it was so important for reactionary Romantic
philosophers to ask the question, what collection of human beings has the right
for autonomy? In addition to this question another was raised and placed on the
agenda: Who is the individual on whom the collective imposes the duty of
government?

This is an entirely secondary question, and in principle so. For, according to
the Romantic philosophy of the Reaction, an autonomous collection of people is
a well-organized collection, a collective proper, and so it is also ruled justly. The
question that these philosophers preferred to ask, therefore, is not, who has the
right to be the ruler? Rather, it is, what are the properties of the group or the
social organization, or of the political unit, that give it the right to autonomy?
They recognized only a group or social organization or political organization
that has the right to autonomy as having the right to be called a nation, and only
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a nation has the right to autonomy. The supreme question of the political
philosophy of the Reaction is, thus, What unit constitutes a nation?

This question is not at the root of nationalism, nor of nationalist
movements, nor does it characterize these movements. But it was the central
theoretical question that engaged the Reactionary philosophy professors in
Germany in the early period after the French Revolution. They identified the
nationalist movement with the collectivist and anti-liberal ideology of the
Reaction; they identified this ideology as concerned with the question, What
characterizes a nation? They identified the character of a nation with that of a
collective and thereby with hostility to liberalism. This is a most important
historical detail in the history of both political thought and nationalism in the
nineteenth century. This question still has important projections to the life of
Israeli society.

To this day spokespeople of the Enlightenment Movement are
wholeheartedly hostile to the nationalist movement. Among the most
important and popular of them are Elie Kedourie and Karl Popper. The former
was originally an Iraqi Jew and the latter an Austrian of Jewish extraction. They
were both British and for decades after World War II they served as professors in
the London School of Economics and Political Science, famous for its influence
on political life all over the world. Both opposed nationalism on two grounds:
because of its anti-liberalism by its very definition in the philosophical writings
of the Romantic Movement, and because of their wholehearted support of the
unqualified autonomy of the individual. They deemed it threatened by the
nationalist movement, which they considered collectivist. That is to say, they
saw as dangerous the opinion that autonomy is possible only to a human
collection but not to an individual (5).

But, contrary to their views, one might claim that autonomy is possible both
for the individual and for the collective. Contrary to their opinion, national and
individual liberty is not necessarily in conflict: nationalism is not necessarily the
oppression of the individual. The national liberation movements of the
nineteenth century sought liberation from foreign rule. It was not always clear
who were the local people and who were foreign. For example, it is no more than
a historical accident that there is no such country as the State of Piedmont
which lay mostly in today’s Italy and partly in today’s France; to a large extent
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this is the result of the fact that most of the inhabitants of Piedmont considered
themselves Italian and their king became the first king of the unified Italy in
order to strengthen this feeling and prevent separatism. There is no inherent
cause for the fact that the vast area of North America is divided between only
three states, whereas Central America, which is relatively small, is divided into
many. There is likewise no inherent reason for the failure of the idea of
pan-Slavism, that there is no Slavic nation but a few Slavic nation-states, each
having its own national culture and national language. And there is, likewise, no
inherent reason for the absence of an Arab nation, for failure of the idea of
pan-Arabism, except perhaps that the idea of nationalism has not acclimatized
in the Arab world. And indeed, to date only a few Arabic-speaking states have
reached the stage of modern nation-states (and none of them in the western
liberal democratic pattern). Hence, it is not a priori clear, it is not inherent (as
the Romantic philosophers claimed), who is a local and who is a stranger. It is
clear that when the rulers of a regional city are too constrained by the rulers in
the capital city, then the regional city may rebel and claim to be the capital of a
nation subject to foreign rule and demand independence, and then develop a
nationalist movement of the region. Sometimes this happens and sometimes
not.

Why? How? What factor turns a human group into a nation, and what
causes the development of this factor? Philosophy could not come up with
answers to these questions, though much ink was spilled on the many debates
in which attempts were made to answer them. These debates had no positive
value; they only helped whip up hatred towards anyone who could be
considered alien, that is, not a member of the nation. The questions led to the
desire to consider the source of national unity in the uniformity of the customs
of the members of the nation. In its turn this led to the desire to oppress the
individuals who were different because of their difference and to call them
aliens.

Romantic philosophy claimed that the right to freedom belongs not to every
human collective but only to a nation, and that in order to count as a nation
certain conditions must be met.

Thus this philosophy encouraged interest in and study of the question, what
are these conditions? Under which conditions does a human group become a
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nation? This question obscured the fact that every human group has the right to
self-government. It soon became one whose significance is self-evident, one
divorced from the concern with liberty. It led to inquiry in two different
directions. It is possible to assume that certain groups constitute nations and
look for the conditions that they satisfy. It is possible to assume that certain
conditions make a group a nation and attempt to apply these to a given group.
Thus, it is possible to assume conditions that Jews do not fulfill, namely
territorial concentration, and conclude that Jews do not constitute a nation. It is
also possible to assume that the Jews constitute a nation, as a matter of fact, and
to look for conditions that will justify this assumption.

Liberal politicians who advocated religious equality claimed that Jews do not
constitute a nation. Some Reactionary politicians who advocated religious
discrimination did so on the claim that the Jews constitute a nation. These
politicians have caused the rise of the Jewish nationalist movement whose
ideologists agreed that indeed the Jews constitute a nation.

Moreover, they agreed that a nation occupies a national territory, and so they
promoted the idea of the speedy return to Zion.

The debate concerning the conditions that turn a group of people into a
nation is lengthy and protracted; it did not come even to a partial conclusion. It
was admittedly impossible to deny the existence of the ancient Jewish people.
But it was possible to assert that Jews do not constitute a nation, that they are
merely members of a religious congregation, or a group characterized in any
other way, other than the way a nation is characterized. Indeed, some Romantic
philosophers claimed that the Jews are an aberrant case: in their view Jews are
neither a nation nor members of the nations within which they dwell. And the
status of the Jews is still unclear, since Israel clings to the declaration that the
Jews are at once both a nation and a religious congregation, and refuses to ask,
what makes the Jews a nation in a manner that makes them necessarily also
share a faith? And, perhaps, there really is no need to go into details, as it is clear
that this declaration is mistaken, despite its being repeated in Israel time and
again. For, as is well known, some Jews are members of different nations and
some Israelis are members of different religious communities. But a
fundamental confusion in Israel prevents Israelis from recognizing these
familiar facts. (See Part Three of this book.)



Chapter 4 Liberal ‘Natienalism

he Enlightenment Movement fought for the freedom of the individual and

overlooked national liberty, considering it a mere corollary. The Romantic
Movement fought for national liberty and considered individual liberty as
limited to service for the nation. The outcome was upheavals and wars and civil
wars that took place in Europe from the French Revolution and until the middle
of the twentieth century — the period that was fought with the ideological
struggle between these two movements. In addition to this ideological struggle,
debate raged about the theory and practice of socialism, which was partly the
continuation of the liberal movement and partly an innovation, namely,
Marxism. This ideology will not be discussed here because it does not belong to
any discussion about nationalism. (According to Marx there are no nations but
only classes, and there is no possibility of individual liberty except in the
communist society, which would develop by itself out of the socialist
revolution.)

The liberal Enlightenment Movement contributed by mistake to the rise of
the Romantic, anti-liberal Chauvinist Movement by its oversight of the national
sentiment, of national societies, and of nation-states. In addition, the
Enlightenment Movement preached the application of science to the treatment
of political problem,; it viewed science as proof, as the finality and generality that
permit no dissent. Thus it contributed also to the struggle against democracy
and liberalism (as Jacob Talmon shows in his classic The Origins of Totalitarian
Democracy) (4).
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It is strange that the Enlightenment Movement, which contributed to the
world the recognition of common people’s desire for liberty and for
enlightenment, thereby laying the foundation of national liberal enlightened
democratic regimes, did not support either democracy or nationalism.
Democracy was rescued because the Movement had a liberal democratic
tradition and because in this way it permitted the development of liberal
nationalism. But neither the Enlightenment nor the Romantic philosophy
offered any foundations for democracy, except that, by and large, the goal of the
followers of the Enlightenment Movement was democracy and of the followers
of the Chauvinist Romantic Movement was nationalism. Members of the
Enlightenment Movement supported democracy since they supported
enlightenment, toleration, and the exchange of ideas that characterized
democracy best.

The Romantics supported nationalism, finding in nationality an instrument
with which to attack the desire for individual liberty and also to develop the
reactionary form of nationalism that they advocated. The one erroneous
impression was that democracy is basically scientific and that science is always
right. The second erroneous impression was that nationalism is always
reactionary and anti-liberal and always risking individual liberty and human
rights.

The deeper reason for this was that the Enlightenment and Romantic
Movements agreed on an abstract idea according to which all human sciences
should be based either on the assumption of the existence of the individual,
explaining the existence of society as a collection of individuals, or on the
assumption of the existence of society, explaining the individual as a member of
society and thus as having this or that national characteristic. The assumption
that both the individual and society exist did not appeal to the classical thinkers,
since it may have led to the conclusion that there is a conflict of interests and a
permanent conflict between individual and society. The assumption therefore
looked obvious that only one of these two really exists.

This assumption is a castle in Spain, as every social science has to assume
the existence of both individual and society. And if this leads to the conclusion
that friction between individual and society is possibly unavoidable, then this
conclusion fits real life better than the Utopias of both the Enlightenment and
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Romantic Movements. I will not discuss this further in this book since I have
dedicated to this topic a book devoted to the social sciences in general (2).

The development of modern, national, liberal democracy, and of democratic
theory without a suitable ideological and intellectual framework, clearly
underscores the possibility of practical and even intellectual developments
without sufficient ideological foundation. But this does not make it desirable.
On the contrary, the crises that have frequently assailed democracy have arisen
because it had no clear foundations in social and political philosophy and
because attempts to supply it with foundations in the philosophy of either the
Enlightenment or Romantic Movement frequently failed. A similar crisis
frequently assailed nationalism. Its advocates had to explain repeatedly that
nationalism is not the same as Chauvinism, since nationalism can be liberal
whereas Chauvinism is by definition anti-liberal nationalism.

This indicates intellectual difficulties. In addition to these was the practical
difficulty to find a clear demarcation between liberal and non-liberal
nationalism. Even those who explained this fact met this difficulty, and many of
them were troubled about it.

Perhaps the most outstanding example of this trouble appears in the
writings of Vladimir Jabotinsky, who certainly was influenced by diverse liberal
ideas, as he confessed and as is anyway clear from his writings and
correspondence. Despite this influence on his ideas, he repeatedly used
Romantic arguments and language. And if he himself was or was not a
Romantic, many among his audience considered him one.

Specifying the most important differences between liberal nationalism and
Romantic Chauvinism should facilitate the study of the phenomenon of
nationality from the liberal viewpoint, both in order not to get entangled in a
reactionary world-view and in order not to ascribe to nationalism uncritically a
reactionary or Romantic attitude. This facilitates discussion of the existence of
nations and of national aspirations, in both reactionary and liberal manners,
without confusing these two a priori, while examining them in fact and deed.
What differentiates between them is not necessarily the presence or absence of
liberalism — since the acceptance of a Romantic claim one may unwittingly shift
from liberal nationalism to reactionary Chauvinism — but rather the readiness
to recognize national aspirations and accept their legitimacy unconditionally.
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To repeat, at the base of the classical theories of political philosophy was the
problem of the legitimacy of government, or the problem of sovereignty: what
right has the ruler to rule?

The answer to this question turns government into government by right,
and therefore, usually unwittingly, to an ideal government. The answer has to be
Utopian — whether a Utopia of the Enlightenment Movement, according to
which individuals are free because they are ruled voluntarily and in their own
interests, or one of the Romantic Movement, according to which the national
society rules itself by virtue of its being a nation. Modern liberal democrats
should refuse to answer this question precisely because the answer to it renders
the state a Utopia, an ideal state. Instead, liberal democrats should recognize
the existence of government as a matter of fact and consider our task not to
justify it but to make it as liberal and democratic as possible. For, the desire for
liberty also exists as a matter of fact, and this fact should win as successful an
expression as possible (6).

The advocates of liberal nationalism not familiar with what has been said in
the previous paragraph, may easily be swayed to accept the Romantic answer,
which, to repeat, raises the dangerous question, What makes a group of humans
into a nation? What characterizes a collection of people that deserves self-rule?
This question is dangerous because it is the question of the conditions of the
nation’s right to national liberty.

In European history of the nineteenth century, a very important place is
allotted to the national liberation movements that were dragged into this
controversy. There were nations in Western Europe, for whom the national
question was not important, because it did not raise questions except that of the
exact boundaries of the nation-state. The national question raised in Germany
and in Italy the simultaneous desire for national liberty and national unity,
whereas Switzerland remained outside the picture altogether. Outside
Switzerland, those who studied the national question preferred to overlook its
existence — since it was a democratic nation-state, a fact that refuted all the
theories about national character. Switzerland itself preferred not to be dragged
into the stormy dispute about the national question. The East was ruled by
empires, the Austria-Hungarian, the Russian, and in part also the Ottoman, all
of which were under threat of dissolution by the nationalist movements.
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A special place was allotted to the Jewish problem. According to
Enlightenment theory, Jews should have been given full civil rights, at once, and
unconditionally, that is to say, they should have been granted total
emancipation, complete liberation. According to the Romantic theory, Jews are
not totally equal unless they are members of nations, but how can it be that a
Christian nation should have a member who is not a Christian? Therefore
proposals were repeatedly made to deprive Jews of the right to emancipation
and to lock them up in ghettos as a national minority (aliens, members of a
different nation), until they would agree to convert to Christianity. But how is it
possible to consider them members of another nation, when they lack such
major national characteristics as a national territory?

Inconsistently, Marxist leaders too studied the national question. According
to Marxism, nationality does not exist at all, but Marxists could not overlook the
existence of nations and tried to take it into account — of course while studying
the Romantic question: What characterizes a nation? As a conspicuous
example, Joseph Stalin wrote a book dealing with the national question. His
central thesis was that the Jews do not constitute a nation because they have no
motherland. Ironically, this claim was no novelty at all, since it had already been
made at the beginning of the nineteenth century in Germany, from whence it
spread to all the places reached by the nationalist movement, which was, to a
large extent, a confusion or a mix of liberal nationalism and Chauvinism.

Therefore, anyone who wishes to belong to a nationalist movement without
being a chauvinist has to recognize as a fact the very existence of national
sentiments, and the assumption that there are factors that enhance its
development, including the desire for national liberty. The fact that nations exist
has to be recognized, and the fact that diverse human groups develop the desire
for national independence, thereby becoming nations. These facts should be
accentuated as much as possible: the Enlightenment Movement did not
recognize the existence of nations, and the Romantic Movement did not
recognize the development of nation, but presented the existence of a nation as
an accomplished fact, which justifies its self-rule and its desire for self-rule. By
contrast, the liberal national movement considers the nation a dynamic entity
whose development might be helped and which it is desirable to help develop so
that it should progress and liberate itself and its members. And thus, today, after
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the defeat of Romanticism in World War II, it became fashionable to speak
about nation-building as a desirable process, and even as a matter of course.

This is a most significant fact — intellectually, from the viewpoint of the
study of the rise of political ideology, and practically from the viewpoint of the
politics of the twentieth century after World War II. This was the period of the
United Nations Organization, when the idea of building and recognizing new
nations came to be adopted by this organization. Regrettably this idea came
incidentally and without much thinking or planning invested in it, so that it
went into decline.

The Enlightenment Movement was contemptuous of human history. Its
thinkers saw in history only a failed beginning, a collection of facts about tyrants
who belonged to some local traditions, who imposed on their subjects
prejudices received from their local traditions, to serve the political oppression
of their brethren and neighbors. The Enlightenment Movement viewed the true
beginning of human history in the acceptance of the rule of reason both over
human thinking — the development of the sciences — and over all areas of
social and political life — the development of rational society. The Romantic
Movement saw history as the most important and essential human science,
since, contrary to physics and chemistry, the sciences that assume the existence
of atomic matter, the laws of politics and of psychology are limited to historical
conditions and assume the existence of organic societies. Therefore, the
Romantics sharply criticized the outlook of the Enlightenment Movement as
lacking an evolutionary historical dimension in its description of the world, as if
every state in it was fixed and stable rather than a process. One might say that
according to the Romantics, the error of the Enlightenment Movement was in
looking at the cinematic film as if it was a collection of single isolated stills.
However, this very same criticism should be leveled at Romantic philosophy
itself, especially because it too is unable to explain the development of
nationalist movements, or the development of the nation-state. This inability is
concealed behind the claim that the most important principle is that the nation
has historical roots. (Indeed, every social structure is rooted in history,
including the structures that support the natural sciences.)

Let us take again the example of the United States. Officially there is no
American nation, only citizens and the state. American individualism required
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that the state be given only the role of an instrument for the service of
individuals (citizens) who inhabit it. Nevertheless, the country had a national
liberation movement at the time of its War of Independence, a movement
whose ideas did not disappear after the Declaration of Independence and
recognition of which was expressed in the official slogan “one nation under
God”, and later even with the slogan “one nation indivisible”, and even in the
anti-individualist slogans of some of the leaders of its War of Independence.
Indeed, due to the absence of a sufficiently appropriate expression to American
nationalism, the national sentiment often received a religious expression,
because the United States seemed, quite rightly, to be a Christian country, or a
Christian nation. But this view is of accomplished facts and not of a process. It
does not even account for the legal fact that grants some legitimization to this or
that political or religious institution. Nevertheless, when the wave of
immigration, which was to a considerable part Jewish, grew at the beginning of
the twentieth century, legislation was enacted in order to limit it and this
limitation discriminated between immigrants according to the country of
origin: in fact immigration from English-speaking countries was never limited.
The limitation was made on the basis of the claim that the national character of
the United States had to be maintained. Half a century later, in the 1970s, this
immigration law was declared contrary to the Constitution of the United States
(which was based, we may remember, on the idea of human rights), and the law
was abolished. There still are immigration laws in the United States, as well as a
law permitting the authorities there to deport a criminal who is an immigrant,
but not a criminal who is born a citizen. The excuse for the existence of such
laws is not satisfactory, due to the lack of a satisfactory theory of the nation-
state. Thus the United States, which is a nation-state, is often recognized as a
state but not as a nation, and this was the case even in periods in which
American national pride became so excessive as to bear on Chauvinism and
despite the fact that American national pride is a well-known fact.

The source of this difficulty is this: the principle of a national right to
self-determination has no appropriate formulation within liberal philosophy,
despite all the discussions concerning the principle and despite the fact that
even the very mention of this principle brings about a very favorable and even a
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very emotional response. The two precise formulations that it might be given
cancel it altogether.

One is the liberal, Enlightenment formulation, according to which every
human collection can declare itself a nation, and that renders joining as well as
leaving the nation no more than a mere administrative matter. In this way,
nationality, and joining one nation or another, is considered no more than
joining or leaving a sporting club or a commercial establishment. The
Enlightenment formulation does not grant any content to nationality but gives
it a mere administrative framework for the sole purpose of the convenience of
government. The other formulation is Romantic, and it requires that there be
content to nationality and that this content should be fixed a priori. This
formulation contains the claim that the content of nationality is a compound of
a few clear defining characteristics. Yet, as a matter of fact, these defining
characteristics are not clear, and the Romantics themselves still quarrel about
the list of the characteristics required to define a nation as a nation. (It is not
clear which components are, and which are not, vital for integrating into a
national unit.) Nevertheless, it is important that nations exist and that their
existence is recognized, with or without a definition. If a nation does not exist,
we can further ask, is it desirable that it should exist? And if the answer to this
question is in the affirmative, we can ask, how is it possible to accelerate the
process of the formation of a nation (7)?

The principle of self-determination, therefore, seems different from what
the two traditional intellectual frameworks recommend. National self-
determination may be viewed as the height of a process of national
crystallization. We have to admit several points, including the following. This
process is not sharply delineated. Its product is not complete. We do not quite
know what the factors are that bring about this process of nation building and
which of the factors that participate in the process constitutes a considerable
and significant part of it. Similarly, it should be recognized that not every part of
the nation can detach itself and declare itself a separate nation, for this may
conflict with the principle of national unity. Therefore, those who seriously
endorse the principle of national self-determination have to clarify for
themselves (more precisely than has been done thus far) how the principles of
national unity and of national self-determination complement and limit each
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other. In addition, it has to be fully and explicitly admitted that the
Enlightenment Movement was mistaken in viewing the process of joining a
nation as akin to joining a commercial firm, since naturalization is not a mere
administrative process. And it also has to be fully and explicitly admitted that
the Romantic Movement was mistaken in considering membership in a nation
as something given and unalterable.

The principle of national self-determination should be clarified in the light
of all this: it should be worded, in accord with the proposal made by Hillel Kook,
as the principle of self-determination both of the individual and of the nation.
As a result, individual membership in the nation will become a right and not a
duty, and national awareness and sentiment will not clash with the commitment
to liberalism and democracy. Also, national liberty will thus comprise both the
liberty of the nation as a whole and the liberty of the individual as a member of
the nation.

In conclusion, because the scholarly literature has thrown into doubt the
very existence of nations, the question of the definition of the very concept of
the nation has been raised, and this has derailed the whole discussion. The
theoretical political literature has a chapter on the history of nationalism that
centers on the definition of a nation. This chapter is already closed, because the
concept of definition itself has changed radically in the modern literature of
logic and mathematics — so much so that today most philosophers and
scientists rightly refuse to settle disputes with the help of verbal definitions. But
aremnant of the traditional passion for the study of definitions still persists and
this remnant is the study of criteria for making distinctions. For example, how
can we distinguish between groups that belong to the same nation from groups
that do not? Usually, criteria invite thought experiments. For example, imagine
that two groups declare war against each other. Is this a civil war or a war
between neighbors? Assume that an answer to this question was already given.
If the first option was chosen then it has already been decided that the two
groups belong to the same nation; otherwise it has been decided to the contrary;
and if one has difficulty deciding between these two options, then it is a
borderline case. The existence of borderline cases is a very important fact, which
both classical philosophies reject.
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The English philosopher Thomas Hobbes lived at the time of the Great
Rebellion, the civil war in Britain in the middle of the seventeenth century. The
nub of his political theory was the notion that the role of the state is limited to
the prevention of civil war. This notion has lingered in the literature in various
forms to the present. In this way, it is natural to assume the very concept of the
nation was classically introduced into the discussion and even into political
theories that officially refused to recognize the existence of nations. Admittedly,
adherents to these theories said that they were opposed to all war, and their
demand that the state should defend its citizens against enemies both from
without and from within was merely the readiness to recognize a necessary evil.
But recognition of the very difference between the (theoretical and practical)
attitude of the state to a foreign enemy and its attitude to an internal enemy
constitutes the recognition of the fact that the state is aware of its own nation.
And, indeed, the modern nation-state managed to overcome the threat of civil
war and bring internal peace, at least relatively so, well before it succeeded in
overcoming the problem of international wars and bringing about even a
relative world peace, precisely because the nation is a basic component in the
nation-state.



toles  On Wars of Tndependence

he existence of the nation was recognized even by liberals who opposed the

nationalist principle: they opposed nationalism in principle, not in fact.
They made a clear distinction between civil war and international war, of course,
and in two ways. The first was territorial: civil war takes place between groups
within the national territory, whereas international war involves either attempts
at conquest of foreign territory or boundary conflicts. The second was legal: the
prevention of civil war is the task of one government, be it ruled by a tyrant or by
the law, whereas good neighborly relations rest on understanding between
countries or on non-aggression pacts. A little deliberation will show that this
applies to the situation accepted in the modern world, not in tribal societies and
not in societies of earlier ages, especially not those that employed mercenary
armies. The liberal members of the Enlightenment Movement therefore saw in
the rule of law a necessary condition for enlightened rule, and rightly so. What,
therefore, in their opinion, is the right attitude of the citizen to the law? All
liberal thinkers agreed that as long as the law is given to improvement by
peaceful means, it is obligatory, even though it is not ideal. But who decides
whether this is so? And how is it possible to act if this is not so? These are open
questions. Clearly, when the rulers were speakers of French who behaved in a
tyrannical manner towards the peasants who spoke different local dialects, it
could be expected that the latter would organize in order to rebel. Before the rise
of national movements, this was the situation both in England, where there was
no peasant revolt, and in some German principalities, where there was a peasant
revolt — one that was suppressed violently and cruelly. The German peasant
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revolt may then be viewed as the beginning of the German national movement,
and the suppression of this revolt as the beginning of distortions that were not
rectified for ages if they ever have been. (Possibly the recent unification of
Germany will permit rectification of these distortions and then Germany will be
able to enter proper cultural life; it is too early to judge this matter, which,
anyway, is outside the present discourse.) Even the diverse movements in
Russia in the nineteenth century may be viewed as national liberation
movements, despite Russia having been an independent state not occupied by
foreign rulers.

Hence, according to classical liberal literature, national liberation wars are
civil wars in which the ruled view themselves as members of a self-liberating
nation. Hence the distinction between wars of liberation and civil wars raises
afresh the specious question, what is a nation? The question is almost
unavoidable, particularly when account is taken of the fact that members of the
ruling foreign nation tend, rationally enough, to find collaborators among the
members of the conquered nation.

This question is specious nonetheless; it brings the discussion at once to the
mold of Romantic philosophy, which recognizes nations as organic bodies and
which provides too simplistic a criterion for their being organic: national
liberation movements of real nations must succeed sooner or later (7).

But precisely here the superiority of the liberal nationalist theory is
manifest, both as compared with the classical liberal theory which opposes
nationalism, and as compared with the Chauvinist, illiberal, Romantic
nationalism. For the liberal nationalist theory endorses the principle of the rule
of law and the legitimacy of the law on the basis of its endorsement by the
nation. This theory deems then as justified any movement for national
liberation as one of many possible liberation movements in which the injustice
of the ruler is based on discrimination. In this way, those discriminated against
are given incentive to unify in order to improve their lot and attain justice.

But the present discussion raises a question that is no less difficult: what is
justice and what is injustice? Liberalism, we may remember, views justice as the
rule of law validated by a contract between the members of the nation who
agreed to accept it, explicitly or implicitly. But this answer was officially rejected
during the severe crisis which the liberal movement underwent as the result of



ON WARS OF INDEPENDENCE 89

the Nuremberg trials immediately after World War II (trials in which war
criminals were tried and held responsible despite the fact that they had
committed crimes while obeying superior orders). Additional considerations
for the mass movements in the West in the sixties and the seventies concerning
conflict between morality and the law led these movements to develop a style of
passive resistance and they continued to violate the law to various degrees of
violence, because in the Nuremberg trials the judges had ruled decidedly against
obeying an immoral law.

I have explained in other places, in scholarly (8) and not so scholarly
writings (9), why this solution is impossible: if in principle citizens must
consult their conscience first, then there is no place for the law, except in
matters that do not pertain to questions of conscience; no legal system is
possible within this limitation, and yet society cannot exist without a more or
less publicly endorsed system. Hence, our attitude towards laws that seem
immoral to us, must change, both in the international and national frameworks.

As to international law, the question has been handled in the writings of
Yoram Dinstein in a book that is considered a classic on this question (10). I
have discussed this question elsewhere, and it does not concern us here (11). As
to the conflict between ethics and law within a given national framework,
matters are much simpler and in this way modern parliamentary democracy is
superior to ancient Greek democracy: the rule is that the law must be respected
even during a parliamentary struggle intended to repeal it. In addition, it has
been accepted today, and justly so, that in borderline cases it is better to be ready
to pay the price of personal resistance, accepting arrest or other penalties in the
hope of raising public awareness of the immorality of this or that law, on the
assumption that this awareness will hasten the process of legal reform.

This is a positive innovation. We cannot understand some given historical
situations except by taking into account the fact that this innovation was not
known in those situations. For the sake of clarity, let me stress that this
innovation appeared in the time of the mass protest movement during the
Vietnam War, and also during the concurrent passive resistance approach of the
Black civil rights movement in the United States under the leadership of Dr.
Martin Luther King. It is easy to confuse King’s position with that of Mahatma
Gandhi, who was active in the thirties and in the forties, because both used the
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slogan of passive resistance. As to Martin Luther King, violation of the law, not
passivity, was his main point. As to Gandhi, passivity was his main point; he did
not raise any legal question at all. The celebrated theologian Reinhold Niebuhr
discusses the question before us in his book, Moral Man and Immoral Society
(12). He went so far as to charge Gandhi with confusion between passive
resistance and no resistance at all, noting that passive resistance was a means of
political struggle. Today it is easy to see how right Niebuhr was; had Gandhi
been struggling against Nazi Germany and not against Great Britain, he surely
would have lost, for the Germans at that period would have been very happy to
meet passive resistance with machine guns, and exterminate the enemy at
minimal cost.

Gandhi’s political power lay, therefore, in his knowledge that the means he
had undertaken would help win the struggle against Britain by winning
sympathy for and moral goodwill towards his struggle. So, when Gandhi said, as
Niebuhr quotes him as saying, that passive resistance succeeds in mysterious
ways, he was misleading his audience. In fact, claims Niebuhr, Gandhi agreed
that violence is equally valid as a means of struggle, in one case only: when
violence mobilizes sympathy and moral goodwill better than passive resistance
does. So Niebuhr himself justified violence in any struggle for national
liberation.

How do fighters for national liberation justify their violation of the law?

Let us open with the question, When is it at all permissible to violate any law
whatsoever? To repeat, social reformers in the new style of Martin Luther King
recognize the law and their violation of the law, and they are willing to pay for
this by going to jail or accepting any other penalty. It is not the same for any
freedom fighters in the old style, be they members of the Irgun — the Jewish
National Military Organization — or of Gandhi’s Indian national movement, or
members of the armed forces fighting for freedom in the American Revolution
two centuries ago. For, unlike Dr. King, these three other movements fought
against foreign rule. Similarly, in these three cases the rebels claimed that they
were not rebels but freedom fighters. That is to say, they refused to recognize
the law. They were not fighting for the achievement of freedom, but for the
maintenance and realization of an existent freedom.
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Readers who follow this discussion in the light of common sense will surely
ask, what is the difference between a fighter trying to achieve freedom and a
fighter trying to maintain freedom? The answer rests in the legitimacy of the
struggle: free individuals do not recognize the law that oppresses them, and
their struggle is legitimized by their very liberty. This is a dangerous point; one
small step differentiates it from the claim of the reactionary Romantic
philosophy that the existence of the nation legitimizes; for, after all, the German
nation granted legitimacy to its Nazi Government, and Nazi law accorded
highest priority to any edict of the Leader, with no consideration of any other
kind, since the Leader required blind obedience. It is no accident that the
American Revolution, which took place before the rise of the Romantic
Movement and founded itself on the liberal, individualist philosophy of the
Enlightenment Movement, used a technical justification: the American
revolutionaries argued that the rule of the British Government expired, as far as
North America was concerned, because it was illegal to tax people not
represented in the legislature. (No taxation without representation, was the
slogan of the rebels.) There was an enormous value to the arguments on the
basis of which rebels do not recognize their being rebels, since they do not
recognize the law against which they rebel. This made it possible, in the period
in which the more modern ideas were not available, to distinguish between
freedom fighters and armed robbers.

I had a classmate in elementary school by the name of Absalom Habib. After
we grew up, we parted ways. He was a member of the Irgun National Military
Organization. In the same period I became a Marxist and deemed legitimate
only mass struggle, not the struggle of an élite — even if it aims to arouse a mass
movement. Habib was arrested and sentenced to death. The British authorities
in Palestine knew that his execution would cause them some unpleasant
consequences, since it could spark a negative reaction in both the Hebrew public
and the British. It did not occur to them that it would be preferable to ignore the
verdict and simply not to hang him. So they encouraged him to ask for a
reprieve. He refused, for to do so would have been to recognize the British rule.
He preferred execution. The story of his colleague, Dov Gruner, who was hanged
together with him, was even more shocking: under pressure he asked for a
reprieve, but the next day he withdrew his request. This is also true of other
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young people who faced execution, feeling that there is a difference of life and
death between being freedom fighters, who violate a law which they do not
recognize, and merely fighting against a recognized law (13).

Does this, then, justify violence? No doubt, Habib and Gruner saw
themselves as freedom fighters, and, no doubt, the authorities considered them
gangsters. The question is, when and under what conditions is violence of one
sort or another justifiable?

Let me begin with the Marxist position which, to repeat, in my youth I
endorsed. In Marx’s view, when the masses of workers are aware of existing
injustice and of the value of the revolution, it is easy to call them to take over the
government. The way to educate workers, he added, is by the just struggle for
ends which workers will attain only after they will take over the government.
The way to educate workers for readiness to fight for these aims, in his view, is
by a just struggle for humbler aims, for the aims of the workers as they
understand them. That is to say, in the beginning, the aim of the struggle is
better pay and better work conditions, and in the end, it is the revolution.
Marx’s theory is mistaken, of course, although it is most intelligent. But, of
course, along with being mistaken, it is limited: it is not applicable, for instance,
to the European partisans who, under the yoke of the Nazi conquest, completely
overlooked the Marxist theory and agreed to conduct an underground struggle
against the rule imposed by the Nazi conquest.

There is no doubt, then, that guerrilla war was considered justified at almost
any period of time, even when the fighters in question did not represent the
majority of the population. This is equally true in the case of the Maccabees,
who fought the conquerors of Palestine, as in the case of the partisans during
World War II. In the case of the partisans, there was within the public general
sympathy for them and, had the situation been normal, they were the sort of
people the population would have supported. Hence, fighters who represent a
minority of the population receive legitimization not from philosophical
arguments but on a technicality: they claim that were their country free, then
the population would willingly accept them and bless them, yet, by virtue of
being under oppressive rule, the population is unable to give proper political
expression to their aspirations.
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In this way nationalist liberal philosophy links political relations at home
and abroad. Fighters who represent a minority but claim that were their country
free they would have the support of the majority, use the struggle as a political
means by which to mobilize public opinion both at home and abroad. This
should not surprise, since the state of a war of national liberation is an
intermediate situation, between inner liberation, as was the case in the French
Revolution, and liberation from a foreign oppressor, as was the case with the
struggle of India against Britain or in the struggle of the Jewish population in
Palestine against it.

To conclude, by overlooking the fact that passive resistance is a political
weapon, Gandhi gave it mystical characterization. In so doing, he generalized
his demand for passive resistance to all cases, including the case of the Jews of
Europe. He thus opposed the Zionist Movement and demanded that European
Jews should fight the Nazis by passive resistance. Of course, this was an
unrealistic demand, as Martin Buber claimed in his open letter to Gandhi. And,
of course, the required solution had to be a national solution, including mass
migration, except that this solution failed and the mass migration began only
after Israel declared independence.

The difference, again, was not specific to Israel. World War I was imperialist,
and all who partook in it were irresponsible. The founding of additional states in
Europe after the War admittedly answered certain demands but did not remove
the shame of the War from the participants in it. And the claim that the
Versailles Treaty is just as well as the claim that it is not just — the claims that
stood behind World War II — both are utterly frivolous. The fact that World War
I was gladly joined both by those who pretended to be liberal and by those who
pretended to be socialists rendered the theory of the Enlightenment a devalued
coinage.

The Russian Revolution, and other revolutions that visited Europe in its
wake, and the subsequent war of intervention against Russia, all championed
liberty. But it was the readiness to exhibit untold irresponsibility while uttering
high-sounding verbiage that gave birth to World War II and to the dreadful
disaster that it was for humanity, the German nation and, particularly, the
Jewish people.



Chapter 6 The jel&id'ﬁ/ Problem

he Jews constituted a central issue in the history of all European nationalist

movements. The reason for this was simple: the Romantic movement was,
we remember, the almost official ideology of the nationalist movements and it
advocated not liberal nationality but the anti-liberal Chauvinism that
commends xenophobia, the hatred of strangers, and even the hatred of the
different just because they are different. In particular, the mark of German
Romantic philosophy was its hostility to Jews. Thus, for example, the leading
German Romantic philosopher, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, contended in
his early writings that the Jews had lost their right as a nation, whether because
they were too ancient a nation or because in their depravation they had rejected
the national hero, Jesus Christ. He concluded that Jews are merely mechanical.
In other words, in the private opinion of the young Hegel, the Jews were not
human, because they were not members of a nation; for, individuals derive their
humanity from society and, according to the Romantic teaching, society is
identical with state. (In his later writings Hegel was more cautious but no less
venomous.)

That the Jews constituted a central topic in the nationalist debates in Europe
in the nineteenth century does not necessarily mean that they constituted a
central problem. So it should be noted that, in addition to being the target of
hostility, they also constituted a central problem, and that is why they were
discussed in all important debates concerning the national problem. The reason
for this is that in the nationalist movements and the literature on nationality,
discussion concerning nationality centered on politically problematic cases.



THE JEWISH PROBLEM 95

Cases that were not politically problematic were simply ignored. The question
could be asked, for example, whether the English constituted a national entity
despite the fact that England never had a national liberation movement. But
generally this question was not asked. Nor was any other question asked about
England, because in England no political problem gave rise to it. The thinkers
who dealt with the national question generally tended to handle burning
political problems. Those who recognized Scotland as a political problem asked
the question, are the Scots a separate national entity and where is their national
liberation movement? Those who did not consider Scotland problematic, were
glad to fuse Scotland with England and even to consider the Scots English for all
intents and purposes — an insult to all Scots, even those who did not care about
the national problem.

The Jewish problem should be presented as it was presented in the literature
of the nineteenth century. But then one should at once add to this the following
observation: the term “problem” in the singular is misleading, since the Jews
caused different problems for different publics at different times. The present
chapter will therefore offer a survey of the diverse problems that could be seen
as the Jewish problem, or as parts of the Jewish problem. And it is convenient to
begin such a discussion from the standpoint of the various nationalist
movements.

At first, to repeat, the theoretical expression of the nationalist movement
was received from German Chauvinist philosophy. In early nineteenth century
German Chauvinist literature, one question was central and cardinal from the
national political viewpoint: should Jews in diverse German states be offered
full citizen’s rights? This was the question of the emancipation of the Jews. As a
result of the French Revolution, the French Jews received full citizen’s rights
and the Jewish problem was not raised there for a century, until towards the end
of the nineteenth century, when the French clericalist reactionary movement
expanded and raised the question in an artificial manner in a display of a
position that clearly opposed the principles of the French Revolution.

The famous Dreyfus Affair gave focus for the debate, in which the whole
nation took an active part. Alfred Dreyfus, a general staff officer, was
condemned in 1894 to life imprisonment for allegedly having betrayed military
secrets to Germany. This was an error that the French authorities recognized



96 LIBERAL NATIONALISM FOR ISRAEL

and yet preferred not to correct. The debate about this affair became the symbol
of the struggle between the radicals (the heirs of the Enlightenment Movement)
and the clericalists (the reactionaries). At the beginning of the nineteenth
century, the winds of the French Revolution had blown eastwards, and Jews in
diverse German states had received full citizen’s rights. These rights had been
withdrawn towards the middle of the century as a result of the Reaction, causing
a wave of conversion to Christianity among the liberated members of the
German-Jewish community and setting the stage for such reactions as
accompanied the Dreyfus Affair. Thus there is truth in the Zionist allegation
received among the historians of the Zionist Movement, that but for the hatred
of the Jews many more Jews would have assimilated into the European nations
within a very short time, since those who inflame the hatred of Jews brought
back consciousness of their Jewish roots to those who had lost it, and to some of
them the consciousness of Jewish identity returned too — national as well as
religious.

In East Europe, the national problem became acute towards the end of the
nineteenth century because of the fierce competition between the nationalist
and socialist movements. Part of the competition concerned those Jewish
youths who had left the ghetto and embraced the ideas of the Enlightenment
Movement, since they constituted a pool of possible recruits as activists both in
the national liberation movements of Eastern Europe and in the socialist
movements there. But very soon the nationalist movements rejected the Jews,
leaving most of the young Jews with a choice between socialist activity and
nationalist Jewish activity.

So far the attitude of European nationalist movements to the Jewish
problem at the end of the nineteenth century. What do these have to do with the
Jewish nationalist movement? The answer is that from its very start the Jewish
nationalist movement accepted its ideology from European nationalist
movements.

The Jewish nationalist movement began as a social movement before it
received any political expression. It is difficult to understand and know how
Jewish nationality looked to East European Jews in the middle of the nineteenth
century. The first public expression of Jewish nationality or to Jewish national
identity was pathetic. It was the revival of the Hebrew language, that is to say,
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the writing in stilted Hebrew of novels and poetry whose content was largely
borrowed from mediocre European stock. Nevertheless, not to be deeply
impressed by this pathetic phenomenon, to be unable to see in it a dimension
that is far from the pathetic, a dimension that has in it daring and even a
measure of heroism, is to lack — not necessarily national sensitivity but
certainly human sensitivity. For nationality is a general human phenomenon,
since it answers certain human needs (14).

Significantly, the expansion of the Jewish nationalist movement was the
spreading of the Jewish national identity as separate from the Jewish religious
identity, sometimes in opposition to it and sometimes in addition to it, and
possibly sometimes also as a substitute for it. In one way or another, to begin
with, this identity was unoriginal and meager in ideas, lacking in all theoretical
dimension. That is to say, it received the few ideas that it had from the European
thought of that period. Moreover, the movement received at one and the same
time ideas of both the Enlightenment Movement and the Romantic Movement
or the Reaction, which caused great intellectual confusion in Jewish
Enlightenment in general. Nachman Krochmal’s ideas were difficult to
comprehend, because they were expressed in florid Hebrew and because he was
influenced by German philosophers whose ideas are heavy and cloudy. His
writings were published only after his death in the middle of the nineteenth
century, and they are classical to this very day; I do not know if they had any
influence on the Jewish nationalist movement and what message his writings
might have brought to the ordinary Jewish public. It is clear, in any case, that the
confusion in his writings of Enlightenment and Romantic ideas was typical of
the thought of the Jewish nationalist movement and its offshoots, and
continued to be so perhaps up to the present. Similarly, Peretz Smolenskin
imitated in his major novel the cheapest part of the anti-clericalist literature of
the Western Enlightenment Movement, and just as that literature presented
leading religious figures, cardinals and the likes, as womanizers, so Smolenskin
presented the Hassidic rabbi, the Zaddik, as a womanizer. This, of course, is very
foolish. Yet it is important that he wrote his books in Hebrew. And though he
wrote very few novels, in part following the Enlightenment ideology and in part
the Romantic ideology, including the idea that a Jew who has a sense of national
identity will find a place in a synagogue even after having lost all religious
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conviction and thereby also all religious identity. Other writers, particularly
Mendili, succeeded after a fashion in blending Enlightenment and Romantic
thought while relying for inspiration on Russian literature, which at its early
stage tended more towards the Enlightenment but very quickly moved to the
Romantic camp and remained a mixture of aspirations for progress and
nationalism. The nationalist aspirations often received chauvinistic expression,
particularly in the writings of Dostoevski. The expression they received in the
writings of Tolstoy is more liberal, though still confused.

The present study does not deal with literature and art and certainly not
with the history of literature. But one cannot study the history of political ideas
in the nineteenth century without studying the faulty foundations given them
by the Romantic Movement, and that Movement cannot be presented in
disregard of literature and art. The Romantic Movement, as opposed to the
Enlightenment Movement, did not attempt to compete with it in intellectual
acuity and scientific precision. Instead of appealing to the human intellect, it
whipped up deep local sentiments through diverse means — religious, cultural,
and artistic. According to the Enlightenment theory, thinking is the essential
human quality and all humans share thoughts; there is, therefore, no greater
human achievement than science, and science is common to all humans as
humans. According to the Romantic theory, there is no bigger human
achievement than the genius of a developed nation and of its national
leadership, intellectual, political, and military, and this achievement is
expressed in national culture, including religion, art, and way of life. The
Romantic Movement taught that a flourishing nation should aspire not towards
what unifies humanity, but rather towards what unifies itself. And to that end,
the nation has to impose and implement what is specific to it, in order to impose
it both on its own members and on all of its neighbors. As far as possible, the
tendency towards this imposition of one’s genius on neighbors became an
integral part of the anti-liberal, Chauvinist character of the nationalist
movement. And this Chauvinism, to repeat, tended to hold a monopoly on all
nationalist movements making it a cardinal duty to steer nationalism away from
liberalism as far as possible.

The rise of Jewish nationalism, it bears repeating, had no roots in any
internal development within Judaism; Judaism remained the same with but
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minor changes for almost two millennia, from the destruction of the Second
Temple to that time. The origins of Jewish nationalism, therefore, may be clearly
traced to the development of the western world. And, indeed, the idea of the
Jewish return to Zion appeared first in the nineteenth-century writings of all
those authors who did not know what was to be done with the local Jews.

The antecedents to Zionism can be found in the writings of the celebrated
seventeenth-century philosopher Benedict Spinoza, who was expelled from the
Amsterdam Jewish community, and in those of the famous English philosopher
Joseph Priestley, the celebrated discoverer of oxygen in the eighteenth century,
as well as in the writings of diverse nineteenth century authors, whose names
decorate the early pages of every history of the Zionist Movement.

It was easy for an author unfamiliar with the Jewish problem to solve it with
the pretext that it is desirable to send the Jews away, and even to turn this cruel
pretext into a humane idea by the additional pretext that they should be sent
back to their own motherland. The evidence for this is that even the most
extreme Chauvinist movements, which incited the masses to violent hatred of
foreigners, particularly to hatred of the Jews, often used the slogan: Jews, go to
Palestine! And in this respect there is no difference between the crude,
insensitive people who tormented the local Jews and the enlightened noble
philosopher, since the Jews had nowhere to go. And, indeed, one who does not
appreciate the fact that the Jews did not have the option to migrate to Palestine,
is unable to appreciate the great daring of the Jewish nationalist movement,
including the Zionist movement at its very inception, which looked at the time
like utter madness to many Jews, among them individuals who possessed a very
clear national identity. It is clear, then, that the political thought of the Jewish
nationalist movement underwent an important change when, instead of praying
for the return to Zion, a discussion of its realization emerged, despite all the
dangers involved. This change began when the leaders of that movement began
to write political treatises instead of novels and poetry in Hebrew. What was this
development?

Since Jewish nationalism imbibed its nationalist ideas from German
philosophy, it had no choice but to claim that the Jewish nation existed in
actuality. And because German philosophy saw the abnormal situation of the
Jewish people as proof of their not being a nation, Jewish nationalism demanded
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normalization in a way similar to the one in which German nationalism had
demanded a generation earlier. German nationalism had demanded
normalization in the form of the unification of the German states, namely, the
unification of some of the German-speaking countries. Jewish nationalism
demanded the normalization of the Jewish people by the attainment of a
motherland. And this in order that the people should qualify for the status of a
nation in the very near future. The logical contradiction between the opinion
that the Germans or the Jews belong to an existing nation, and the opinion that
the Germans or the Jews belong to a people that very soon will become a nation,
is the contradiction that afflicted all nationalist movements of emerging
nations, in Central Europe and Eastern Europe as well as in other countries. The
Jews, however, had to pay dearly for this idea, because normalizing the Jewish
nation was very problematic, and in the process of normalization the greater
majority of the Jewish people in Europe were butchered. This is how the central
purpose of the Zionist movement — to solve the Jewish problem in Eastern
Europe by mass transfer of Jews to Palestine — met with utter failure.

We have to return then to our question, how did the Jewish nationalist
movement develop, from prayers for a return to Palestine and writings of novels
and poems in Hebrew to planning the return to Palestine? Without accepting
the limitations of the Romantic ideology, whose language was used at that
period, we should discuss the question, how did the Jewish nationalist
movement develop? For this ideology does not enable one to discuss emergence
but presents what emerges as if it were an accomplished fact.

The most important detail is that the Jewish problem was the result of the
general European nationalist movement. This is so because that movement
adopted the reactionary, anti-liberal, nationalist ideology of Romantic
philosophy. As is well known, the hatred of the Jews was certainly the common
inheritance of Europe throughout Jewish history. But the problem was not the
hatred of Jews by itself; it was a constant situation that brought about that
hatred, whether in Christianity or Islam. And, indeed, a Jew who converted to
the local religion personally escaped this hatred. Whole Jewish communities,
however, could not escape hatred this way, as is evidenced by the history of the
Jews who were forcibly converted to Christianity wholesale in Spain and
Portugal and were still hated there. In places where liberalism was the rule, Jews
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did not suffer much from this hatred. In places where the Reaction was
dominant, the demand was voiced to prevent Jews from having equal rights —
emancipation or liberty; it was first demanded that they should baptize, but
then the notion developed according to which Jews have to be persecuted even
after they were baptized, since, culturally and nationally, they are still alien
corn. This notion is anti-Semitism, which is the political transformation of the
hatred of Jews, and which has brought about the greatest and cruelest disaster
to date in the history of Jews and of Europe and perhaps even of the whole
human race.

The persecution of Jews or the suffering of Jews that resulted from this
persecution, was not the cause of the Jewish national awakening, since Jews had
suffered for millennia without any national awakening. The nationalist
movements and the diverse national liberation movements in Europe, especially
in Eastern Europe, did increase the hatred of the Jews, but this hatred invited
diverse responses. One was simply mass migration (to North and South
America and to other immigration countries), as was customary in Jewish
tradition. Another traditional response was increased segregation in ghetto life,
in increased adherence to tradition through the intensification of the Messianic
character of Judaism as intensely as possible in total oblivion to the surrounding
world.

In addition to these two traditional responses to the intensification of the
hatred of Jews, emigration and adherence to a religious ghetto, new possible
responses appeared, the roots of which were in new developments that
depended not at all on the hatred of Jews but on the emergence of liberation
from religious fetters.

This liberation from religious fetters does not necessarily entail the
dismissal of religion. Rather, this liberation is nothing but the readiness to see
in Judaism diverse components in addition to the religious one, or perhaps in
addition to the religion and the religious community as one component. Other
components could be culture, tradition, or perhaps even nation. Without
discussing such questions as, whether a nation without a specific religion or
without a specific culture is possible, or whether a specific culture without a
nation is possible, the very image of Judaism as having diverse components
must be seen as an innovation, one that invited new thinking and deciding on
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which component to accept and which to reject. This way, of course, new
options of responses to the hatred of the Jews were raised, in addition to the
traditional ones.

One option of a response to the hatred of Jews was escape to the socialist
movements. This escape was partly to the sort of socialism which was hostile to
all national specificity, including the Jewish one, but there was also the escape to
a sort of socialism that does recognize the Jewish specificity as a peculiar
culture, a culture devoid of any national political dimension. (This was the
Jewish Bund.) The Jewish nationalist movement was but one response among
many to the great increase in the suffering of Jews, and, to repeat, it was a rather
hesitant response, because it had no political expression and no one was on
hand who knew how to give it any political or organized expression.

This, then, is the national problem from a Jewish viewpoint in the period of
the end of the nineteenth century in Eastern Europe: the problem of the great
rise in the suffering of the Jews. This problem was new, because it appeared in a
new context and permitted new approaches to its solution. But no national
solution to it was found. Against this background Dr. Leo Pinsker’s Auto-
Emancipation should be understood. In this book he claimed that the Jews
should not wait until they are given rights, that they ought to take the rights for
themselves. And because the existence of a nation requires a motherland, he
proposed that the Jews should take for themselves a motherland. And, he
proposed incidentally, because the Jews have a historical affinity to Palestine,
they should migrate to that land.

Nevertheless, Pinsker did not become the father of the Zionist movement,
but the father of the idea of political Zionism. For, he did see the Jewish problem
in a political light, but he did not present his solution in a practicable manner.
The translation of his solution to the language of practice, then, was hidden in
the possible future as an additional step. It is not surprising, therefore, that
there was great confusion among Jews in Europe. To a large extent, this
confusion was expressed as the sense of a tremendous appeal of the socialist
camp to Jews freed from Jewish tradition. This also is not surprising, as is
obvious from the fact that in the much more tolerant West, Theodor Herzl
identified the Jewish problem with the problem resting on the fact that Jews
played a major role in the socialist movements, which were seen as a cause of
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social instability. Herzl presented Zionism as a solution in the style of typical
Western colonialism similar to what was happening in Kenya and Rhodesia at
the same time — even though he did so in a much more enlightened and daring
fashion than was acceptable at the time: the idea of settling a colony in an
organized mass migration as a solution to a national political problem and not
as an attempted external conquest.

It is well known that Herzl was ready to accept Uganda as a new motherland
for the Jews. Hence, it is clear that he looked for a practical solution to the
human Jewish problem. He argued that, because the masses of Jews were
rejected by European nations, and because they had no channel for any social or
political activity, except for socialist revolutionary activity, it would be better to
provide them with a new motherland to which they may migrate, so as to solve
both their own problems and those they caused as unwanted guests in Europe.
In Eastern Europe, nationalist ideology obviously had a much stronger influence
than in the West — both among the population at large and among the Jews
there. For Judaism became an important heritage, in addition to its being a
religion, for all those East European Jews who lived in a great concentration of
population — because these Jews were often free of religious limitations,
whether they remained religious or not, and saw in their Judaism not only a
shared religion but also a shared culture, shared history, and shared fate
(including being persecuted by the local population and including the desire of
the local nationalist movements to reject them). That is to say, under the
influence of Romantic philosophy, they accepted Jewish culture as an added or a
separate phenomenon that accompanied the Jewish religion, but one that was
essentially secular, one whose validity was independent of the question of the
validity or invalidity of religion. Thus they saw themselves as a nation for all
intents and purposes, although they missed having a motherland. They thus felt
anew kind of need: the need for a homeland different from the need to return to
Zion felt by the religious Jew not aware of Jewish culture from the secular
perspective, from the perspective separate from the Jewish religion. They
naturally preferred Palestine, the part of the world on which they already had
their eyes focused, even though previously their attention had a mere religious,
Messianic character. In brief, the love of Palestine became a secular idea and a
secular sentiment — both for Jews who had lost their religious faith and for Jews
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who remained religious while acquiring a new secular, cultural, national
sentiment.

To repeat, Chauvinist ideology did not make room for evolution; it is
therefore not surprising that the evolution described here was not clear to those
who experienced it and that it is still unclear to Israelis today and to most
historians of the Jewish people. There was nothing left for the members of the
evolving nation but to claim that they were members of a pre-existing nation, of
a nation for all intents and purposes, as an accomplished and authentic fact.
This only brought them to an attempt, at an increased pace and with great
impatience, to achieve what was missing on the list of the characterizations of a
nation. Political Zionism demanded massive migration all at one time, once a
motherland had been granted. Practical Zionism, in contrast, proposed that
Jewish pioneers should migrate to Palestine at once, without waiting for
political developments, both because of the historical ties of the Jews to their
land and in order to create the impression that they already had a motherland,
even though a large portion of the members of the nation still lived in exile for
one reason or another.

This looks like a childish inconsistency, but then all nationalist movements
in the nineteenth century suffered this inconsistency. This is even more
apparent in many historical cases and in many inaccurate historical details
concerning which many modern sober historians bitterly complain, although
history cannot be recreated, certainly not with the aid of complaints and
misgivings.

To conclude, the Jewish problem was a bundle of problems that looked
different to different groups from the national perspective or from the
intellectual one. Social scientists are ready to recognize this fact as self-evident.
But they overlook it when they discuss the Spring of Nations, namely, the period
of the blooming of European nationalist movements in the mid-nineteenth
century, because this topic, and this period in particular, is the exclusive
property of Romantic philosophy, which points at one problem in one
formulation in one way from one viewpoint — from the viewpoint of the
dominant trend in the dominant nation — while overlooking all other
viewpoints. Because of the enormous influence of Romantic philosophy on the
nationalist movement in general and on the Zionist movement in particular, and
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because historians generally tend towards Romanticism anyway, history books
in general and histories of Zionism in particular give a unified image of the
history of the nationalist movements, especially of the history of Zionism.
Because the Practical Zionist faction was dominant in the Zionist movement,
the image of the history of Zionism remained as if the other trends within it
were nothing but variants of Practical Zionism. This trend was Romantic and in
possession of a cloudy political ideology, one that still rules Israel.
Consequently, there is still too little political understanding in Israel and no
readiness to view the Israeli nation in a new political liberal manner as is
required. It may be worthwhile, therefore, to survey the history of the Zionist
movement in a liberal light, free from Romantic, irrational features.

« It is regrettable that this discussion as to the differences between the
trends within traditional Zionism still has a practical significance, and that this
significance is greater today than when this book was written. When the heirs of
Political Zionism, Menachem Begin and his associates, attained power, they
displayed agreement with Practical Zionism on all points except perhaps in
degree, ones that amount to no more than two mere propaganda items: the
stress on the nationalist motive and the rejection of the socialist flavor that most
leaders of Practical Zionism had endorsed. Surprisingly, in recent years the
extremist chauvinists in Israel follow the Practical Zionists both in their
economic activities and in their settlements in Judea and Samaria and in the
Gaza strip. This is paradoxical, since whereas the early settlers rebelled against
British rule, which had lost its jurisdiction when it betrayed its mandate, the
settlers today are rebelling against the government of autonomous Israel,
thereby endangering its sovereignty. As is well known, the illegal activities of
the settlers have gained a tremendous boost from the support they have
received from leaders of diverse political parties, including some members of
the government. This detail stresses yet again the fact that diverse Israeli
governments refuse to recognize Israel’s independence on the excuse that most
of its nation is not settled in its territory. This flimsy excuse — the notion that
Israel belongs to the Jewish people and not to the Israeli nation — is the very
threat to its independence. It is therefore imperative that Israel should
recognize its nation as separate and different from the Jewish people, though
most of its citizens are Jewish. *



Choptr 7 Thie Birth of the Jewish
‘Natienalist ‘Movement

n presenting the history of the Jewish national movement, one faces a central

difficulty that cannot be satisfactorily surmounted. In speaking of
movements, one does not mean political groups or political parties (even
though it is clear that usually the carriers of diverse political ideas are political
groupings) and not the individuals who create them, as the individual who
creates a new idea in obscurity — as was the case with Hillel Kook — is not a
political power until the new idea breaks through and reaches its intended
public. When speaking of a political idea, it is better to concentrate on its central
ideas and not dwell on details. But in the present case, the central political idea
of the Zionist Movement is the general nationalist idea of nineteenth-century
Europe, based on Romantic philosophy, which treats nations as existing entities
that justify the existence of sovereign states, or national liberation movements
that aim at the founding of sovereign states. And yet the element distinctive to
the Zionist Movement was, in addition to the declaration of the existence of a
nation, the awareness of the need for nation building. Exceptionally, the less
systematic Zionist thinkers, the less consistent and precise ones, found it easier
to reach more interesting and more significant conclusions. The central Jewish
thinkers at the beginning and middle of the nineteenth-century, such as
Nachman Krochmal and Heinrich Graetz, spoke early on about the Jewish
nation as existing and accomplished, and thereby confused religion, nation, and
people, just as they confused religion, culture, society, and state — in keeping
with Romantic philosophy. They spoke from a comprehensive philosophical
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viewpoint but said things that carried little weight, theoretical or practical. In
contrast, journalists such as Moses Leib Lilienblum achieved sharper and more
successful conceptions, but the absence of a general theoretical framework
prevented them from clarifying, stabilizing, and successfully implanting their
achievements.

Thus their achievements were lost almost immediately. Lilienblum
belonged to and advanced the Jewish national movement that preceded
Zionism, known as the Lovers of Zion. He spoke specifically of the significant
divergence in matters religious, both among religious people (between the more
conservative and the more liberal adherents to religious practice) and between
religious observant and non-observant Jews (called in Israel “secularists”). The
religious variance, he predicted, would receive a cultural character, and would
remain within the proper framework and gain manageable proportions, if a
different factor — that of national unity — were added to it (15). At the same
time, Eliezer Ben-Yehudah wrote that his interest was not in the Jewish faith
(which he claimed would certainly prevail in the Diaspora) but in the nation,
which, he said needed a national territory and a national language. It is no
accident that current Zionist tradition holds the opinion that Ben-Yehudah
revived the Hebrew language and the opinion that the Hebrew language never
died (usually ascribed to the Nobel Laureate Israeli novelist S. Y. Agnon) so that
there is no truth in the claim that there was ever a need to revive it. Here the
inconsistency characteristic of many nationalist movements receives a
particularly clear expression in the Jewish national movement: at one and the
same time the nation exists, including all its paraphernalia and characteristics,
and it has to be fashioned and given those paraphernalia and characteristics in
order to justify its aspirations and sovereignty.

Of course, it is very easy to settle this inconsistency. Both Lilienblum and
Ben-Yehudah distinguished the traditional, historical Jewish religion, which
maintains continuity with the distant past, and the new situation, which they
did not know how to describe. Lilienblum spoke of the aspiration for national
independence and of the need to organize a mass migration that would be
facilitated through the collection of large sums of money and the purchase of
large terrain from the authorities of the Ottoman Empire. Leo Pinsker even
distinguished between the Jews and the Jewish nation, and Ben-Yehudah too
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distinguished between the Jewish religious community and the Jewish nation.
Later, Kook and his associates termed this nation the Hebrew nation. Today he
speaks of the Israeli nation.

For the distinction between the nation and what has preceded it, more is
needed than the distinction between nation and individuals who belong to it, or
between nation and religious community, or between nation and culture, and
even between nation and society — that social unit called in sociological jargon
the Jewish ethnic group. In order to distinguish between the nation and what
preceded it, one must distinguish clearly between the Jewish people and the
Jewish (or Hebrew or Israeli) nation, just as one must distinguish between the
French, German, Italian, and Russian people, and their nations. For it is clear
that nations evolved from the peoples that preceded them, even though this is
not a historical necessity. The proof that no historical necessity is involved here
is in the fact that the same did not happen for national groups that evolved in
migration countries, where the majority of the immigration occurred after the
American and French revolutions (16).

Clearly, then, there is room for the distinction between society and state, as
well as between an ethnic group governed together and a nation. And, indeed,
such distinctions were not agreeable to the nationalist movements of the pre-
World War II period. Hence, to avoid the errors of streamlining the past through
hindsight, care should be taken to avoid using new distinctions to describe any
movement from that era. Thus it should be noted that the Zionist Movement
began in a nineteenth-century Europe that was torn by internal wars and
revolutionary movements, nationalist and socialist. Likewise it should be noted
that most of the activities of the Zionist Movement occurred before World
War II.

Against this background the differences stand out between the three or four
streams that existed in the Zionist Movement from its very inception to its
culmination in the foundation of the desired Jewish state: the Political Zionist
Movement was founded by Theodor Herzl and Max Nordau; the Spiritual
Zionist Movement, was founded by Ahad Ha’am and Martin Buber; finally, the
Practical Zionist Movement, including the Socialist Zionist Movement, to which
practically all the senior Zionist leaders belonged, deemed itself the legitimate
heir of the movement of the Lovers of Zion and that included the
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aforementioned Lilienblum, Pinsker, and Ben-Yehudah. An addition to these
three streams was the New Zionist Movement, or the Revisionist Movement,
founded by Vladimir Jabotinsky, that was officially the continuation of the
Political Movement and therefore will not be discussed here. It might be
worthwhile to look at each of these three traditional streams in the light of the
distinctions made above, surveying the degree of awareness of each stream to
these distinctions.

The Spiritual Zionist Movement will be examined in the remainder of this
chapter; the Political and Practical Zionist Movements will be discussed in the
next chapter. The New Zionist Movement will not be discussed here, as its
views did not differ from those of the Political Zionist Movement.

The Spiritual Zionist Movement was essentially devoid of real political
interest. This does not mean that Ahad Ha’am and Buber showed no interest in
the idea of political Jewish independence. On the contrary, they spoke clearly in
favor of independence. Admittedly, Buber sided with the ideal of a bi-national
state as preferable to a national state, but this was for him a mere technical
concern; when the State of Israel was founded he welcomed it and hoped it
would enter into a peace treaty with its neighbors (16a). As Buber was a thinker
who had molded his own social philosophy both in general and within the
framework of the Jewish national movement, one might expect from him a
higher degree of consistency and method. I will therefore speak more about
Buber than about Ahad Ha’am, though his influence was relatively even smaller.
In a classical article, “Between Society and State”, in which he criticizes the
classical liberal philosophy of the great philosopher Bertrand Russell, Buber
dealt with political philosophy. Russell saw society as a collection of individuals
and the state as a mere instrument. Buber, by contrast, though he agreed that a
state was a mere instrument, claimed that the existence of society was a
different matter, that society was an important and independent entity. Yet
Buber rejected collectivist philosophy and all his life he adhered to his anarcho-
socialism — a blend or a compromise between individualism and collectivism.
He took the social ideal to be not only the decentralization of the liberal state
(on this he agreed with the liberal political tradition as did Russell), but even in
the decentralization of society into communities based on their communal and
cultural life. Thus he deviated from the individualist tradition that did not



110 LIBERAL NATIONALISM FOR ISRAEL

consider social groups, in disagreement with Russell who generally preferred to
overlook the shaping of social life. Of course, Buber also deviated from that
collectivist tradition which was anti-liberal and thus centralist.

Concerning Zionism, Buber made two main points. On both of these points
— and only on these — he agreed with Ahad Ha’am, who repeated them in
different ways. First, Buber said, the concentration of Jews in Palestine will not
abolish the existence of Jewish communities in the western countries. To this all
other streams in the Zionist Movement agreed, except for Jabotinsky, as we will
see later. (The ideology of the State of Israel wavers between the opinion of
Jabotinsky and the traditional opinion of the majority of Zionists.) Second, they
asserted that the significance of the foundation of Jewish settlement in Palestine
is not political but cultural, for it would be no achievement if the Jews had an
independent state devoid of culture. This is an expression of the failure to
distinguish between society and culture, and even between a nation in the sense
of a social unit (that it is to say, an ethnic unit) and a nation in the political sense
of the word. This failure to make a distinction blocked the understanding of the
political role of the national liberation movement. In praise of Buber it might be
noted that he succeeded, almost alone, in creating and developing the cultural
renewal movement of German Jewry. Admittedly, German Jewry was almost
entirely destroyed during the Nazi period, but his activity was not in vain, since
the Jewish organizations that he created constituted an important tool for the
rescue of the German Jews. But Buber was not able to participate in the political
side of the rescue of the German Jews, nor did he do anything to save the Jews of
Europe during the War, even though he clearly declared that their rescue had
priority over all other activities (16b). As to Ahad Ha’am, he died much earlier,
and his major contribution was cultural and critical — as one can see even today
from his classical papers “Truth From Palestine” and “Altneuland” that excel in
honesty and courage. After his death they said of him that on his deathbed he
changed his opinions and accepted the ideas of Practical Zionism. This story is a
myth similar to the Catholic myth about members of the Enlightenment who
were heretics but repented on their deathbed. It also raises the most difficult
question: in what way did he change his opinion? What is the difference
between Spiritual Zionism and Practical Zionism?



(hapter 8 Political and Practical

Zioyism

For the sake of clarity and brevity, it is preferable to discuss Political Zionism,
the stream in Zionism founded by Herzl and Nordau, before discussing
Practical Zionism. The only difficulty in presenting the ideas of Political
Zionism is this: the heirs of Practical Zionism to this very day have yet to
understand Herzl and his opinions. For example, Shlomo Avineri, whose
representative book, The Making of Zionism, (17) was endorsed with great
sympathy by the whole of the Israeli public except for some ardent adherents of
Jabotinsky, views the history of Zionist ideology as the history of the ideology of
Practical Zionism. Accordingly, he declares that Herzl made no theoretical or
political innovations and did not excel except as a publicist who managed to get
the ear of a broad public — Jewish and non-Jewish alike. This should not be
considered an idea that merits criticism, as it is not sufficiently serious. But it
merits consideration as an important typical fact, which bespeaks the absence of
a normal political sense in Israel today — not only in Avineri but also in the
broad spectrum of his readers. I will return to this later in more detail.

The presentation of Herzl’s idea should begin by noting that his
predecessors had a limited outlook. Initially, Herzl was no adherent of the
nationalist idea: he viewed the Jewish national problem as the problem of the
sufferings of the Jews; only later did he consider the nationalist idea. His
predecessors among East European Jews did not discover the national problem
— not as a political problem — even though they spoke about it and referred to
it. All that they said was merely an outgrowth of their feeling about it, and no
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more. They spoke of the sufferings of the Jews and of the causes of that
suffering. They even succeeded in grasping that the sufferings of the Jews
constituted a deadly criticism of the ideology of the European Enlightenment,
since in diverse places the Enlightenment Movement, as well as the nationalist
movements, increased, rather than decreased, the sufferings of the Jews. I do
not know if there is an answer to this deadly criticism. Personally, I tend to think
that in countries in which the Enlightenment ideology was sufficiently well
absorbed by the general public, and in which genuine liberal national policy was
developed, the Jews did not suffer as much, even while enduring discrimination.
Only when the clericalists attacked the (Enlightened) liberals, especially in
France, was the hatred of Jews renewed. Hence, conceivably the Jewish criticism
of the Enlightenment Movement was somewhat excessive. I do not know. But
this is an academic question. Because the Enlightenment reaped minimal
success in most of Europe, and because the nationalist movement did succeed,
the Jews in Europe suffered — whether because of the success of the
Enlightenment Movement or despite its preaching brotherhood and logic, or
because of its failure to inculcate brotherhood and logic. One way or another,
the suffering of the Jews grew unbearably. Herzl’s predecessors described this
suffering. They also described the fact that the Enlightenment and nationalist
movements did not help Jews and they partly proposed (here and there, in small
measure) political solutions to the problem, how this suffering should be
mastered, including ideas of national revival, of mass migration, and more. But
it was Herzl who discovered anew the Jewish problem as a political problem, not
as a problem of what should be done to alleviate the suffering of the Jews of
Europe. It is known that Herzl did not overlook the suffering of Jewish
individuals or of Jewish communities, or the failure of the Enlightenment
Movement and the nationalist movements to alleviate that suffering. But,
specifically, he attacked the problem from a political viewpoint. The political
expression of the Enlightenment Movement was a declaration of Human
Rights, which, when applied to Jews was known as the Emancipation of the
Jews, that is to say, the legal recognition that Jews had full citizen’s rights. Such
emancipation should politically abolish Judaism as a political entity and as a
political problem. Emancipation had to remove the political dimension from all
that remained of Judaism: the Jewish religion, or the Jewish culture and ethnic
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group. Herzl saw in the failure of the emancipation a political fact that meant
the reopening of the political problem. A group or a socio-religious unit was
suffering and that required specific political attention: the Jews who were not
welcome and were not satisfied constituted a political trauma, but also a
political factor as a group that violated the stability of the political systems of
Western Europe, thereby constituting a political challenge. In Herzl’s view,
anyone interested in political stability was well advised to try to remedy this
political situation, and the remedy was to be achieved by political means. This
was a major step; it was not simply a matter of finding a context for a human
problem.

In one characterization, Herzl transformed the Jewish problem from a
problem of the Jews to a problem of the whole of Europe — and an urgent one at
that. He could therefore appeal (as he did) to political leaders and institutions
with a proposal for a political solution: in order to prevent the threat of a whole
European explosion, it was advisable to help the dissatisfied Jews to leave
Europe and find a political asylum elsewhere — in their own state, in the State
of the Jews.

In Avineri’s discussion there is no mention of all this. Avineri discusses, of
course, the well-known fact that Herzl appealed to political leaders and
institutions. He sees this as a proof of Herzl’s daring sense of adventure and
personal ambition, even emotional instability in a person who, in Avineri’s
opinion, was merely a successful master of public relations. There is much truth
in this; it is obviously desirable to see the personal dimension of Herzl and not
to view him solely as a politician. To that extent, Avineri deserves gratitude,
regardless of the acceptability or otherwise of his opinions. But it is sad that
Avineri describes Herzl as an unstable individual only in order to obliterate his
having been a political thinker and a politician representing a non-existent state.
Avineri’s hidden assumption, that one cannot represent a state that does not
exist, is Romantic and mistaken. It is a fundamental error committed by most
historians of national movements.

Looking at the facts in their proper historical context, one sees the
conservative and radical elements that played significant roles in Herzl's
philosophy. It is difficult for us, children of the twentieth century, in light of the
fact that in August 1914 the peace of Europe vanished overnight, to imagine the
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profound sense of social stability that permeated the end of the nineteenth
century, expressed in the politics, society, and even art of that period. In that
fateful year, the twentieth century entered with immense turbulence the
whirlpool from which it has still not emerged. It is therefore difficult for us to
see the force and the significance of Herzl, who spoke in the name of this former
stability. He stressed that West European Jews were attracted to revolutionary
movements, thus putting the desired political stability at risk. All this means
little to modern people, with the exception of a few extreme conservatives. But
without joining this extreme conservatism, we can see that, with the aid of
political conservatism, Herzl presented the Jewish problem as an all-European
problem, just as the Black civil rights fighters in the United States presented
racial discrimination as an all-American problem. Politically speaking, the
problem of racial discrimination is, like the problem of the discrimination
against Jews, a problem with a political aspect. Therefore, it has the right to a
political solution: to legislation, to a change of the political status of the
discriminated, the persecuted, and the sufferers, to obliging the police to defend
their rights, to obliging lawcourts to be at their service and enable them to use
them in litigation as they find fit, and so on. Herzl had a choice between two
options: an attempt at increasing control over the political apparatus in the
Western countries, or the attempt to erect a new political apparatus in a new
country. In the light of the Dreyfus Affair and the anti-Semitism that caused it
and emanated from it, Herzl gave up hope for the first option and adhered to the
second. It is clear, then, that Herzl had a Western image of the Jews and of their
sufferings, to which he proposed a Western solution: the erection of a new
political apparatus through the means of existing political apparatuses. He
appealed, therefore, to foci of political power, to Sultans, Kaisers, and heads of
states, and to world political public opinion — while trying to create
organizations of his own, in order to further his political aims.

Without this political dimension which, as is well known, largely failed,
there is no difference between Herzl and the Lovers of Zion Movement, or
between him and the heirs of that movement — the leaders of the Practical
Zionist Movement. And to overlook every idea that has failed would be to
overlook most of human history, since almost every human idea in human
history has failed. We can say that, generally, almost every battle and struggle in
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the effort to improve the lot of humanity has failed. Only the struggle as a whole
is continuing, and one can even see signs of improvement in the free world. The
same holds for the idea of Herzl, including its transformation in the hands of
Jabotinsky and Kook. And so, today, instead of saying that Herzl has failed,
some say that he was an adventurer — meaning, his activity was based on no
idea whatsoever, but on psychological drives alone. This claim is easy to refute
by a perusal of his books and diaries.

In sum, this is the distinction between the Spiritual and Political Zionist
Movements. The former saw the center of the Zionist idea in the founding of a
spiritual center in Palestine; it considered the foundation of a state a marginal
concern. Similarly, this movement stressed the continuity of the existence of the
Jewish Diaspora. Herzl, by contrast, saw things differently. He did not lessen the
value of the cultural contribution of the future state, whether as a contribution
to Judaism or as a contribution to humanity at large. Instead, he stressed the
political side of the picture, since he proposed a political solution to a political
problem, in particular a solution to be achieved by using existing political
means. He also assumed that not all Jews would migrate to their country and
that there would be Jews in Europe even after the state of the Jews will be
established. He was in agreement with Ahad Ha’am on this: the existence of the
state of the Jews will enable Jews abroad to live in greater comfort, because a
safety valve was provided by the open option for all Jews to migrate there, if and
when they wished, or if and when they were persecuted. No doubt the fact that
both these movements accepted both the cultural and political plan does not
bridge the chasm between them, since the priority which the one movement
granted to the cultural solution, and the priority which the other movement
granted to the political solution, were sufficient causes for disagreement and
even for an inability to cooperate.

Young Martin Buber, who was a member of the Zionist Movement
practically from its inception, and who cooperated with Herzl for a while,
managed at one point to dissent from him and even to surrender direct political
activity in the Zionist Movement. As for Ahad Ha’am, except for passive
participation in the first Zionist Congress, he did not act politically, and was
content to be a critic from the outside. Also, Buber diverged from Romanticism
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whereas Ahad Ha’am remained Romantic and more nationalist in his opinions;
this way he was closer than Buber to the Practical Zionists.

The leaders of the Practical Zionist Movement did not grasp the political
aspect of Herzl’s ideas. They saw in him (as their heirs still do) a successful
spokesperson of an East European movement — one who had the talent to
organize and manage a successful public relations operation and to stimulate
interest in that movement among Westerners, Jews and non-Jews alike. The
Practical Zionists accepted the nationalist ideology and the idea of Jewish
historical continuity as a heritage from the Lovers of Zion Movement. The major
practical difference between Practical Zionism and the Lovers of Zion
Movement was that the Practical Zionist leaders intentionally and
systematically encouraged the desire to migrate to Palestine and organized the
migration of pioneers and the founding of new agricultural settlements. Some of
them migrated to Palestine, so that from the beginning the movement had
leaders here as well. This is not to say that the Spiritual Zionists, Ahad Ha’am
and Buber, opposed migration. Indeed, they themselves migrated, in the hope of
finding cultural value in the new settlement. (And, indeed, Buber’s most
important sociological book, Paths in Utopia, examines the cultural and political
significance of the kibbutz movement.) Herzl opposed the pioneering
movement, but his opposition was merely practical: he was afraid that the
Practical Zionists would raise the price of land while he was attempting to
purchase the whole of Palestine for as low a price as possible; he was also
concerned about the safety of the pioneers.

The two central trends within Zionism were the Political and the Practical.
Each developed a political doctrine that the other rejected. This doctrinal
difference characterized the two streams and the movement as a whole more
than anything else did. The political theory of the Political Zionists was this: the
Jewish problem is all-European and so there is room for political cooperation
between the Zionist Movement and European governments. The political
theory of the Practical Zionists was this: one must intentionally avoid as much
as possible, all political, legislative, or organizational activity; instead, one must
create accomplished social and economic facts, since these will necessarily bring
about genuine political changes. This is the whole of the theory of Practical
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Zionism. Its significance is enormous since it places political value only on
accomplished facts and on nothing else.

The main accomplished facts were, of course, the settlement of Jews on the
land and the organization of many charitable institutions to finance this
settlement, especially the well-known ones — the National Fund and
Foundation Fund — but there were other funds. But the Practical Zionist
leaders opposed the foundation of a national bank, and Herzl took pride, as can
be seen in his diaries, in the fact that he used a minor parliamentary trick to
overcome this opposition of the Practical Zionists (18). There is no need to say
that Practical Zionism ruled the Zionist Movement from the death of Herzl to
the foundation of independent Israel. Since the foundation of the state was the
central purpose of the Zionist Movement as a whole, it was clear that the
character of Zionism of necessity was altered once this purpose was
accomplished. Nevertheless, there is justice in the widespread claim that
Practical Zionism continued to rule Israel even after independence was declared,
since the idea of Practical Zionism — a central Romantic idea in Zionist garb —
remained the leading idea of the young state: the creation of social and
economic accomplished facts was preferable to taking initiative in political
action, and there was no significant political action except the one imposed on
the political leadership under the pressure of accomplished facts.

Since no political initiative takes place in Israel, and since facts are
accomplished here that sometimes have political significance and that
sometimes even impose on the political leadership the need to take some
political action, a simple question is thereby raised: does not the situation in
Israel justify the theory of Practical Zionism? How can we examine whether this
theory is worthy of endorsement and, if endorsed, as Israel’s guiding idea?

A critical examination of the theory of Practical Zionism requires that the
question be examined, were the political decisions made under the pressure of
accomplished facts really decisions caused by the social, economic, and cultural
facts created by Practical Zionism?

The answer to this is in the negative, and for two reasons, internal and
external. The internal reason is that not all the political activities of the Zionist
leadership were dictated internally by the idea of Practical Zionism — beginning
with activities that ended with the Balfour Declaration concerning the



118 LIBERAL NATIONALISM FOR ISRAEL

foundation of a Jewish national home in Palestine and ending with the
Declaration of Independence. The external reasons were the political
developments in the surrounding world, which influenced the history of Israel
more than the accomplished facts created by the Practical Zionist Movement.
Nevertheless, the ideology of Practical Zionism rules in Israel to this very day,
and consequently fundamental political questions are still neglected here.

The development of the Israeli defense apparatus may serve as an
illustration of this. Israel’s Army is called the Israeli Defense Force in order to
emphasize that it developed organically from the Haganah [ = defense] Defense
Organization of the Jewish settlement movement in Palestine, which was a most
faithful expression of Practical Zionism. The fact that the defense organization
developed reluctantly and in stages fits the ideology of Practical Zionism.
Critical examination shows two details that transcend the framework of this
ideology and oppose its central idea. It is well known that David Ben-Gurion,
who increasingly came to the fore as the main leader of the movement,
supported diverse steps in the development of the defense apparatus not only
for practical reasons, but also through his profound conviction that the unity
and harmony of the Jewish settlement in Palestine must be retained at all costs.
Out of this conviction he endorsed the Haganah [ = defense] Defense
Organization even though he had disbanded its predecessor, the Hashomer [ =
watchman] Organization. He also organized skirmishes with the dissident
underground organizations that did not abide by the authority of the Haganah
Defense Organization, the Irgun National Military Organization and the
Fighters for the Freedom of Israel. These skirmishes went by the odd name “the
season” (meaning the hunting season). Alternatively, he allowed an
arrangement in which the activities of the three underground organizations
were coordinated under the bombast name of “the Resistance Movement”. He
likewise declared the independence of Israel, despite opposition from within his
political group, not in accordance with the idea of Practical Zionism but merely
out of fear that the dissident underground organizations would declare
independence by themselves, regardless of any decree of the Zionist Board of
Directors to the contrary. This idea, therefore, of retaining national unity at all
costs, deviated from the framework of Practical Zionism. This idea sometimes
took on a communal, ethnic characteristic and at other times a clear-cut political
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characteristic. In addition, the contribution of the British forces to the
development of Jewish defense, especially during World War II, should be
considered. At that time an organization of shock troops under the command of
the Zionist Board of Directors was organized on British military initiative and
functioned as a regular force within the Jewish Defense Organization. And, of
course, the British authorities were not guided by any Zionist idea.
Undeniably, the Zionist Board of Directors did undertake political steps,
such as the organization of an underground defense organization, the
coordination of the diverse underground organizations, the Declaration of
Independence, and the organization of mass immigration. Admittedly, also, not
much political initiative was expressed in the undertaking of these political
moves, and therefore they do not necessarily conflict with the central idea of
Practical Zionism. But Ben-Gurion, the leading personality in the Practical
Zionist Movement and the first Premier and Defense Minister of Israel, acted to
alarge extent under the strong sense of the need to maintain national unity at all
costs — and thus he certainly deviated from the central idea of Political Zionism.
The influence of new political facts, in particular the helplessness of the Jewish
leadership during the disaster of the destruction of Jews in Europe, changed the
picture radically. The Practical Zionist Movement endorsed — after a tragic
delay — the principles of Political Zionism: the idea of mass immigration and
the idea of the urgent need for a Declaration of Independence, which were the
focus of the activity of the Hebrew Committee for National Liberation. But this
endorsement was reluctant, without thoroughgoing discussion and without the
development of an overall political approach. To this very day such an overall
political approach is still absent in Israel, and its absence is increasingly felt.



totery  Zioisi and Tndependence

pproaching the end of this first — theoretical and historical — part of this

book, I will try to demarcate anew the differences of opinion within the
Zionist Movement, especially between its Political and Practical streams. This
will be a sketch of the radical changes that took place during the half century
between the foundation of the Zionist Movement and the establishment of
Israel. In particular, the sketch should be detailed enough to refute the current
opinion in Israel today concerning the establishment of the state, which is that
this was the culmination of Practical Zionism, thereby allegedly proving the
truth of Practical Zionist ideas. This is contestable: the fact that Israel’s
independence was declared by Ben-Gurion and his associates, who were
officially the followers of the tradition of Practical Zionism, does not mean their
actions were in accord with Practical Zionist ideas: independence was declared
outside the mold of Practical Zionism. It was established reluctantly, since, to
repeat, Practical Zionist theory is opposed to all political initiative. Why was
independence declared nonetheless? Perhaps the leadership was afraid that
pressures in favor of independence would bring about a schism in the Zionist
Movement and the diminution of control which existing Zionist organizations
exercised over the Jewish settlement in Palestine. This criticism is
unsatisfactory, since one can answer it with the claim that as long as the
leadership acted reluctantly, it acted in accord with the spirit of Practical
Zionism, which did not so much oppose political activity as propose its
postponement as much as possible. Hence, to refute the Practical Zionist view, a
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deeper criticism is required. Such a criticism is available; it is deep and
comprehensive and bears important implications for the future.

The controversy between the Political and the Practical streams in Zionism
cannot be compressed into answers to questions of the form, was this or that
political move or practical move correct? For there was, and still is, place for
some criticism of any step taken by this or that stream, and the criticism can be
both internal and external.

Supporters of the Political stream might admit that every political move that
Herzl ever undertook was mistaken and, nevertheless, side with the Political
stream, rejecting the Practical stream, whose program was to create the social
and economic infrastructure first and wait for the political superstructure to
develop later. It is not always possible to indicate a practical difference between
the Political stream and the Practical stream in a specific case in which both
sides would agree to endorse or reject this or that decision of a foreign
government or of the League of Nations. The political move to endorse or reject
other parties’ political decisions may be an active response or a part of an active
response — that is to say, it may be a part of a political initiative. But it may also
be a merely passive response of the leadership of a community that caters to its
own social and economic needs alone. It follows, thus, that to a large extent the
difference between the Political stream and the Practical stream is a general and
basic difference that may be reflected in this or that detail, yet is not the sum
total of these details, but is their general background.

In the historical case before us, it is easy to see what the general difference
was, since it was a difference concerning the most general aims. The Political
stream accepted as a short-term goal (or medium-term goal, at most), the
solution of a burning political problem: the problem of the sufferings of the
Jews. Herzl saw the problem in one way; Jabotinsky in another (because the
suffering of East European Jews increased intolerably in the period between the
two World Wars), but for both the problem and the solution was a matter of a
massive public, of the purchasing of the territory for a state (Herzl) or the
establishment of independence (Jabotinsky). Both assumed that immediate
action on a large scale was needed. Even if the goal was not practical, the tools
required for its implementation (if it could be implemented) are political, and
one who aims at it, has to do so by the use of existing political tools: cooperation
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with governments of existing states which are established and strong and
which, due to the justification of the goal or the recognition of a shared interest,
could and would agree to harness their efforts to complete the urgent task. Not
so with the Practical stream. Its leaders rejected the proposals of Political
Zionism as impracticable. They also judged these proposals dangerous and the
danger as expressed in the very earliest steps. They argued that it was, therefore,
reckless even to try them. In addition, the Practical stream saw political
independence as a long-term goal, not a short-term one, and even opposed the
use of the term “state” in the statement of the Zionist Movement’s goals. This
was so until the year 1942! (This was Jabotinsky’s reason for his split from the
Zionist Movement.) The Practical stream therefore opposed the proposal of
mass migration made by the Political stream. The Practical stream reasoned that
the only urgent political step was the immediate striking off from the agenda, as
soon as possible, the very proposals of the Political stream.

In addition, the leaders of the Practical stream agreed that there was no
sense in rushing into a daring attempt to solve the problem of the suffering of
the Jews. The reason was despair from the very start: it did not look to the
leaders of the Practical stream that they could succeed in easing the sufferings of
the Jews significantly with realistic means within a short period of time. This
despair of all massive emergency activity explains why the Zionist leaders were
not ready when the first news concerning the mass destruction of the Jews of
Europe leaked to Palestine and to the countries of the Allies; their immediate
response (through panic) was to try to black out the information. In this
manner, the whole conceptual system of Practical Zionism collapsed altogether.

From the start, the Practical stream’s goal was to found an exemplary, ideal,
Jewish society that would live in a suitable way in ideal social conditions (19). It
therefore opposed the idea of the Political stream of mass migration (from
Eastern Europe). In particular, because the settlement of the land was an act for
which the Practical Zionists waved their flags, and because the settlement of the
land generally meant agriculture, and since most of agriculture belonged to the
settlement movement of the Trade Union Movement, the Practical Zionists took
on a socialist color and gave the whole Jewish settlement in Palestine the
character of an agricultural — usually Kibbutz or Cooperative — settlement, as
well as of a proud, productive workers’ society.
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One hardly needs to say that this picture has no root in reality. Moreover, I
report that the influence of this picture on the youth of the Palestinian
settlement was harmful: most of the youth movements preached that young
people who did not leave town and join some agricultural settlement betrayed
the high ideals of Zionism (of Practical Zionism, of course) — this, despite the
fact that the majority of urban youths remained in town. The repeated failure of
the education within the youth movements therefore caused defective self-
images among its alumni. It is clear that the leadership was (and still is)
irresponsible and lacking in concern for the interests of urban youths; its only
interest was (and still is) to mobilize as large a number of young urban
volunteers as possible for agricultural pioneering activity (or other activity, as
the leaders found fit).

Practical Zionism has no exclusive claim on the declaration of independence
or the flow of mass immigration that this declaration made possible. For
independence was achieved not under the pressure of the accomplished facts
caused by the Practical Zionist Movement, but under the pressure of the
political facts of the post-World War II period; the flow of mass immigration
resulted from the failure of Practical Zionism to deal with the sufferings of the
Jews of Europe — which the Zionist leadership had ventured to cover up. (I will
discuss at length both these details further on.) Here, the point is a criticism of
the Practical Zionist idea, that it is politically best to create accomplished facts.
It is dubious philosophically, as it is based on contradictions and confusions
characteristic of the nineteenth-century European Chauvinist philosophy that
was popular at the time Zionist thought was developed.

Nevertheless, it is proper to ask, how much did the Practical Zionist stream
contribute to Israel’s independence through social and economic
accomplishments? The presence of Jewish settlement in Palestine no doubt
contributed to the establishment of Israel as an independent state, and the
contribution of the followers of the Practical Zionist stream was a major part of
this process. But this is not the place for a full assessment of the contribution of
the Practical Zionist stream to the independence of Israel.

A short while after the Balfour Declaration, Britain received mandates over
both Iraq and Palestine. Britain might have surrendered the mandate over
Palestine when it surrendered the mandate over Iraq, had Political Zionism been
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stronger and more resourceful and had it been able to direct a wave of mass
immigration of, say, tens of thousands of Jews within a few years.

This detalil is intentionally and systematically clouded in all books on the
history of the Zionist settlement, because their authors assume as a matter of
course that mass migration was both impossible and undesirable. Perhaps this
is true, but what political consequences follow from this assumption as to the
political initiative? It is hardly credible that no initiative could yield any result
under any conditions.

This is a general political question. The general obvious political answer that
is naturally required is that it is irresponsible to give up general public
obligation and political initiative — doing so means the lack of responsibility on
the part of a political leadership. This seems significant also in the contexts of
the possibility of rescuing the Jews of Europe, the declaration of independence
to that end, and in the debate about the future, in the practical matter of the
running of the state today, which is, naturally, more important. The present
discussion concerning the events that led up to independence, therefore, is only
secondary, and was raised here, because those who still advocate the neglect of
political initiative prove the value of their recommendation by claiming that the
absence of political initiative brought about independence and the mass
migration that followed it. The truth is the opposite: independence came about
despite the lack of initiative, and the mass migration happened in complete
opposition to every political plan of the Zionist leadership, which permitted it
only in an attempt to cover up its criminal irresponsibility during World War II,
at the time of the destruction of the Jews of Europe (20).

What is left to be done now is to combine the idea of the public
responsibility of a political leadership, which is the duty of the leadership to
undertake political initiatives, with the idea of the normalization of Israel,
which is the guiding idea of this present book. These two ideas can be combined
on diverse planes, as will be shown later in this book. But the present part of this
book, being theoretical and historical, will conclude with the intellectual and
historical combination of these two ideas — the idea of public responsibility and
political initiative and of the normalization of Israel.

Hidden behind the present continuing confusion in Israel between the
congregational and the political, is more than a mere desire to pay a compliment
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to the congregational, Practical Zionist stream for having established the State
of Israel. This confusion is central in Israeli political life, since it obscures the
difference between congregation and nation, and thus perpetuates the myth of
the uniqueness of Judaism as a nation-faith. This myth means that the State of
Israel is the state of all the Jews, of both the Jews who belong to diverse nations
and live in their congregations, and the Jews who are members of the Israeli
nation that is not recognized — the nation which the myth presents as another
Jewish congregation and no more. The confusion between the congregational
and the political is thus a confusion between congregation and nation. This is
the myth of the uniqueness of Israel — the myth that says, Israel is not and
cannot be a normal state. The opposite of this confusion, the clarification of the
difference between congregation and nation, is but the first step in the thesis
that normalization is preferable, in the recommendation that Israel should
become a Western-style liberal nation-state for all intents and purposes, on the
basis of the distinction between nationality and religion, and the separation of
state and religious authorities. Only then will the state be the political
instrument of the nation, and the religious organization will be the communal
instrument of the religious community.

In conclusion, the declaration of the independence of Israel came not by way
of application of the idea of Practical Zionism. On the contrary, despite Israel’s
independence, the Zionist Movement was not updated, and the Practical Zionist
stream has not declined and so Israeli governments still refuse to recognize the
existence of its nation. They cannot view the state as a means for taking political
initiative, as a tool in the service of the nation that lives within its borders.

* None of what was said thus far should obscure the significant fact that the
Political Zionist stream failed as well, since the plan for a mass migration as a
solution to the sufferings of Jews has failed. The mass migration that began after
World War II as the result of the terrible catastrophe, and expanded after Israel’s
Independence, deviated from all that happened before the catastrophe, since it
deviated from anything that could be imagined then: it was a wave of mass
migration under conditions previously considered by neither the Political nor
the Practical stream of Zionism. The catastrophe also altered Western public
opinion about the Jewish settlement in Palestine. Israel displays no awareness
of the fact that it initially had no hope of survival but for the recognition it was
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accorded by the international community, and that this recognition was born
from the catastrophe, in a kind of effort by the international community to atone
for the indifference of the Allies at a time when rescue effort was still possible.
But the Jewish leadership in the Allied countries (Zionist as well as non-
Zionist) was also indifferent, and to date there is no readiness to recognize that
fact. Israel emphasizes every year, and rightly so, the heroic struggle of a
miserable handful of Jews against a tremendous enemy in the Warsaw Ghetto
Uprising, though the situation was dreadfully desperate, but as to the
helplessness of the Jewish leadership in the Allied countries, it is said
shamelessly that in organizing some feeble escape efforts (mostly against direct
orders) (20a) all that could be done was done, and that, in particular, on the
political level, there was no room for any activity, since anyway the situation
was desperate. The absurdity of this is evident. The indifference and confusion
prevented efforts that certainly were more practical than the armed uprising in
occupied Europe. This denial, by the leadership and its historians alike, is
nothing short of cowardice.

* Whatever the causes of the failure, it is not confined to World War II:
attempts at rescue were made by the Zionist Movement from the start, yet they
were failures (20b). The little comfort, the survival of the few who did survive to
participate in the mass migration and lived to witness Israel’s independence,
can only partly be considered a success of the Zionist Movement — a success in
that it constituted a precedent of sorts, one that was followed by those who
showed goodwill after the War (though not exactly by means of Zionist
initiative).

= All this is said from a practical perspective. From the political perspective
the details of the developments after World War II appear quite different:
hostility — from the Jewish leadership in general and from the (Practical)
Zionist leadership in particular — contributed much to the failure of the efforts
made during the War to create political changes that would lead to rescue. A
political effort of this kind was made in the United States of America by an
organization that mobilized efforts for rescue and for national liberation. It was
a small, unknown organization (now forgotten), that brought the Jewish
problem to public attention and awareness. Thus it paved the way to the
readiness of the Jewish leadership in Palestine to declare the independence of
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Israel as well as the readiness of the international community towards
recognition. Of course, Israel’s independence created a new venue for the
expression of the goodwill, which was too little and came too late. This
expression was also vital for the survival of the young besieged state. I will
discuss the organization that prepared the political background to this process
in the next Part of this book; let me mention now that the declaration of Israel’s
independence is a pointed example of a political act that brings about much
more rescue than the physical act of independent efforts to rescue performed
with no help, especially of a weak people. This example explains why, despite
the almost complete failure of the Zionist Movement — of the Practical and the
Political streams — the stand of the Political stream seems to me more practical
than that of the Practical stream in it, even though, of course, the few who were
rescued were rescued as the result of the combined efforts of both contending
streams, the import of whose contribution to the rescue should be recognized
despite the failure of the rescue efforts. This contribution is obscured by the
permanent and bitter quarrel between the two streams, which is no cause for
national pride. Particularly regrettable is the sabotage that the Practical stream
organized against the Political stream. This sabotage will be discussed in Part
Two of this book.

» From the practical viewpoint, the most important detail in the whole
painful and miserable affair of this sabotage is, to date, the damage that is
caused by the aspersions, still cast in the rare moments when mention is made
of this small organization that attempted rescue by political means. Those who
cast the aspersions charge that it never attempted anything on the practical
level. Even were the factual part of this charge true (and it is definitely false), it
clearly conveys the view, that even today, practical actions (in the style of
Practical Zionism) are preferable to political actions. This is why those who
view themselves the followers of Practical Zionism have praised the activities of
settlement in Judea, Samaria and the Gaza Strip by chauvinist groups that brag
about their preference for settlement over respect for Israeli law. The support
that their illegal activities gain from the diverse governments of Israel sanctifies
the political helplessness of Israeli governments to date. The total victory of the
Practical Zionist stream over the Political one is well expressed in the conduct of
the Israeli governments that take pride in their ancestry in Political Zionism,
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while having fully adopted the ideology of Practical Zionism, despite the fact
that Israel’s independence greatly facilitates efficient political activity without
employing modes of action that are doubtful and illegal if not also harmful. The
practically important matter is not which stream has contributed more to
Israel’s independence, since both have contributed (even though their joint
contribution was marginal), but that the Practical ideology should not be used
to justify the ongoing lack of initiative on the part of all of Israel’s
governments.



Choptr 10 TFaith, ‘Nationality
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his book was written under the shadow of depression and despair that is
Tspreading in Israel, whose situation seems to many of its inhabitants to be
deteriorating. This deterioration is both internal and external; it and its causes
will be discussed later. Here it will be noted briefly that, internally, the
conceptual confusion accepted by the broad public in Israel and the lack of
courage to clarify existing positions here, is causing its independence to
deteriorate from sovereignty to congregational autonomy and to clericalism. It
is disastrous that the want of understanding of the causes of the deterioration
imposes inaction on those who wish to act, and this intensifies the despair and
the deterioration. The external cause of the deterioration rests on the
expectation of the nations of the world that Israel should be a nation-state in the
normal Western mold. A generation passed before the situation was clarified
sufficiently and the world began to understand and accept that Israel is not a
nation like other modern nations, and is still not ready to become one. In
concluding this, first part of this book, normalization will be explained again as
Hillel Kook proposed it even before the Declaration of Independence of Israel
and why it is still significant.

In a normal modern situation, in a liberal society within the framework of
the nation-state, what is important is not only the separation of the state and
the religious institutions, but also the distinction between nation and state,
which requires separation between nationality and faith, or between nation and
congregation. It is easy to distinguish nation from state, since the state, but not
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the nation, is legally definable in a precise and detailed fashion. Moreover, the
state is an instrument — and in the modern period, the enlightened state is an
instrument in the service of the nation. Furthermore, citizenship is a well-
defined characteristic, but in modern liberal society it represents a relation to
both the state and the nation. That is to say, by their very citizenship, normal
citizens of a state have the duty to obey its laws and the right to its services;
moreover, this citizenship is the citizens’ nationality, namely, their belonging to
the nation to which the state belongs. Options exist other then the normal, such
as a bi-national state; alternatively, it is possible to declare some citizens a
national minority.

+ The gist of the difference between a nation-state that incorporates a
national minority and a bi-national state is in the blatant discrimination against
the national minority. (Indeed, at times the very word “minority” carries the
connotation of discrimination, especially when the minority is not numerical.)
This discrimination can be attenuated by the institution of autonomy for the
minority. Confusion should be avoided here, since the autonomy for national
minorities differs from that for other kinds of minorities — ethnic, cultural or
linguistic. A minority is possible, which belongs to the nation without suffering
political discrimination. A national minority always suffers discrimination,
since it is deprived of political channels. It suffers less discrimination if it is
autonomous, and still less if the state is bi-national. It is not clear, whether a
bi-national state without discrimination is possible. Nevertheless, if the option
of a nation-state is discarded, then the next best option, surely, is a bi-national
state. *

In normal situations, as in the United States, there are ethnic, religious and
other minorities, but not national minorities. From the viewpoint of both nation
and constitution, all citizens are equal. Admittedly, the normal situation is
somewhat unclear: originating from one national society and settling down in
another, one usually finds it easier to change citizenship than national identity.
For, the process of change of citizenship is a clearer and sharper step, than the
change of national identity. This is why a national state is unable to absorb a
large number of immigrants without changing its national character. Therefore,
even liberal countries usually limit immigration. This is in obvious
inconsistency with the liberal principle of freedom of migration, but is practiced
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from lack of choice and in the need to maintain the national character of a
society that demands of its state that it limit the freedom of migration.

Here an abnormal or unclear aspect appears, even in normal liberal
countries: in principle they side with total freedom of migration, but in practice
they limit this freedom. It is customary to hide this behind economic excuses,
but when these do not obtain, one has to speak the truth and address the
question of national identity. French law states this clearly. But the very concept
of national identity, according to liberal political philosophy, is not clear at all;
and classical liberal political philosophy makes no room for it at all.

The situation descussed here is clearly described in chapter 4 of the book
Moral Man and Immoral Society (21), by the famous theologian Reinhold
Niebubhr:

“Nations are territorial societies, the cohesive power of which is
supplied by the sentiment of nationality and the authority of the state. The
fact that the states frequently incorporate several nationalities indicates
that the authority of government is the ultimate force of national
cohesion. The fact that the state and nation are roughly synonymous
proves that without the sentiment of nationality with its common
language and traditions, the authority of government is usually unable to
maintain national unity. The unity of Scotland and England within a
single British state and the failure to maintain the same unity between
England and Ireland, suggests both the possibilities and the limitations of
transcending nationality in the formation of states.”

The purpose of Niebuhr’s chapter where this passage appears is to explain that
the duty of politicians to consider the interest and opinions of their people
forces them to yield to the selfishness of their nation and that preaching against
this selfishness is pointless.

Improving the moral attitude of a state is possible, though its selfishness
cannot be entirely abolished. This can be achieved by the improvement of the
understanding of citizens that international achievements may bring a general
national advantage. And this, of course, is a most significant detail. So much for
Reinhold Niebuhr.
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Niebuhr’s observations do not obtain in Israel the way they do in the normal
nations of the world. His starting-point is the normal assumption that the duty
of the state is to cater to the welfare and peace of its nation. The lack of normalcy
in Israel is precisely in the state’s total neglect of the national interest. Israel
views itself not as the state of the Israeli nation, but as the state of the Jewish
faith-nation, which is scattered among the nations. Almost unanimously, the
Israeli public accepts this view without hesitation. It is, therefore, not the top
priority of the State of Israel to cater to the welfare and the peace of the Israeli
nation, which it does not recognize, and catering to the welfare and peace of the
nation is a secondary concern. This does not mean that Israel is less selfish than
other states. And so the Israeli experience supports Niebuhr’s assertion that the
improvement of a state’s morality requires the improvement of the
understanding of its citizens, not efforts to reduce its selfishness: the
indifference of rulers to the welfare of members of their nations only raises the
level of their own selfishness — here as in other countries.

Israel is not ready to accept the principle of the separation of nation and
congregation as its citizens are not willing to give up the support of Jews of other
nations: out of conceptual confusion and for selfish reasons they suppose that
this support is conditioned on the identification of members of the Jewish faith
with the Israeli nation. This explains why in Israel both observant and non-
observant Jews side with this refusal. Non-observant Israeli Jews who want
Israel to be more liberal — to exercise less government interference in matters
of religion and conscience of its citizens — still prefer, for alleged reasons of
national selfishness, to avoid the separation of nationality from religion, so as to
fuse the nationality of French, American and other Jews with their own,
whether they observe religious practices or not, and this because of a certain
conservatism and clinging to a confused past. This refusal constitutes a means
of pressure that Israelis exert or try to exert on Jews from Western countries in
their demand that they offer Israel political and financial aid. But in principle
these Jews can exert the same means of pressure on Israel if and when its
policies will appear to them as opposed to their own interest as Jews of Western
nations.

If and when Western Jews will consider the very existence of the State of
Israel inimical to their own interests, then they will possibly exert pressure on it
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with the intent to dismantle it. Dr. Nahum Goldmann, the founder and first
President of the World Jewish Congress and sometime President of the World
Zionist Congress, repeatedly demanded that Israel should be not a normal state
but an autonomous unit protected by the United Nations under a guarantee of
Western nations.

A similar criticism was expressed by the French philosopher and sociologist
Georges Friedmann in his best-selling book The End of the Jewish People? (first
published in 1965; English translation, 1967). Its first chapter, which studies
theocracy and notes the abnormal status of Rabbinical law in Israel, which it
explains by reference to both the lack of readiness of the Israeli government to
open a conflict over religion for fear it would cause a schism between Israeli and
American Jews, and the government’s (vain) hope that in time religious leaders
will lessen their demands. In the chapter on the distinction between affiliation
to the Jewish religion and to the Israeli nation, Friedmann raises again the
question of the abnormalcy of the situation, and points to the confusion that
born Israelis suffer concerning their national identity, which he (rightly) deems
abnormal. A particular cause of the confusion is the government’s attempt to
raise Jewish religious consciousness rather then Israeli national consciousness,
as would be fitting in a normal situation. The upshot of this confusion, which he
finds very strange, is the lack of clear distinctions between religion, nationality,
and state. As a result, the Jewish religion (whose mission, as he understands it,
is to bring peace to the world) changes into a state that has a powerful armed
force. Consequently, understanding between Western Jews and born Israelis, he
concludes, is impossible. He blames the Zionist leadership, especially Dr.
Nahum Goldmann, for the aggravation of the confusion. David Ben-Gurion’s
demand that all the Jews of the world migrate to Israel (which, Friedmann
gathers, will not be accepted; he also notes that migration from Israel to the
United States is bigger than migration in the opposite direction) means, that the
Jews of the United States face pressure to give up their Jewish identity
altogether, especially since the Jewish identity of non-observant Jews outside
Israel is doubtful and because assimilation to their local culture becomes
increasingly the outcome of their way of life. Friedmann, himself Jewish, though
not observant, and a French national, ends his book expressing profound
concern.
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This supports the opinion that recognition of the Israeli nation and a
distinction between a nation and its state are needed in order to separate state
and religious institutions — without denying, of course, that the religion
governing the sons and daughters of Israel is Judaism, and without denying, of
course, that this same Jewish religion governs also congregations of sons and
daughters of other nations.

The Zionist contempt for Germans of the Mosaic faith of the last century,
which contempt Israeli youths have imbibed with their mother’s milk in the
Zionist movement, was shockingly justified by the destruction of European
Jewry in this century. Israeli youths learn that the conclusion from this is that
the American Jews should be wise and see that in their country too what awaits
them is hatred and destruction, unless they migrate to Israel. This is the New
Zionist Myth that will be taken up in detail in Chapter One of Part Three below.
Here it should be noted only, that this claim implies that there is an objectively
joint interest between Israel and Jew-haters in the western world. This claim
also implies that there are objective conflicts of interests between Western Jews
and the State of Israel. Hence, the more Western Jews understand the situation
and the meaning of this claim, the more likely they are to turn hostile to the
State of Israel. And the more Western governments understand the abnormalcy
of Israel, the more likely they will be to be forced to the undesirable position by
which they should solve the problems of the Middle East without taking into
account the Israeli national interest. This will be dangerous, particularly at any
point when the conflict sharpens, and the interest of the Western nations in
peace in our region is on the increase. Of course, if the political structure of
Israel will undergo changes, then a radical, even rapid, improvement will be
possible.

This ends the general discussion on the topic of this book, which has offered
a theoretical background to the problem of the Israeli national identity. This
discussion, it should be noted, was placed against the general background of the
liberal world-view and focused on the problem of national identity in general
and of Israeli national identity in particular. Little has been said on the problem
from a non-liberal viewpoint, and little has been said about other problems from
a liberal viewpoint.



PART TWO

A Natienal
Tragedy



ccording to Hillel Kook, the Israeli nation exists, but is unrecognized and
Aeven unawares. That is to say, the existence of the nation is not
accompanied by the ordinary degree of national awareness. Every claim of this
kind concerns an intermediary stage, an unfinished process. Such a mode of
speech, it was explained in the first part of this book, is not conventional and
hence not understood. For, according to received theories, a nation is an
accomplished fact, or else it does not exist. It is no accident that despite the
great simplicity of Kook’s idea of normalization, so many find it difficult to
understand and see it as the revolutionary innovation that it is.

At the beginning of his political career, Hillel Kook was a young Zionist who
accepted the existence of the Jewish nation in the traditional manner, as a
self-evident accomplished fact. Thus he considered the Irgun National Military
Organization, to which he belonged, a national liberation movement. When he
served as the head of a delegation of that organization in the United States, he
came across Western liberalism and began to see its decisive influence on the
way of life of American Jews. This raised problems for him. In his desire to
tackle and solve the problems that this philosophy presented, he found the need
to develop a liberal-nationalist point of view for himself. With the help of the
members of his delegation, he developed opinions that found expression in
their public activities.

All this was almost unknown in Palestine. The political movement founded
by Kook in the Western liberal mode was developed across the ocean, at a time
when there was no communication between Kook’s delegation and the mother
Irgun National Military organization after the demise of its commander, David
Raziel, early in World War II, and the events that unfolded with a staggering
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speed because of the war and the mass murder of European Jews. At that time
great changes occurred in the Irgun National Military Organization; for a time it
almost ceased to exist. Later it reorganized, and Menachem Begin became its
commander.

The Irgun National Military Organization published declarations in the
names of the Hebrew nation, including the declaration of the need to proclaim
political independence and to establish a temporary government. But the
revolutionary ideas behind these declarations were not made public, much less
explained. The declaration, therefore, remained unclear to the Palestinian
Jewish public. The Irgun National Military Organization’s command
maintained a political position not rooted in a liberal nationalist position. To the
extent that it had any philosophical background at all, it was that of the
nationalist movements of Eastern Europe in the late nineteenth century.

The background to these movements, as explained in Part One of this book,
at best was not systematically identified with liberalism, and at worst it was
intentionally identified with the Reactionary Romantic anti-liberal movement.
The official Zionist leadership, it is generally admitted, portrayed the Irgun
National Military Organization to the Jewish population of Palestine as a part of
the Revisionist Zionist movement, which itself was portrayed as Reactionary. I
cannot say much about this Reactionary political movement and its connection
with the Irgun National Military Organization, nor about the political
philosophy of these two movements. I was not among their sympathizers,
mainly because I deemed the positions of the Revisionist Zionist Movement, the
New Zionist Movement, which I met in my youth, in its youth movement
(Betar), anti-liberal and anti-rationalist.

I will not express an opinion as to the connection between the Irgun and the
New Zionists, except for what is well known and uncontroversial, since Hillel
Kook distinguishes both between the New Zionist Movement, the Revisionist
Movement, and the Irgun National Military Organization, as well as between
that Organization and its delegation abroad.

A part of the Irgun National Military Organization split off during its lowest
ebb and formed a separate group that became known as the Fighters for the
Freedom of Israel. During the period following the Declaration of
Independence, the new organization exhibited tendencies that were considered
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left-wing. But during the splitting the Freedom Fighters’ commander, Abraham
(Yair) Stern (the organization was known also as the Stern Gang), sought help
from the enemies of Great Britain (the oppressive enemy). As is well known, the
enemies of Great Britain were Nazis and Fascists. This fact strengthened the
growing impression (at least among the adolescents) that the Irgun National
Military Organization was a body advocating an utterly untenable social and
political philosophy. Contributing to the confusion was the fact that the two
organizations were presented as having the same political position. (This book
offers no discussion of the Fighters for the Freedom of Israel. Even discussion of
the Irgun National Military Organization will be limited to details that should
help understand the background to Kook’s political activity.)

Despite my wish to remain outside the picture presented in this Part, I will
add some autobiographical details from that period, which was the period of my
adolescence, not as an autobiographical chapter but as evidence of the activities
and confusion perpetrated intentionally in Palestine by the official Zionist
leadership under the guise of secrecy. The most important detail clearly
remembered because of its oppressive character, was the clandestine,
underground character of the political processes in the Jewish settlement in
Palestine. British censorship and internal national censorship caused deep
public ignorance of the political situation. Public political debate had the quality
of gossip and of conspiracy. This has caused great damage — persisting to this
very day: in Israel, the demarcation remains vague between gossip and
conspiracy on the one hand and open and sovereign democratic politics on the
other. This vagueness is masked by the claim that it serves some unspecified
urgent security needs of the state, even though any critical observer can see
through this. The gossipy-conspiratorial atmosphere clouded information on
two vital fronts: the inter-relations of the different Hebrew underground
movements, and the mass destruction of European Jewry.

Even those who possessed a very strong interest in all political affairs in the
region remained ignorant and confused. As to the relations between the
underground movements, in my youth I heard repeatedly from diverse sources
that during a certain period, called “the [hunting] Season” members of the
Haganah Organization (the official Zionist defense movement) tortured
members of the Irgun National Military Organization and the Fighters for the
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Freedom of Israel and even delivered some of them into the hands of the British
police and army. I also heard that there was a period of joint or coordinated
activity of the three underground movements. These joint activities became
known as “the Resistance Movement”: the term designated the three
organizations together. Everything else was confused and vague.

The Hebrew public did not know and did not understand the two extreme
positions, of hostility and of cooperation, nor the transitions between them.
Some historians who study the subject-matter conceal this important public
fact. They conceal the even more important fact, that the Zionist leadership kept
from the Hebrew public, as much as they could, all information about the mass
destruction of European Jewry. The Hebrew settlement in Palestine was fed
horrible rumors, about which it received no official responses, thus not knowing
how to respond. Personally, I had only a vague awareness of the phenomenon of
the mass destruction of the Jews until after the end of the war, when the Hebrew
settlement in Palestine was supplied with clear and shocking factual
information by the Western mass media. The Jewish and the Zionist media
establishment did not supply this information. Even when I had heard, before
the end of the war, a public speech by a national leader of the first order, in which
he spoke about the relation between the German and the Jewish peoples, I
received from it a very harsh picture. That picture bore not the slightest
resemblance to the shocking truth. His speech caused such a strong depressive
impression that I remember whole sentences from it to this day. Yet the speech
does not do him honor: though it was a bitter lament, it expressed his
helplessness and meant more to cover up than to reveal.

Hillel Kook is older than me by only one decade or so, but he and his
colleagues were then, or saw themselves then, as representatives of the Hebrew
national liberation movement during a period of apocalyptic crises. The
commander of the Irgun National Military Organization, Vladimir Jabotinsky,
described to him the situation of the delegation as that of a unit detached from
its mother unit that was then dividing and disintegrating.

Awareness of this brought him to behave like a political leader of the first
rank, functioning as the head of a delegation of a military organization, even
though the organization itself survived in name only, a name that was used in
Palestine by the Revisionist Movement. This book will relate only marginally to
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the development of the Irgun National Military Organization and will deal very
briefly with the development of its delegation to the United States into an
independent and innovative ideological movement, the Bergson Group, which,
though minute and detached from the motherland, took to itself the honorific
title of the Hebrew National Liberation Movement (21a).



e 1 T The ‘National ‘Military
Orgamization

his chapter is a brief biographical chapter describing the activities of Kook

from the day he joined the Haganah Defense Organization as an adolescent
to the foundation of the Committee for a Jewish Army in the United States. Its
purpose is neither biographical nor historical. Its purpose is to present Kook as a
public delegate; Hillel Kook the individual appears in this book only marginally
and even then only in a public context.

The Haganah Defense Organization in Jerusalem was split in 1931, by those
who opposed the control of the Labor Party over it. Kook joined the splinter
group founded and commanded by Abraham Tehomi, a group that became
known as the National Military Organization — as it already called itself in
duplicated leaflets distributed in 1932. A series of terrorist attacks on Jewish
civilians began in 1936, known in Hebrew by the odd diminutive name of “The
Events of 1936-1939” and in Arabic by the pretentious name of “The Great
Arabic Rebellion”. The official response of the Zionist organizations was known
as “The Policy of Self-Restraint”. The Jewish public in Palestine became restless.
The National Military Organization was pressured to undertake reprisals.

As a result, the National Military Organization split in 1937 and most of its
members (headed by Tehomi) returned to the Haganah Defense Organization.
Very few remained in the National Military Organization, mostly young
members and commanders. Thus Kook found himself a member of the general
headquarters of the organization, as the finance officer or treasurer. He left his
studies at the university and within a short time went to Europe on a mission.
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The Irgun National Military Organization under the command of Tehomi
appointed to the position of supreme command Vladimir Jabotinsky, who had
been the founder of the Jewish units in the British forces during World War I and
the founder of the Haganah Defense Organization in Jerusalem immediately
afterwards. Though the command was personal, it strengthened the public
identification of the Irgun National Military Organization with the political
party of Vladimir Jabotinsky, the New Zionist Movement or the Revisionist
Party, and particularly with its youth movement (Betar). This confusion
discomforted both sides. The public was under the impression, one that is still
present, that these two bodies were parts of one body, one part being political
and legal and the other military and underground. Hillel Kook still insists on
denying this and Vladimir Jabotinsky too insisted on denying it.

At the end of 1937 Kook was sent to Europe to meet Vladimir Jabotinsky to
deal with organizational and financial matters. He was appointed the liaison
officer between the National Military Organization and its commander and
began organizing support for the aims of the organization. The chief activity of
the Organization in Europe at that time was arranging the illegal transfer of
Jews to Palestine. About 20,000 people managed to migrate illegally to Palestine
between 1937 and the beginning of 1940. This activity was performed in
cooperation with the youth movement Betar of the New Zionist Movement.
Official Zionist reaction to illegal migration was negative, of course: the official
institutions of the Zionist movement considered cooperation with the British
authorities vital and so they condemned every illegal activity. The Zionist
leadership opposed illegal immigration in particular, because they considered
this a harmful disruption of selective legal migration.

With the outbreak of World War 11, the new commander of the Organization,
David Raziel, accepted Vladimir Jabotinsky’s opinion that the supreme national
goal was the defeat of the common Nazi enemy. This priority brought about a
reversal of the Organization’s position towards the British authorities, and even
to military cooperation with them. Many of the Organization’s commanders
were released from jail after the Organization published a declaration in the
spirit of military cooperation. David Raziel, its commander, died at the
beginning of 1941 on a mission organized by the British forces. Subsequently,
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the Organization ceased its activities and remained an organization in name
only. The Revisionist Movement exploited this (21a).

Jabotinsky himself went to the United States to organize a campaign for a
Jewish army and Hillel Kook accompanied him.

Before the outbreak of the War, the National Military Organization had
delegations in Europe and in the United States. After the outbreak of the War a
few of its representatives in Europe were sent to the United States. When Kook
arrived there, he met, in addition to the first representative, Isaac Ben-Ami, Arie
Ben-Eliezer, Shmuel Merlin, and Dr. Alexander Rafaeli. He accepted the
leadership of the delegation at once. Jabotinsky’s tour in which he campaigned
for a Jewish army was abruptly terminated by his sudden death from a heart
attack in 1940. Kook and his colleagues decided to continue the activity that
Jabotinsky began and founded a Committee for a Jewish Army. Their activity
developed and branched out, and they became known in the United States by
the name of the Bergson Group, since, as the authorities in Palestine sought
Kook, he adopted the alias Peter Bergson. Later on, the Bergson Group was
joined by other activists from the Revisionist leadership who had earlier joined
Vladimir Jabotinsky, including Aharon Kopilovicz and Michael Barchin, and
later on Aeri Jabotinsky, Vladimir Jabotinsky’s son.

Nevertheless, when the Bergson Group was soon attacked by the Zionist
and Jewish establishment, the Revisionist leaders actively participated in the
attacks (see p. 195). The Bergson Group continued to be active until the
Independence of Israel was declared in May 1948. To repeat, this is not the
history of the Bergson Group, nor is it a biography of Kook, whose activities are
mentioned here only to the extent that this helps understand his contribution to
the struggle for the rights of the Hebrew nation.



Choplr 12 Thie Bergsen Greup

am not the right person to tell the story of either the delegation of the
National Military Organization in the United States, the development of the
Bergson Group, or the activities that branched out from it during World War II
and immediately afterward. I do not belong to the tradition from which all this
developed, nor to any nationalist tradition for that matter. As a philosopher I do
not like pictures drawn with strong colors and deeds and actions performed in
the limelight. I find it difficult to talk without introducing general and specific
qualifications and considerations from diverse viewpoints. Were this a history
book, I would happily describe in detail the activities of each member of the
delegation (altogether less than ten), particularly the activities of Peter Bergson.
The major contribution of researchers, be they historians or philosophers, is the
frameworks which they create to suit their topics. Critical writing demands the
presentation of competing frameworks to permit the observation of the same
facts from different perspectives. Even though various viewpoints warrant
mention, in the present case, my own basic feeling from my own viewpoint, is
that there must be a radical change in the accepted attitude towards the Bergson
affair. Otherwise it will be forgotten within a generation and will remain
forgotten until a future historian will find it in a dusty archive, at which time the
discovery will have a purely historical value. Of course, it is no disaster if a
historical affair is forgotten, except that, as long as it is not forgotten, it may
prove of interest and of use, as it may explain to readers why the Bergson Group
found it necessary to distinguish between a national and a religious being, that
until then had been the same entity, designated with the same label, namely,
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“the Jews”, or “the Jewish people.” This fact about the Bergson Group is still
significant (22a).

Naturally, every story has different meanings when placed in different
frameworks and seen from different viewpoints. So it is with the Bergson affair.
First, there is the viewpoint of the official Jewish organizations, Zionist and
non-Zionist. The hostility of these organizations to Peter Bergson and his group
is no cause for a return of hostility, and certainly no target for the hostility of a
philosopher, who prefers the attitude of wonderment over hostility. The
question is, why did they see in him a dangerous enemy? Why did they invest so
much energy in denouncing him in public with such harsh words? Second, there
is the viewpoint of the American political public, particularly the Congress. The
question is, why were they ready to help him? Third, there is the viewpoint of
those who still remember him, especially Jews. I am no sociologist and I have
not questioned Americans concerning Bergson. By accident, his name was
mentioned in my presence among elderly or middle-aged American Jews (his
name is not mentioned among young people unless as a part of history). Those
who remember his name remember him as part of a legend. For American Jews,
Bergson was the strange person who spoke about the political independence of
the Hebrew nation in real political terms, not in terms of a distant future that
lies beyond the horizon. Since I do not like to tell the story of one who is a
legend, I shall leave the details of his life to an historian or a biographer. I will
discuss here only a few dry facts and present a brief theoretical analysis (22b).

The activities of the Bergson Group focused on five committees (22): the
American Committee for Jewish Palestine, which existed before he came to the
United States, and four committees that were founded on his initiative: the
Committee for the Jewish Army for Stateless and Palestinian Jews; the
Emergency Conference and the Emergency Committee to Rescue the Jewish
People of Europe; the Hebrew Committee for National Liberation (all three
were different bodies for different specific political purposes); and finally, the
American League for Free Palestine. These bodies were responsible for
impressive achievements alongside with political processes that judicious
historians would not overlook. The Committee for the Jewish Army organized a
parallel body in Britain. Its supporters in the British Parliament succeeded in
forwarding the cause of the creation of the Jewish Brigade in the British Army.
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The Committee to Rescue the Jewish People of Europe brought about the
foundation by the United States Administration of a very significant body, the
War Refugee Board. Despite the failure to name this body “the Board for the
Rescue of the Jews” (in accordance with a decision of Congress, which forced
the U.S. President to found the Board), it was an important achievement: the
Board had an important role at the end of the war and immediately afterward.

This is not the place to study the history and significance of that Board, but
let me observe that recently the Board was noticed by the media following
renewed interest in the fate of Raoul Wallenberg, the Swede who saved tens of
thousands of Hungarian Jews and finally was seized by the Soviet Army, leaving
no traces. He had been sent to Hungary by the War Refugee Board. In the
estimate of some historians, the Board saved up to 100,000 Jews — an
important achievement, although it was too little and too late, says Hillel Kook
sadly and without underestimating the value of the few that were saved.

This story is meant not to present Hillel Kook as a partner in the rescue of
Jews but to explain and to offer an example of the central difference between the
direct rescue activities organized and executed by Jewish bodies (usually
underground bodies) and the attempt of the Emergency Committee to Rescue
the Jewish People of Europe to act politically. This Committee did not attempt
to organize direct rescue missions, except in a few most special cases. It
preferred to act politically, in efforts to bring the United States Administration
to adopt the rescue of Jews as one of the aims of the war against Nazi Germany.
The probing question is, why did the American Jewish leadership, especially the
Zionist leadership, declare that Bergson and his associates were not attempting
to rescue Jews and that their attempts to act politically were dangerous and
undesirable? This question is of particular importance to this book, as it
illustrates the vast difference between Practical Zionism, which preferred direct
action, and the political attitude of seeking ways to act politically, to make
political moves that might substantially alter the situation.

How, then, do political historians consider the significant historical facts
concerning the Bergson Group? I do not know. I am no historian, and will not
survey the diverse history books and their claims. Later on I will refer to the
official history of the Irgun National Military Organization (23), a six-volume
book, written by David Niv, which is the most comprehensive and official
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history of the Organization, publicly declared true by Menachem Begin, its last
commander in chief. I will discuss what is said there about the delegation of the
Irgun National Military Organization in the United States and its activities. At
this stage I am content with one general remark of an important historian, who
at least referred (even though briefly) to the Bergson Group, in his book on the '
history of Zionism. I mean the well-known and respected book by Walter
Laqueur (24), which discusses in its penultimate chapter the veil of silence
surrounding the destruction of European Jews that even the governments and
the mass media accepted voluntarily. When he speaks (p. 551), to use his
words, about the bitterness permeating American Jewry on this topic, he quotes
from a speech of the chief Zionist leader, Chaim Weizmann, on March 1, 1943,
in a giant protest meeting in New York, condemning the Allies for their
systematic oversight of the destruction of European Jews. In addition to the
anger of Jews and the indifference of non-Jews, he continues, there was also a
growing anger against Jewish leaders — he names no names — who refused to
talk in public, seemingly for fear that this would throw into doubt their
American patriotism. Laqueur also notes that Peter Bergson excelled as a
propagandist whose public-relations activities almost eclipsed the official
Zionist activities. Nonetheless, he concludes, the results of Bergson’s activities
were minute (p. 553).

This reference of Laqueur to Peter Bergson is odd. For, his primary activity
was political, of course, yet Laqueur presents it as propaganda and public
relations. But Peter Bergson has nothing to be ashamed of, since he is in the
good company of Theodor Herzl, whom Shlomo Avineri described in the same
way (see p. 113). Moreover, no doubt Bergson used propaganda and public
relations much more conspicuously than Herzl, both because of the difference
in time and place and because the only way to create political pressure during
World War II was through dramatic public campaigns, and these required a
much more daring attitude than could be found in the official Zionist
organizations in the United States. Attention should be directed to the
question, where did Bergson acquire the means to devise public relations on
such a broad scale? This question suffices to change the picture painted by
Laqueur. (The same goes for Avineri.) Generally, public-relations officers are
hired by political, economic, or social bodies, whose financial means suffice to
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mobilize the services of the mass media. How, then, did Bergson succeed in
organizing such an impressive public enterprise? It is just as silly to speak about
public enterprise as if it were merely a response to public relations, as it is to
confuse a propaganda office with the body it represents and promotes (be that
body a government or an economic concern). The mass organizations which
Bergson formed were political mass organizations, acting for distinct and well-
defined political purposes: the rescue of European Jews and the independence of
the Hebrew nation in Palestine (24a).

There is no need to explain the assumption that the struggle for political
independence is political action. Nevertheless, this assumption is not
universally endorsed. On the contrary, it is precisely the root of the
disagreement between Practical and Political Zionism (with Spiritual Zionism
wavering between them): the Practical Zionists hoped to achieve independence
by means of social and economic activity with a minimum of political activity,
whereas the Political Zionists acted within the political arena, even without
means. How does one act within the political arena without political means?
One speaks in the name of a non-existent political body as if it existed, in the
hopes of creating it by attracting political allies. The idea of founding a public
body and the initiative for founding it precede the founding itself. (This holds
for virtually every public body, with the notable exceptions, known in the social
sciences as institutions that have emerged, namely, that were not planned in
advance.) This is not to say that economic considerations are not linked with the
development of a political idea and vice versa. But the founding of an army and
the declaration of independence are clearly fundamental acts of independence;
hence the grounding of organizations as steps in that direction is clearly a
political activity as well.

Matters are not so clear concerning the rescue of Jews. This can be an
altogether apolitical activity. It can be a humane activity, a religious activity, etc.
The Jewish communities in the Diaspora, from Talmudic times to the Age of
Reason, were regularly active in the rescue of Jews. These rescue activities were
definitely not political. The most straightforward, clear rescue of Jews was their
purchase in the slave-market and setting them free immediately and
unconditionally. There is much nobility in this activity, but also much shame
and helplessness — expressed in the payment of ransom to pirates, thereby
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creating incentives for them to continue robbing boats of Jews. Another type of
rescue was through appeals, including negotiations, accompanied by payments
of high taxes to rulers who harassed their Jews. Here, again, is an incentive
prompted by Jews, even though unintentionally, to political activities hostile to
Jews, such as threats of expulsion, which, it is well known, were repeatedly
made in order to squeeze more money out of Jews.

Bergson claimed that since the destruction of the Jews in Europe was a war
activity as declared by the German government, it was the duty of the Allies to
declare the rescue of Jews in Europe as part of their war aims. He claimed that
this would make the war an eminently more just war, which would thus help the
war effort more than it would impose an added burden on it. The political aspect
of this attitude is clear: accepting such a decision would mobilize for the rescue
of Jews a certain part of the resources allotted to the war effort. The War Refugee
Board was established to that end and was manned by the U. S. Secretaries of
State, Treasury, and War (25).

So much for the political aspect of Bergson’s activities. One important point
remains: the response to the destruction of about 90 percent of the Jews within
Nazi Germany and the territories it occupied, which is still a topic of historical
research. Without entering into historical details, which will be explored more
critically by competent historians, it is possible to conclude that the Jewish and
Zionist leadership in the United States, Britain, and Palestine were shocked by
information about the destruction of Jews in Europe, and their immediate
response was that of suppression of information and of secrecy. Bergson’s
response was the very opposite. The day he heard about the mass murder of
Jews, he went to an American under-secretary in Washington in order to check
this information. That evening, in November 1942, in a meeting organized
specifically for that purpose, he spoke of the need to organize an emergency
committee to rescue European Jews and began acting towards that end (26).



bl 3 Stateless Tews and the Tews
of the United States

he initial purpose of the delegation of the National Military Organization in

the United States was to mobilize help for illegal immigration to Palestine
and political and financial support for the Organization. This was at a time when
the Zionist leadership opposed illegal immigration to Palestine. That leadership
was thus hostile to the delegation, seeing it both as a delegation of a competing
organization, and as an organization which implements undesirable activities.
Later on the profound difference grew between the Practical Zionists, who
initially wanted the migration to Palestine to be selective, comprising pioneers
trained to settle Palestine, and the delegation, which tried to rescue Jews as
persecuted Jews and nothing more. And, indeed, the last refugee boat to
Palestine before the United States entered World War II arrived in February
1940 with 2,400 people on board. A clear expression of this difference is an
official letter of five closely typed pages directed to Rabbi Baruch E. Rabinowitz,
of B'nei Abraham Congregation in Hagerstown, Maryland, about whose
existence I have learned from the manuscript of a book written by Shmuel
Merlin of the Bergson Group.

On February 1, 1940, Henry Montor, Executive Vice-Chairman of the United
Jewish Appeal in the United States, wrote ex officio to explain the refusal of the
United Jewish Appeal to support a body called American Friends of Jewish
Palestine, instituted by the Bergson delegation. In that letter Montor explains at
great length that the immigrants to Palestine must be “young men and women
who are trained in Europe for productive purposes either in agriculture or
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industry and who are in other ways trained for life in Palestine,” whereas many
of the immigrants for whose transport the Revisionists were “collecting
dollars... were old men and women... who were, obviously, not fitted for the
hazardous journey...”

This citation of Henry Montor’s letter is free of irony, censure, and attempt
to restore history in search of lost opportunities. Rather, it is offered as an
explanation of the success of the Bergson Group, which comprised a few
individuals with neither connections nor money. Neither the American Jewish
leadership, nor the American Zionist leadership, gave expression to the
misgivings widespread in the Jewish and non-Jewish community, to the
response of all those who were sensitive to the Jewish tragedy in Europe.

Neither community was aware of the official Zionist position, nor had they
any special interest in it. Herein lies the explanation for events to be described in
the utmost brevity in the following pages. The more the Zionist leadership and
the American Jewish leadership were aware of the success of the Bergson
Group, the more they increased their effort to fight it. The more this effort grew,
the more the deep differences between the two approaches became apparent.
And then the public tended to increase its support for the Bergson Group, as its
position was humane, immediate, and direct, whereas the official Jewish
leadership was given to all sorts of considerations of which, in any case, the
public had no knowledge, understanding or concern. The American Jewish
leadership appealed initially only to a small part of the Jewish public in
the United States, and the Bergson Group appealed to the whole American
nation.

This explanation does not rest on any assumption that one side or the other
is right. The possibility of explaining historical events like that in the previous
paragraph rests on the power of the national movement — on the ability of the
national movement to present a position that speaks directly to the people in
the street. Except that there is a profound difference between the diverse
national movements in history and their representatives in the United States, to
the extent that such representatives existed at all. For the representative of a
national movement in the United States speaks not to members of the nation
living in exile, but to members of the American nation who identify with the
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suffering nation, because a part of the American nation shares ancestry with the
sons and daughters of the suffering nation (27).

How much do the Jewish sons and daughters of the American nation
identify with the rejuvenating Jewish or Hebrew or Zionist nation? Until World
War II, the political sense of Jewish identity in America was insignificant. In the
period under discussion here (1940-1948), an unprecedented awakening of
political awareness among American Jews occurred. This awakening was caused
partly by the events of the time, and partly by the manner they were brought to
the attention of the American public — both Jewish and general. The Bergson
Group unwittingly fulfilled a role of supremely central import in the
development of American Jewish political self-awareness and awareness of the
interests of Palestinian and European Jews. The Bergson Group was thus viewed
by the local Jewish leadership, including the local Zionist leadership, as a
competitor, even though the Group had no interest for which to compete.
Despite this lack of interest, the Jewish leadership was amazingly accurate in
seeing the Bergson Group as endangering its authority. As an unintended
consequence of the activity of the Bergson Group, the political awareness of
American Jews radically altered. From a group identified chiefly as a religious
group, and one that had refused to act openly within the existing political
system, they suddenly turned into an ethnic group, active, and even politically
active. But our concern here is the activity of the Bergson Group as political
tools for expressing political sympathy by American Jews for the Jewish
settlement in Palestine and its struggle for independence. In this the Bergson
Group had no following, nor could it have one (as it was a group of aliens with
no local interest).

Another political aspect enabled the committees of the Bergson Group to
act, especially their mobilization of American Jews to action, and it was the
finding of a focus of cooperation in an interest shared by Palestinian and
American Jews. American Jews found, in the activities of the Committee for a
Jewish Army, a place for expressing their being Jews openly and politically,
through the support of a just cause that strongly appealed to them. At this point
the interest of American Jews accorded with their readiness to act for Jews
across the ocean. Hence the success of the tremendous propaganda campaign
mounted by the Committee for a Jewish Army and its ability to mobilize much
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support of Americans from diverse walks of life and from diverse circles, Jewish
and non-Jewish alike. Similarly, it is apparent that already at this early stage
(before the beginning of the destruction of the Jews of Europe), the desire to
help suffering European Jews immediately and politically was an integral part of
the plan to establish a Jewish Army.

This combination of egoism and altruism, which is the secret of cooperation,
hints at the fact that two different factors were at play here: the interests of
American Jews on the one hand, and of European and Palestinian Jews on the
other. This is the origin of the label: “the Committee for a Jewish Army for
Stateless and Palestinian Jews”. For the Committee had no wish to recruit
American Jews. The Committee estimated the desired size of the Army to be
200,000 men, reckoning that the Jewish settlement in Palestine, which counted
less than half a million, could not contribute more than 100,000, and that the
remainder would come from among the European Jews who would reach
Palestine via neutral countries. Of course, this approach conflicted with the
position of the Zionist leadership, then as now, according to which an optimal
number of American Jews should be mobilized to serve the Zionist interest, to
contribute money, to volunteer for military service, and to immigrate. To that
end, the Zionist movement still demands the maximum of every American Jew
in the hope that this demand will increase the actual contribution. Clearly, then,
the Zionist Movement and the Israeli governments did not, and still do not,
show the slightest interest in what happens to American Jews, or to Jews
anywhere else. Their sole interest is, as it was in the past, in possible
contributions to the Jewish state, in Jewish contributions to the Jewish
settlement in Palestine and its economy.

The readiness of Bergson and his Group to take sincere account of the
interests of the American Jews, then, brought to their attention the existence of
a nation that comprises Palestinian Jews and other Jews, those who could not or
would not belong to other nations, and to their recognition that other Jews
share with them a religion but not a nationality. And from this grew a thinking
process, whose end product was the idea of the separation of faith and
nationality and the political plan of the Hebrew national liberation movement
Bergson-style.
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Further developments went in two very important, different directions that
pertain to the two different human groups. This book relates to the kernel of the
principle of national self-determination of the individual, in addition to, and
even as the precondition for, the nation’s right to self-determination. According
to Hillel Kook, the policy of the diverse Israeli Zionist governments still
infringes on both the right to self-determination of individual Jews and the
interest of non-Israeli Jews.



Chapter 14 The Wave d WM@/

his chapter does not tell an entire story but one or two episodes that may

explain why the American Jewish leadership and the world Zionist
leadership saw in the Bergson Group a dangerous enemy. They spared no effort
to frustrate its activity. I should mention that the hostility was both because of
discord concerning aims and as an exception to the group’s not having
integrated itself in any accepted framework and having preferred to act
independently. As evidence, I have mentioned in the previous chapter the letter
of the Executive Vice-Chairman of the United Jewish Appeal, Henry Montor,
who marked, ex officio, the differences of opinion and of organization between
the Jewish leadership, in this case the Jewish Agency for Palestine, and those
who were afterward known to the public by the name of the Bergson Group, the
“group of Revisionists”, as he called them.

As a bizarre intermezzo, I should mention that the resultant campaign of
slander spilled over into a discussion in the United States Senate. It began when
the Anglo-American Committee for the discussion regarding the matters of
refugees met on March 27, 1943, with President Franklin Roosevelt and
Anthony Eden, Cordell Hall, Sumner Wells, Lord Halifax and others. (This
meeting was described in some detail by Robert E. Sherwood in his best-selling
book, Roosevelt and Hopkins.) (28) In this meeting, pressure was put on the
British to permit Jews to migrate to Palestine from Bulgaria, then under German
occupation. The British refused to yield to the pressure but agreed instead to a
conference, which took place in Bermuda at the end of April 1943. The
Committee to Rescue the Jewish People of Europe attacked the conclusions of
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that conference in a full-page advertisement in the New York Times on May 4,
1943, sparking on May 6 and May 10 counter-attacks in the Senate from a
senator who had represented the United States at the conference. On the first
occasion, the senator claimed that the advertisement played into the hands of
Hitler; on the second, he claimed that Bergson, a Palestinian citizen protected
by a mere visitor’s visa, was deceiving diverse public figures, including senators.
On February 15, 1944, and, again on March 6 and April 4 of the same year, the
United States Under Secretary of State sent secret telegrams to the American
Consul in Jerusalem requesting information about the connections of Bergson
with the National Military Organization. On August 8, 1945, the British
Ambassador in Washington sent a secret telegram to the High Commissioner
for Palestine concerning Bergson’s request for the renewal of his visa,
expressing the strong desire of the American immigration authorities to be rid
of him — a desire that seemed to the Ambassador a golden opportunity to be rid
of Bergson’s presence in the United States. He remained in the United States,
where he stayed until May 1948. (My thanks to Shmuel Merlin; end of
intermezzo.)

Since this is neither a chronology, a development of a story nor a discussion,
but an exemplification, let us glance now at a secret report, American State
Department Memorandum 867 N. 01/2347, dated May 19, 1944, which has
won a bit of a notoriety, perhaps because, if the topic that it relates to were not
so tragic as the mass destruction of the European Jews, it might have seemed a
sophisticated joke created by History to prove that the imagination cannot
invent a folly greater than Reality does. The document is spread over four closely
typed pages and is devoted entirely to a conversation Dr. Nahum Goldmann had
on that day with the person in the State Department responsible for the Middle
East desk and some of his assistants. (Goldmann was Chairman of the
Administrative Committee of the World Jewish Congress.) The topic of
conversation was the fact that the Bergson Group had founded “a Hebrew
Embassy” and similarly a “Hebrew Committee of National Liberation” (to be
discussed in the next chapter). The conversation began with Dr. Goldmann'’s
handing to his host a press release (drawn up by the Zionist leadership as their
reaction to the foundation of the “Embassy” and of the Committee), and also
expressing great displeasure with the whole affair, and conveying the
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seriousness with which the Zionist leadership felt concern about the help
offered to the Bergson Group by the United States Administration. The whole
affair, Dr. Goldmann added, according to that report, was nothing but a big
hoax. The activities of Bergson had not brought about the rescue of one single
Jew, he said, and now that the War Refugee Board had been established and had
absorbed much of the rescue work, Bergson and his friends had developed the
“fantastic notion” that they constituted a government-in-exile, representing all
the Jews who were stateless and all the Jews of occupied Palestine. Here, to my
regret, the description is a bit exaggerated. My own criticism of Bergson is that
he did not find a way to take one final step and propose to whomever he could,
to cooperate in the act of declaring the establishment of a government-in-exile.

*+ The only value which the pathetic document under discussion now has,
beyond its serving as an illustration, is as an unquestionable testimony that the
Zionist leadership was apprehensive lest Bergson should establish a
government-in-exile that would gain the support of the United States
Government — out of discord with the British, not out of accord with the
Bergson Group. Indeed, the attitude of the United States to Britain after World
War II explains much of the sympathy towards the Bergson Group during the
War, despite the fact that their demand to rescue Jews forthwith was considered
an annoyance — by the Administration and even by the President of the United
States himself (28a). *

I shall leave this now and continue with the report on the hostility. Dr.
Goldmann referred to the position of the Bergson Group as an absolute folly and
declared that the Group represented neither the Palestinian Jews nor the Jews in
the Diaspora (a claim that Bergson never made, but we will return to this later).
Dr. Goldmann further noted the distinction that Bergson was making (another
topic to which we will return) between the Hebrew nation and the American
Jews or other assimilants (29). Dr. Goldmann observed that this distinction was
made in order to acquire financial support from Jews who are not Zionists and
from non-Jewish citizens. He further intimated that after lengthy conversations
it was concluded that Bergson and his friends were no longer Zionists but mere
adventurers. Here Dr. Goldmann was partly right, since he saw the facts quicker
than Bergson did. Today Kook (Bergson) agrees that at that stage he was no
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longer a Zionist. And, indeed, a short while after this incident, he declared
himself post-Zionist. This found much sympathy in the United States.

What Dr. Goldmann and the official Jewish organizations of that period (the
days at the end of World War II, the height of the mass destruction of the
European Jews) found disturbing, the secret report of May 19, 1944, continues
to say, was the freedom that Bergson and his friends had, to move about and
collect giant sums without reporting them to anyone, while giving the
impression that they were performing a broad humanitarian action. Dr.
Goldmann mentioned the status of Bergson and his friends, who were staying in
the United States on the basis of temporary visas, temporarily released from the
draft. He could not understand, he added, why they were neither deported nor
enlisted.

According to the document at hand, Dr. Goldmann testified that he and
other Zionists often discussed the matter with certain members of the Senate
and the Congress. The intended result was not delayed, for, the document
reports, almost all of them broke their ties with Bergson. This of course is more
than a little bragging, and it is difficult to estimate the degree of success of this
propaganda campaign (30). Despite all the energy invested in the campaign,
more than two hundred members of the Congress and the Senate remained in
the committees that Bergson had established. What is so strange about all this
is that in the middle of the period of the mass destruction of the European Jews,
Dr. Goldmann invested much time and effort in intensive propaganda in the
American Congress against a group of people who had organized a committee
for their rescue (31). In addition to those who backed Bergson, a new and strong
organization supported him, namely the War Refugee Board, that was a
government organization. This body was founded on the instruction of the
President of the United States after the American legislature had passed a
decision demanding that the President create a body for the specific purpose of
saving European Jews. This activity was effected, as is well known, under the
influence of the Bergson Group, which collected funds and instead of using
them to save Jews directly spent them on gigantic advertisements in the
newspapers, and on gigantic mass meetings, and so on. In the continuation of
his discussion, after many libelous remarks, Dr. Goldmann came to the heart of
the matter. He declared to the person in charge of the Middle East Desk in the
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State Department that the general director of the War Refugee Board saw in
Bergson the person responsible for the establishment of that Board. The Jewish
leadership did not consider this a minor matter. This report says that Dr.
Goldmann also reported then about the position of Rabbi Stephan Wise, the
head of the American Jewish Congregations and a leading American Zionist at
the time. In one of his meetings with the executive director of the War Refugee
Board, Rabbi Wise went so far as to say that he considered Bergson an enemy of
the Jews equal to Hitler. This was because Bergson’s activities could only
increase hostility towards Jews. Dr. Goldmann added that the previous day he
had met that director and had informed him that if the War Refugee Board did
not stop supporting Bergson, the World Jewish Congress would have to
denounce the Board publicly. According to Dr. Goldmann, the director agreed to
break his ties with Bergson. Nevertheless (this deserves some attention), Dr.
Goldmann added, if the ties were not broken, the Zionists would find it difficult
to continue putting pressure on it because of the clear Zionist interest in the
activities of the Board. In other words, here is the focus of the meeting,
according to the report: Dr. Goldmann admitted that the Zionist leadership had
no intention of executing their threat. And because the threat against one senior
government official was thus feeble, the busybody went to another senior
government official in the State Department, and complained about him.

I shall skip the further discussion about finances and about Dr. Goldmann’s
regret that Bergson was successful in mobilizing funds from the public. I should
mention that the honorable Doctor explained the activities of the Bergson
Group as manifestations of personal ambition of an irresponsible group of
members of the National Military Organization, fugitives from the British
authorities in Palestine.

The senior official in whose office this conversation took place pledged not
to recognize the Bergson Group. The pledge, of course, did not calm the spirits.
The pressure on that senior official continued. In a letter from that senior
official to an Assistant Secretary of State of June 2, about three weeks later, he
expressed anger about the pressure exerted by certain Jews on the State
Department in order to have Bergson deported. Deportation, he submits, is a
matter not for the State Department, but for the Department of Justice.
Moreover, he recommended that pressure be put on the local draft board where
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Bergson was registered. Added to the letter was another report, in three
single-spaced typed pages, of June 1, this time from the senior official to the
Assistant Secretary. It described further pressure on the War Refugee Board to
end cooperation with Bergson. The cooperation is going to cease, said the letter
echoing the earlier report. The cooperation did not cease.

This chapter is concerned not with the cooperation between the Bergson
Group and the War Refugee Board but with the wave of hostility; not the
hostility of one senior American official in charge of the Middle East Desk, that
is none of our concern, nor in the competition between various government
officials in Washington: what is a quarrel between senior government officials to
us? Nor does this chapter mean to complain about the hostility showed by
Rabbi Wise or Dr. Goldmann towards the Bergson Group. Rather, this chapter
raises the question: why so much hostility? The answer is, as Rabbi Wise
observed, the fear that Bergson was encouraging the awakening of anti-
Semitism. And why did that worthy Rabbi fear that Bergson was arousing
anti-Semitism? Because, in his opinion, the distinction between the American
Jews and the Hebrew nation is dangerous, since it raises the question of the
status of Jews, and according to the Jewish leadership this matter is taboo. In
addition, the Zionist leaderships saw the Bergson Group as competition, due
not to personal considerations, but to competing priorities: the Zionists saw
migration to Palestine as a first priority, and therefore they considered
treasonable the very proposal to rescue Jews without directly linking this rescue
to the opening of the gates of Palestine to them. Bergson and his friends saw the
first priority as the rescue of European Jews doomed to extinction, regardless of
the question where might they find refuge.



Chapter 15 T@l" tﬁé’/ 7&3651/!& (#’

‘Furepean Jews

he aim of this chapter is not to describe the mass destruction of the Jews in

Europe, the response of the Zionist leadership, or the response of the
Bergson Group and its American Committee for the Rescue of the Jewish People
of Europe, which prompted the establishment of the American Government’s
War Refugee Board. However, I find it impossible to continue with our agenda
without mentioning a few details pertaining to the helplessness of the American
Jewish leadership, particularly the Zionists among them, since it is hard to
believe that they would oppose actions for the sake of the European Jews, that
they would even sabotage the efforts of others for their sake. Clearly, without
accepting this fact, the confusion they perpetrated between religious and
national identity is barely comprehensible.

On this matter let me offer a brief extract from a paper by Sarah E. Peck,
“The Campaign for an American Response to the Nazi Holocaust, 1943-1945”,
published in a respectable and well-known learned periodical, The Journal of
Contemporary History (32). It describes this campaign and the American Jewish
leadership’s response to the mass destruction of the Jews.

In addition to her sharp criticism of the American Jewish leaders because in
their effort to look patriotic they did not contribute to the rescue of Europe’s
Jews, Ms. Peck reports that the Jewish voice was first heard forcefully in the
struggle of Bergson’s Committee to Rescue the Jewish People of Europe.
Relying on a letter of a Jewish Senator to President Roosevelt (see footnote 6 in
her paper), she observes that the fear that impeded the rescue activities was that
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of the American Jewish Committee (a non-Zionist body, of course). This fear
was that if Jewish refugees were allowed entry into the United States, they
would arouse a wave of anti-Semitism there. The Zionist establishment, she
adds, including the American Jewish Congress, showed more sympathy towards
the European Jews, but less efficiency, especially because the President of the
American Jewish Congress, Rabbi Dr. Stephen Wise, was in an embarrassing
situation: although he was depressed by the condition of European Jews, he
tried to maintain friendly relations with President Roosevelt and act only
through official channels; in particular, he refused to demand of the President
Jewish immigration to the United States. The Administration was more
indifferent, as it considered the rescue of Jews a great burden on the war effort
and feared that allowing them entry into the United States would put the
country in danger of infiltration by spies and enemy agents. The fear of hostile
Arab responses also had a negative influence, since it reduced the prospect of
putting pressure on Britain to permit Jews entry to Palestine. Nevertheless,
public pressure demanding help for European Jews increased and brought about
the Bermuda Conference. The Committee to Rescue the Jewish People of
Europe placed in the New York Times an impressive advertisement critical of that
conference. This is not the place to describe the debates on the establishment of
the Committee, its activities and its programs. Nor is this the place to discuss
the sabotage directed against it by diverse xenophobic American officials, or the
details of the assistance which these officials received from Rabbi Wise and
from Dr. Goldmann, an assistance described in footnotes beginning with
footnote 34 of Peck’s paper and in the literature that she cites. One detail,
however, may be mentioned: the Zionist leadership attempted to neutralize the
activity of the Bergson Group in every possible way. These attempts were
increased as the group became more successful. In Peck’s opinion, the cause of
the group’s success was the fact that Bergson and his colleagues were not
integrated into the established system — Jewish or Zionist.

At the August 1943 conference in which the American Jewish Committee
was established (a conference which the anti-Zionists did not attend and some
of the non-Zionists left), Peck reports, the chief Zionist leader, Rabbi Wise,
claimed, “We are first and foremost always Americans, and our chief task is to
win the War together with the other citizens of our beloved country.” As for
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Jewish refugees, he added, the demand should be not merely for their rescue,
but also for the opening to them of the gates of Palestine. The other Zionist
leader, Rabbi Dr. Abba Hillel Silver, expressed opposition to the demand to
rescue European Jews, even without tagging to it the demand that they should
be permitted to migrate to Palestine. These are historical facts, reported in
official documents of the Zionist Movement. Peck explains this brutal attitude
of the Zionist Movement in the United States in a sympathetic manner: Rabbis
Wise and Silver wanted to use the suffering of the Jews as a lever to achieve
support for the idea of a Jewish national home (p. 384). In order to maintain
some sense of proportion, let me mention here in passing the very famous book
by the Israeli writer and journalist, Amos Eilon, concerning the Joel Brandt
affair: the conduct of the Zionist leadership in Britain and in Palestine was no
different (33). Admittedly, Eilon suggested that Moshe Sharett was exceptional
in that he lived with enormous remorse over the Zionist Movement’s
abandonment of the European Jews. But there is no reason to assume that the
conscience of other leaders did not bother them; quite possibly they all suffered
remorse (33a).

Sarah Peck describes the establishment of the War Refugee Board which was
delayed because of the opposition of the Jewish leadership. The success of the
operation, despite opposition, rested on cooperation with the Bergson Group,
especially by some high officials in the Treasury, including the Secretary of the
Treasury himself, Henry Morgenthau Jr. (34). It is perhaps advisable to skip
Peck’s description of the activities of the Committee for the Rescue of the Jews
of Europe and of the War Refugee Board, of their frustration, and of the visits
which Rabbi Wise and Dr. Goldmann paid to high government officials for the
purpose of slandering Bergson. To the point itself, the Zionists opposed all
activity aimed at the rescue of Jews unless intended to transport them to
Palestine. The anti-Zionists, including some American diplomats, opposed, of
course, all activity aimed at the rescue of Jews intended to transport them to
Palestine. But nobody prevented the Zionists from organizing further slander
campaigns against Bergson and his group after they founded the Committee for
National Liberation. Peck ends with a very sad picture. Her final paragraph
quotes Rabbi Dr. Stephen Wise: in his memoirs he accused the State
Department of neglect through bureaucratic confusion and want of personal
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interest, a neglect that prevented the rescue of thousands of Jews and the
lessening of the disaster. The author does not counter his accusation, but she
does lay a more severe blame on his shoulders — on the shoulders of the Jewish
leadership or, as she calls it, organized American Jewry. It was party to the
disaster, she says, because it did not do what it could, since it was both divided
and excessively cautious, moved by long-range considerations alone in times of
emergency (34a).

This ends the presentation of the hatred of the Committee for the Rescue of
the Jews of Europe. The next chapter discusses the hostility towards another
committee — the Hebrew Committee for National Liberation.



Chapter 16 Natlml
Self-Determunation

he story of the encounter between Dr. Nahum Goldmann, one of the leaders
Tof the World Jewish Congress, and high government officials in the United
States, raises many difficult questions. First and foremost among them is, how
could a person in his position and with his status not devote at least one minute
to the demand that the government should do something for the rescue of
European Jews? Peter Bergson’s first assumption was that Zionist organizations
showed very little practical interest in the rescue of European Jews. His second
assumption was that he was considered as evil not because he demanded the
rescue of European Jews but, as his opponents said, because he seemed to them
to be agitating anti-Semitism. Why? Why did Peter Bergson, who was trying to
rescue European Jews, seem to them an instigator of anti-Semitism? How did a
person who advocated a Hebrew national army and Hebrew national
independence seem to be arousing the hatred of Jews? Why did they oppose him
so?

The first claim against Peter Bergson was that he was not elected by any
public body and that he therefore had no right to represent anybody. This is not
a serious claim. Generally, leaders of national liberation movements are not
elected precisely because of the absence of a technical possibility of attaining
official mandate from the people; it is precisely because of this obstacle that
people tend to sympathize with them too strongly. Of one thing there is not the
slightest doubt: all the Jews of occupied Europe who suffered intolerable and
indescribable torment and had no knowledge of the existence of Peter Bergson
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would have been ready to support him with what little remained of their power,
wholeheartedly and with no qualification, had they only been in the position to
hear of him and express an opinion. No doubt the situation would have been
different had the activities of the Bergson Group been known in the Jewish
settlement in Palestine, where there was considerable hostility to the National
Military Organization and its activities. It is impossible to know why there was
such a great effort in Palestine to obscure information about these activities
both during the years 1940-1948, and since then. What did it — and what does
it — matter to the leadership of the American Jews or to the leadership of the
World Jewish Congress whether Bergson represented or did not represent those
in whose name he spoke? They were not against him because of, or in the name
of, the European Jews who desperately needed the help Bergson tried to procure
for them. Nor were they opposed to him in order to protect their good names
against him. The matter was just this: they opposed him because leaders of
American Jews, British Jews, and similar Jews who were living in countries
where there was no anti-Semitism, were afraid of an outburst of anti-Semitism
in their countries. This is pathetic. In Central Europe, Jews were being
murdered en masse; in the United States Jews faced no real danger. If it had been
otherwise, it would have been impossible for Bergson to obtain — as he did —
the official support of 200 out of 600 members of the United States Congress,
dozens of presidents of American universities, and thousands of other public
figures.

The problem, therefore, was not whether Bergson did or did not represent
this or that person or this or that group. Those who do not agree that the
problem was not the problem of representation have to come up with a new and
stronger argument. In particular, they will be unable to justify this denial by
claiming that Bergson was or is a rogue, liar, or con man. It is very well known
that one can simultaneously be a representative, a rogue and a liar. Yet Bergson
was not elected. But neither were Rabbis Wise and Silver, nor Dr. Goldmann; at
most they were elected by minute bodies that did not represent much, bodies
that were notoriously undemocratic and that never suffered from excessive
democratic public control. I do not mean to say that these gentlemen simply
competed with Bergson for positions of power. Bergson himself, at least,
rejects this claim without reservation not only as false but, more deeply, as
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a claim that is not to the point; for such a claim is personal, whereas the
question at hand is political. The question is not whether the Jewish public
in the United States is represented by Tom, Dick, or Harry, nor is it whether
these are honest or dishonest, but what is the political platforms for which they
stand. The platforms are more important than the persons who lend them their
names.

The distinction made by the Bergson Group between Hebrews and
American Jews, to repeat, angered Dr. Goldmann very much and seemed to him
a tool for extracting money from non-Zionists. What did it matter to Dr.
Goldmann which funds came out of the pockets of the non-Zionists? What did it
matter to him that a distinction was made between American Jews and other
Jews? Generally, he was not against distinctions. He never opposed distinctions
per se. Distinctions were made on countless occasions. Within the United
States, for example, Jews were initially organized according to their countries of
origin — as they were in Israel. But there is a very important difference here
between the two. In Israel, organization according to country of origin was
always very weak and the political parties were from the start very strong. In the
United States, in contrast, prior to World War II and to the activities of the
committees organized by Bergson, organization according to country of origin
was strong and the Jews had participated hardly at all in organized party-
political activities, not even in the Zionist movement. American Jews had not
been active in a concentrated fashion in American internal politics —
particularly not as an ethnic group. Until Bergson appeared and mobilized the
support of so many public figures and statesmen, American Jews did not act as a
politically weighty ethnic group, as they regularly do nowadays (34a). When one
examines what is socially common to American Jews, one should note that the
determining concept at the time for Americans — including Jews — had been
not the cultural autonomy of the ethnic groups but the theory of the melting
pot. This was the recommendation that immigrants assimilate as fast as
possible — nationally, socially, and culturally (thought not religiously). In this
spirit, immigration was legislatively limited according to country of origin. This
limitation, enacted in 1925, was abolished only in the seventies by the United
States Supreme Court, which declared it unconstitutional. The purpose of
limiting immigration was to facilitate the national assimilation of immigrants.
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Hence, Jewish leaders lied when they spoke as if their objection to Bergson
was on the grounds that he distinguished between American Jews and the
Hebrew nation and thus raised the specter of anti-Semitism. What angered
them was that he described this distinction as between the Jewish faith and
Hebrew nationality, or, to be more precise, the Jewish nationality, whose name
he proposed to alter in order to emphasize the existence of two separate
entities.

The public nature of Bergson’s activities was the target of hostility; secrecy
seemed right to the Jewish leadership — both in the United States and
elsewhere. The Jewish leadership in Britain, for example, appealed in secret to
the British Government for the establishment of a Jewish brigade in the British
forces. By contrast, Bergson shouted from every street corner, appealing for the
right to mobilize a Jewish Army, even though it would not enlist American or
British Jews. Here he threw a wedge, and openly so, into national unity. In the
Zionist view, then, national unity requires silence. The Zionist leaders strove for
quiet diplomatic activity through an authorized unified representation. They
did not want modern political activity, noisy and apparent on every street corner,
complete with internal disagreements and a diversity of political opinions (34b).
We shall see later on that Ben-Gurion publicly declared that clandestine
activities are always preferable to activity in the limelight. The heart of the
disagreement is in the answer to the question, why does national unity
require secrecy? Why does publicity put national unity at risk? Why does the
national interest always demand quiet activity, and why does the limelight harm
it?

It is worth noting that this question has changed its character with Israel’s
attainment of independence, for the independence of Israel as a country to
which Jews of different nations can migrate has changed their status even if they
do not wish to migrate — as the fathers of the Zionist movement had predicted.
We will return to this important detail in the discussion of the present situation
and the current relations between Israel and Jews of other nations. For now, in
this historical discussion, let us stay with the question, why did the leaders of
the Practical Zionist Movement prefer clandestine activity to activity in the
limelight before Independence? Why did they view the limelight as
undesirable? It is immediately apparent why the Political Zionists and the
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Hebrew Committee for National Liberation preferred the limelight and why
the Practical Zionists had no use for it. But why did the Practical Zionists prefer
secrecy? Why did they consider publicity harmful to the national interest?
Bergson’s conclusion: the moment the persecution of the Jews appears as an
official policy in one country, a political conflict of interest occurs between the
Jews of that country and those of its neighbor. For the continuation of the
persecution threatens Jews of the neighboring country. Thus it was assumed to
be in the interests of the Jews of the United States, Britain, or any other country,
who were not victims of persecution but who saw themselves as vulnerable, not
to arouse the attention of the non-Jewish local population to the fact that they
also could freely persecute Jews. For according to their own views, they could
not respond forcefully when the hatred of Jews was aroused. Jews in the
Diaspora were therefore silent when the Nazis began harming Jews in Germany
(as early as 1933). It is no mere hindsight that justifies asking the question, why
did the Jewish leadership do nothing for the rescue of the European Jews in the
thirties? It was already then clear to any observer that the ground was burning
under the feet of the Jews of the European Continent (20b). It is clear that the
same religious leadership that ignored the political situation systematically and
traditionally also ignored all political questions. The silence of Zionist leaders
and their inaction cannot be justified on the grounds of ignorance. They were
not ignorant. Possibly they tried to collaborate with the British authorities
because they considered migration to Palestine as primarily a pioneering activity
and therefore it had to be selective and not massive. This is why they attacked
Jabotinsky when he renewed Max Nordau’s idea concerning the massive
transfer of Jews from Europe to Palestine. Jabotinsky’s concern resulted from
his political perception of the deteriorating situation of European Jews, even
though he did not come close to grasping the enormous dimensions it would
reach. In the forties the Zionist leaders not only did nothing to rescue Jews in a
manner commensurate with the magnitude of their disaster, but they also
suppressed information. Afterwards, their excuse was that the information was
so shocking that it might have dangerously demoralized Jews elsewhere.
Clearly, this excuse was senseless. Even today it is surprising that such an
excuse was at all possible; perhaps there is truth in Kook’s claim that the Zionist
leaders lost their bearings in their fear that American propaganda for the rescue
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of the European Jews might harm American Jews without helping European
Jews (34c). But even if this were so, why was the information kept secret in
Palestine too? Hillel Kook tries to answer this question generally by saying that
there is not — and cannot be — any national unity of the Jewish people; the
leaders of the Jewish settlement in Palestine, like the American Jewish leaders,
catered first and foremost to their local communities and thus did not grant
sufficient priority to the desperate situation of Jews in Europe.

In the national wars in which Jews participated, the interests of Jews in one
country conflicted with those of Jews in the enemy country. In World War I, Jews
participated in the war on both sides of the front and even shot at each other. But
they did not do this as Jews; as Jews they had no interest in either side of the
front. Jabotinsky’s proposal at that time, that Jews as a nation should consider
Britain their ally, created a new situation. And, indeed, Max Nordau hesitated
over Jabotinsky’s proposal, both because he did not know which side would win
and because Jews fought in the armies of both sides and he was concerned about
their fate and wished to avoid harming them. It was a very difficult political
decision, requiring great political courage, and one for which diverse historians
of Zionism praise Jabotinsky unanimously (35). Nevertheless, as long as there
was no Jewish Army, there was no clear national Jewish interest. This is not so in
the case of the hatred of the Jews, since the political interest of every Jewish
community was to prevent the spread of the hatred of Jews to the country where
it was settled. A clear conflict of interest would arise, however, if one country’s
mobilization of public opinion against the hatred of the Jews in another country
might hurt its own Jewish community.

Then as now, the hard question is, when and under what conditions is it
necessary for political conflicts of interest to arise between different Jewish
communities? As long as Jews were protected by local rulers in the style of
medieval Europe, nothing could be done to prevent such conflicts. Nor was it
intelligent to overlook them, even with the sure knowledge of the self-sacrifice
called for when a Jewish community in one land tries to help one in another
land. Some Jews nobly rushed to the aid of other Jews despite conflicts of
interest. Today, however, solutions of this kind to such questions are not
possible at all. In the modern world, Jews are members of the nations in which
they live; they are not ruled as Jews but as citizens. Therefore, a more radical



NATIONAL SELF-DETERMINATION 171

solution must be sought — one that permits the abolition of the conflicts of
interest at their very root, since in Israel the Jews are not merely members of a
religious community; they are also members of an independent nation, and they
are the greatest majority and the decisive majority in the political life of that
nation. Clearly, the interests of an independent nation cannot always be
consistent with the interests of all the Jewish communities of all other nations,
especially when the modern world is split into blocs. Hence, there is a political
and constitutional need to maintain the rights of these Jewish communities not
to depend on the daily interests of Israel. The solution is a separation of
nationality and faith, and the recognition of the fact that today the Jewish faith is
the faith of members of many nations, including Israel, of course. Therefore,
Judaism should be purged of all political content.

This is the context in which Bergson-Kook put forward the principle of the
national self-determination of the individual: the right of the individual to
self-determination is the root of the right of the nation to self-determination.
This is also the right of Jews to declare themselves members of the Hebrew
nation; only because the Jews of Palestine and Europe had not had the proper
opportunity to express such a will, did he found the Hebrew Committee for
National Liberation in order to speak in their name on the supposition that they
desired liberation and national liberation at that. This assumption did not apply
to American Jews, for they had the right and freedom to define themselves as
members of the Hebrew nation or as members of the American nation.

Too little written material exists as yet about the growth of the idea of
national self-determination, even though this idea seems today to be well-
known and plainly understood, as if it were a corollary to some social contract
that invites no discussion. The nationalist idea became of moment with the rise
of the Romantic Movement, which saw the collective, not the individual, as the
bearer of the right to self-determination. Individuals who are unluckily not
linked to the collectives in which they grew up, said Romantic thinkers, are
rootless and alienated from their people and have no place in any human society,
unless they are geniuses who have outstanding inner spiritual resources. Some
students of politics suggested a compromise solution. The collective, especially
if it is a nation, is a central part of public affairs, they said, but individuals have
the right to contribute voluntarily to the development of collectives. After World
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War I, the idea of national self-determination gained popularity, especially as a
tool for dismembering multinational empires, the Austrian, the Russian, and
the Ottoman. During World War II this idea became even more popular,
especially for dismantling empires that ruled over backward countries, and as a
motive for the newer idea of nation building.

There was still no substitute for the philosophies of the Enlightenment and
Romantic Movements. The idea of national self-determination, as it developed
in the political arena, remained then without a proper philosophical theoretical
foundation and therefore it is still unclear. Ever so often those who support this
idea are forced by its weak theoretical grounding to borrow ideas and fragments
of ideas from conflicting philosophies in order to strengthen it. This causes
much confusion, which bears a high price, as a few historians have observed.
Now, it is possible to formulate the principle of national self-determination in a
liberal and symmetrical way: that is to say, the right to self-determination
should be declared both national and individual. Moreover, there is no need to
discuss the question, which collective, which collection of individuals is, as a
matter of principle, a nation; suffice it to consider the desire of this or that
public to be identified as a nation.

There was never any doubt about the desire of the Jews of Palestine and
Europe to be identified as a nation. Most of the Jews of the United States had no
wish to join this nation: they openly wished to remain members of the American
nation. This may be exemplified by the speech the American Zionist leader,
Abba Hillel Silver, delivered during the Twenty-Second Zionist Congress in
December 1946. He stated there explicitly that American Jews had no intention
of accepting the challenge of Golda Meir and David Ben-Gurion to migrate to
Palestine. Despite this declaration, and despite Ben-Gurion’s agreement in
principle with Silver at that Congress, that the Jewish state should not deem the
Jews of the United States its subjects, the official Zionist doctrine, then and
more so now, denied and still denies Jewish individuals the right to choose their
nationality; moreover, it attempts to oblige the Jews of the United States and of
other Western countries to abandon their present nationalities, regard
themselves members of the Jewish nation, and actively join the Jewish nation
that dwells in Zion (36). The present discussion takes as given the hate of the
Jews in Europe during the war (and by extension one can include the hate of the
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Jews in the Soviet Union). Also taken as given here is the desire of Jews of the
Western countries to remain citizens of the countries in which they dwell. It airs
neither the question of a possible spread of the hate for the Jews, nor the
question of what the position of Israel should be concerning such a possible
spread. This matter will be discussed in some detail in Part Three of this book.
At the moment the discussion still centers on the period prior to the foundation
of Israel. As a result of what was discussed here, Bergson declared himself a
post-Zionist — because he declared himself already a member of the Hebrew
nation — and his approach was welcomed in the United States. These facts
point at the possibility of establishing new relations between Israel and the Jews
of the United States, different from what they are today. To repeat, Bergson did
not intend to accelerate the establishment of public Jewish bodies within the
United States that might express opinions different from those of the Zionist
establishment there, questions that pertain mainly to the American Jewish
community. This is so, despite the success of American Jews in finding an
expression as a patriotic American group with no fear of asserting its Jewish
uniqueness and even its identification with a foreign people with which it shares
origin, culture, and religion. The opinion of the celebrated historian Walter
Laqueur should be mentioned again. His hypothesis about the Jewish leaders in
the United States is that they were silent about the destruction of the European
Jews for fear it would throw into doubt their American patriotism. Clearly,
today the picture is radically different.

This is not the whole list of confusions concerning nationality. There is a
reactionary confusion and there is an ethnic confusion (the ones just
discussed), but on top of all this there is the liberal confusion. One of the
greatest students of the national problem in the twentieth century was
Professor Hans Kohn. He was a German Jew, one of the earliest followers of
Martin Buber, and a refugee, a disappointed Zionist who chose to live in the
United States, where he stayed until his death. He was hostile towards
reactionary nationalism, seeing in it the roots of fascism. In his important books
he opposed all nationalism, as he was a liberal who saw no possibility of a stable
liberal nationalism. As a result, he was not interested in or familiar with the
activities and ideas of the Bergson Group. Nevertheless, after reading a
newspaper article about the cooperation between the American Secretary of the
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Treasury, Henry Morgenthau, and Peter Bergson, he wrote a letter about it to
the New York Times, on August 4, 1944, which is partly quoted by
Shmuel Merlin. He described there the members of the Bergson Group as
fascists.



Choptr 17 Peter Bergson te Chaim
Werzmann, April 2, 1945

Bergson’s letter to Dr. Chaim Weizmann is a document of fourteen printed
pages in the form of an open letter from the Chairman of the Hebrew
Committee for National Liberation to the President of the Jewish Agency for
Palestine. (The original letter, written in English, is in the Weizmann Archives.)
In this letter, Bergson presents the platform of his Committee to the Zionist
leadership, together with a recommendation that the leadership accept it (37).
The significance of such a move is mainly declarative. What, then, does Bergson
declare in April 1945?

He says that the destruction of the European Jews differs from any other
disasters in Jewish history (not only because of its extent and cruelty). There is,
therefore, a need to clarify positions anew, while trying to organize the
migration of one-and-a-half million Jews to Palestine within a year and a half.
Since the opposition of the British Mandatory Government is the major obstacle
to this, Bergson proposes to fight British policy in the open with the help of
friendly countries, especially the United States. It deserves notice that the major
problem with organizing mass migration within a short time is solved here in
one short paragraph that says, the Hebrew nation has to declare its plan, insist
on it, and mobilize international public opinion in its support. The claim is that
world public opinion rejected Britain’s position before World War II, and it will
be even less popular at the end of the war.

This raises the problems of the document at hand: the question of the
position of Western Jews and of the relation between the Jewish religion and the



176 LIBERAL NATIONALISM FOR ISRAEL

Jewish Commonwealth. * (The term, “Commonwealth”, like “Res Publica” or
“Republic”, means the common interest or the common good. It was used in the
United States in this sense and adopted by the Zionist leadership in a
convention gathered at the Biltmore Hotel in New York City in 1942, where it
was resolved that the purpose of the Zionist movement was the creation of a
“Jewish Commonwealth”.) Had this decision been accepted but a few years
earlier, Jabotinsky would not have split the Zionist movement and then perhaps
there would be no need for Bergson’s letter to Dr. Weizmann. Despite the great
import of the resolution that determines the aim of the Zionist movement, the
name of this resolution, “the Biltmore Plan”, is clearly inadequate, as it included
no operative plan at all, due to the excessive dependence of the Zionist
leadership on the British Government (to be described in some detail in the next
chapter) (37a). *

At the center of the plan for the establishment of a Jewish republic are two
problems — the problem of the relation of the nation to the Jews of the West and
the relation of the nation to the Jewish faith. These problems are one and the
same, for, in the same sense in which the Jews of Western democratic countries
are not members of the Hebrew nation, nationality and religion are not
identical, despite the fact that the Jewish nation is also Jewish in its religion.
This is analogous to the fact that the Italian nation is Catholic but Catholic
Americans are not Italian nationals — even if they are Italian by origin. So far
Bergson. Clearly, he grasped a principle whose significance grew particularly
under his influence: what happened to the American Jews happened also to
other groups. American Jews tend to be not only Americans of the Jewish faith
but also, as a result of the disaster of the European Jews, and under the influence
of the Committee to Rescue the Jewish People of Europe, they were perceived
both as Jews and as an interest group. They were therefore accepted in the
United States immediately after the war as an ethnic group. The American
Italians, who in addition to being Americans in their nationality and Catholic in
their religion, were also perceived as an ethnic group. In the language of
Bergson’s letter to Dr. Weizmann, they were a public of Americans of Italian
origin. Not only the Italians and the Poles in the United States are different from
each other, despite the fact that members of these two groups are both
American and Catholic; in addition, there are many Americans who are more
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American-Italian than they are Catholic Americans, because their Catholicism
may be less a matter of faith than of ethnic and cultural origin.

I am stressing the ethnic aspect more than Bergson did in his letter, even
though the main principle is, as Bergson insists, the distinction between
nationality and religion. I do this because it is easier to distinguish between the
two, nationality and religion, in light of the third, ethnicity (country of origin),
and also because the ethnic aspect has become more conspicuous since the war.
Similarly, the identification of ethnicity and country of origin renders American
Jews, especially the non-observant among them, Americans of Hebrew origin.
The significance of the distinction between faith and nationality according to
Bergson, as he stressed, is the claim that the nation — he calls it the Hebrew
nation — already exists. Conflation of the nation and the religious community
implies that all Western Jews belong to that nation. Consequently the existence
of the Hebrew nation will be not a political fact similar to the fact of the
existence of the American nation but a mere potentiality. In other words, to
recognize Palestinian Jews and Jewish refugees in Europe as belonging to an
existent nation, American Jews must be recognized as not the same in this
respect.

To stress this distinction, Bergson asks Dr. Weizmann the following
questions. (He intentionally worded the expressions in these questions —
quoted here in part — in the language of the Zionist leadership, not in the
language of the Hebrew Committee for National Liberation.)

1. “Does every Jew in the world automatically become a citizen of the
Jewish Commonwealth? And if not, which Jews do and which do not?”

2. “What would be the status of Moslems and Christians who will reside in
the Jewish Commonwealth, or who might wish to enter the country?
Would their nationality be Jewish?”

3. “Who would be the diplomatic representatives of the Jewish
Commonwealth?” Today [at the end of World War II] Palestine is
represented by the World Zionist Organization whose representative in
the United States is Rabbi Wise, an American citizen, not qualified to
represent the Commonwealth.
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4. “What will become of the Jewish Agency [for Palestine] which was
intended to represent the interests of the Jews of the world in Palestine?”

Here Bergson contrasts the interests of all Jews with those of the Jews of
Palestine.

5. “What will become of the World Zionist Organization? Will it continue
to exist as a sectarian international Jewish organization, or will the fact
of the establishment of the Jewish Commonwealth call for some changes
in its structure?”

6. “Finally, what will become of the World Jewish Congress? Will this, too,
continue its existence as an international Jewish body and attempt to
speak for the ‘Jews of the World’ on political questions...?”

Hillel Kook claims rightly that to the present day answers to these questions are
wanting, that the required structural changes were not made since the
establishment of Israel. This causes confusion, and “confusion is the enemy.” It
was less important for Bergson what answers were given to these questions,
since the mere recognition of them would impose on one who recognizes them
the distinction between nation and religious community (37b). But the failure to
recognize the questions prevents the possibility of mobilizing goodwill in the
general public because of the confusion. In order to overcome the confusion, the
open declaration is required that, in contrast to the Hebrew nation (or the
Israeli nation), the Jewish people has ceased to be a political entity. Judaism is in
essence a religion and politically a religion is not an active entity, for a faith has
no government and no army, and so on. Also, it is impossible to invite all
participants in the Jewish religion or the Jewish people as a sovereign to take
part in the United Nations Organization. It would be impossible for Rabbi Wise
to represent the Jewish people, because he is an American citizen. The same was
true of Dr. Weizmann, a British subject. Even were it possible to represent
American Jews as a part of the Hebrew nation, this would not be agreeable to
them, because it would differentiate them from the other American citizens and
arouse hatred of Jews there, on the old excuse that they constituted an alien
element. Similarly, it would not suit the needs of the nation as it would turn the
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nation into an international entity and thus devoid of the quality of a nation
proper.

The existence of the World Jewish Congress and similar international Jewish
bodies prevents friendly governments from relating to the Hebrew nation in a
desirable manner, without their being able to protest against the presence of
these bodies and against this confusion, since these are internal Jewish affairs.
Demanding the recognition of the Jewish nation as well as of loyal Jewish
subjects of the countries of their residence, was and may still be the cause of a
national disaster.

“The Jews must decide,” continued Bergson, “what they are.” Every Jew has
the right and the duty of national self-determination, to use another wording.
Things will be different when an “ideal world will be established when it will
make no difference whether one has a country or a nation or a territory or a
border or an army.” But in our present world, in order to prevent a new disaster,
there is need for a decision. Bergson states as a principle his own preference for a
world in which “all human beings can live under God in true freedom and
equality.” He adds, “I believe that such a world will eventually come to be, but if
we let the Jewish situation remain as it is, there is no doubt in my mind that
hardly any Jew will survive to live in that era.”

The central error, according to Bergson, was an extremism expressed in the
desire of the assimilants to have every Jew assimilate, and in the demand of the
Zionists to have all Jews migrate to Palestine. Here is the basis of Bergson’s
pluralism — if the use of a term developed later on is allowed — and the only
democratic, practical outlook that he considered available.

Two principles emerge, then. First, Jews have the right and duty to define
themselves as members of the Hebrew nation or of the nations in which they
dwell. Second, the nation already exists, whose members are Jews, inhabitants
of Palestine and refugees in Europe. The nation in Palestine demands “a free
state” so as to be able to tell the American Jews who belong to the American
nation, including the non-Zionists and anti-Zionists among them, not to interfere
in its internal affairs. This way the nation will cease to live in inner conflict.

And so to the socio-political aspect of Peter Bergson’s letter to Dr. Chaim
Weizmann. The aim is still declared in the traditional Zionist terminology: “All
that we want, as I very well know all you and your fellow Zionists want, is to
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bring an end to the scandal of the territorial homelessness for a great and
ancient nation.”

The program is this: a declaration of independence, planned in a simple

pattern:

1. There should be the State of Palestine, whatever its name might be, as
“the national territory of the Hebrew nation,” of a few million citizens of
different religions, mostly, but not all, members of the Jewish faith or of
Jewish origin, and without Judaism being a state religion.

2. Jewish religious communities should be there, but they will be “purely
religious communities,” with no political or national designation. In
addition, just as there are Americans of Italian or of Irish origins, so
there will be Americans of Hebrew origins. The Hebrew Committee for
National Liberation, adds Bergson, was founded in order to perpetrate
the recognition of the difference between Hebrew or Palestinian Jews
and American or British Jews, with the aim of demanding the
recognition of the Hebrew nation by the United Nations Organization.
Attempts of the Committee in that direction proved how easy it was for
the public to accept the distinction between faith and nationality.

Here, in order to avoid redundancy, I skip a part of Bergson’s letter describing
the Bergson Group and its work. Let me come, then, to the heart of the letter:

“We therefore propose that the Jewish Agency for Palestine, augmented”
by representatives of the Jewish settlement in Palestine, “should constitute
itself and become a representative national authority to speak for the Hebrew
Nation temporarily, until such time as, in due democratic process, a more
representative provisional government may be established.” In brief, what is
required now is a transitional government-in-exile.

“I wish therefore to inform you most solemnly and publicly that if the
essence of our proposal is accepted and a Hebrew national authority is
established, we [the Hebrew Committee for National Liberation] will hasten to
recognize the authority of the newly formed government or committee.” If “the
Jewish Agency ... deem it advisable to launch now the establishment of a
Hebrew government-in-exile, they should take over the title of Hebrew
Committee for National Liberation, since such pattern has been successfully
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established by other nations.... The very minimum ... would be simply to
reconstitute the Jewish Agency into a Hebrew agency....”

On the assumption that the plan would be accepted, Bergson recommends
that the temporary government-in-exile should seek recognition from all
governments and from all possible international organizations, that it should
recognize the naturalization of Jews in the still-non-existent state in accord with
emergency regulations; organize mass immigration in the open, with publicity,
and in opposition to the laws of the British mandatory government which the
temporary government should ignore on the supposition that this will be met
with enormous sympathy from other nations; try to open direct negotiations
with neighboring countries to establish understanding and friendly relations;
strive for international arbitration with the government of Great Britain; and
seek international loans of enormous sums.

So much for the extract from Bergson’s letter, which presents a program
based on understanding, daring, and initiative. What the likelihood of its
realization was cannot be assessed now. Likely to remain controversial for a long
time is the question of what influence the Hebrew Committee for National
Liberation had on the establishment of the State of Israel (38). It is hard to deny,
however, that the declaration of Israel’s independence and the establishment of
a temporary government in May 1948 constitute a unilateral political activity in
accord with the proposal of the Committee for National Liberation. It is quite
possible that the broad political activity organized by this Committee over the
previous four years or so helped to create the required political background and
world public opinion in its favor. All these factors surely played a vital role then.
Similarly, it is not disputed that the Irgun National Military Organization had
declared repeatedly that if the Zionist establishment did not declare
independence then that Organization would do so. According to Kook, the very
existence of a plan of the Hebrew Committee for National Liberation from the
year 1944, according to which independence should be declared, influenced and
contributed to the Declaration of Independence. Regrettably, however, the
independence declared was not the independence of a nation distinct from the
people with whom it shares religion and tradition. Hence it was not a
declaration of genuinely national independence, but the foundation of a strange
and unique administrative entity. Therefore, the vital need remains of declaring
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real national independence as a part of the normalization of Israel, in an attempt
to overcome the present ongoing national crisis.

*+ The above discussion centered on the problem of normalization, and thus
on the inner logic of Peter Bergson’s letter to Dr. Chaim Weizmann and the
need, still not dated, to answer the questions it presents, as Hillel Kook stresses
ceaselessly. I have neglected the aspect that has meanwhile been resolved, the
need for declaring independence and the way to establish it — by declarations
plus the mobilization of world public opinion that should bring democratic
nations to support the new nation.

* This neglect of mine was an error on my part. Just as the clear questions
that were posed in it were not answered to date (and also not asked by the Israeli
public to date), so the message as to the matter of attaining independence
through one-sided initiative was unclear to the Zionist leadership as it was
unclear to Dr. Weizmann (who, a year prior to the establishment of Israel’s
independence, saw in that independence a distant dream; see below), and is still
unclear in Israel, where an official version is popular of the story of the
achievement of independence. According to that version, independence was
achieved because the United Nations Organization ensured its success. The
historical fact is different: as is on record, that Organization was busy preparing
an alternative plan to the original plan of independence for the Jewish
settlement in Palestine, thereby making Moshe Sharett, who was then
representing the Jewish settlement in Palestine there, demand of David Ben-
Gurion that he avoid declaring independence, at least temporarily. Another
(semi-official) version presents as the condition for independence the one-sided
liquidation of the British mandatory government and the departure of the
British forces from Palestine. The historical fact is different: as is on record, the
departing British authorities deemed their departure a threat to the very
survival of the Jewish settlement in Palestine, and they departed in the
expectation that the Jewish representative would request that they return.

+ Perhaps this discussion is redundant. Perhaps it is all too clear that, under
any conditions, without the ability to decide, there is no independence. Perhaps
the very need for this discussion testifies to the Israeli inability to make political
decisions and to the absence of an Israeli awareness of this inability. This
absence is here explained as rooted in Israel’s abnormal situation. *



Chapter 18 Tn tﬁ@ Zionist
‘Establisfiment

efore World War II, the Zionist movement blossomed in Eastern Europe
Band received a significant expression in Western Europe, especially in
Britain. Offshoots of the movement also began growing in the Arabic-speaking
world, as much as was possible, and had modest beginnings in the United States
and in Canada. As is well known, the North American branch of the Zionist
movement was small and unwelcome. Anti-Zionist and non-Zionist Jewish
organizations had decisive weight in the United States (so much so that Bergson
referred to this fact in his letter to Weizmann). In addition to this, before
independence there was in Palestine the Jewish settlement of about one-half
million people. This settlement was considered in the Zionist movement
exemplary and it was run by Zionist organizations such as the National
Committee and the Jewish Agency for Palestine. The Russian Revolution struck
Russia off the Zionist map and during World War II the whole of the European
Continent dropped out of the picture. This increased the relative importance of
the Jews of English-speaking countries and of Palestine. Only after World War II
did French Jews and those of Arabic-speaking countries enter the picture. Upon
the outbreak of the War the Jews of the United States appeared on the Zionist
map as a significant factor whose significance was and still is on the increase. It
should be noted that the majority of the leaders of the Zionist Movement came
from Eastern Europe, notably Dr. Chaim Weizmann, Dr. Nahum Goldmann, and
David Ben-Gurion. These were in the first line of the leadership of the
movement, to be joined later by two Zionist leaders from the United States. The
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reaction of the Zionist establishment may be examined against this background.
One who prefers not to dig in archives and undertake comprehensive research,
such as the author of these pages, might very well rely on existing trustworthy
summaries. I will use here one document of a character completely opposed to
everything said here, since it is a significant official document of the Zionist
establishment itself: the minutes [in Hebrew; translation mine] of the first
Zionist Congress after World War II and the last before independence, a
congress that stood at the crossroads between the destruction of European
Jewry and the realization of the dream of independence. It was the
Twenty-Second Zionist Congress that took place in Basel, Switzerland, in
December 1946, after seven years of war and national disaster, during which
even the Executive Committee did not meet as often as required (see the
minutes of the Congress, Ben-Gurion’s summary, pp. 332ff.). The Zionist
Congress was a kind of parliament that met once every two years for a few days,
and in this case after seven years of great changes and a national disaster. This
Twenty-Second meeting, the last Congress before independence, thus stands
out as a major and representative event. Though many ceremonial details are
omitted from the stenographic minutes, these contain more than 600 pages.
Only 300 of fhem, however, are political, and even these include much empty
verbiage. Even the little that does matter is understood better when the texts it
contains are compared with the comments on them. The whole of the
significant political material covers only a few pages. In addition, the minutes
devote a few pages to decisions (39).

The most conspicuous thing about this Congress was its structure. The total
number of delegates was less than 400: only a few delegates from Eastern
Europe appeared — 16 from Germany, 14 from Romania, 10 from Hungary, 5
from Czechoslovakia, and 5 from Transylvania; by contrast, the number of
delegates from the United States was the largest — 121, as opposed to 79 from
Palestine, 10 from Britain, 7 from South Africa, 7 from Argentina, and 6 from
France. All other countries had less than 5 each, and usually only 1. The
appearance of the large body of American delegates was a major change in the
character of the Congress. The delegates from Palestine, especially Golda Meir
and David Ben-Gurion, had demanded that American Jewry send a significant
number of immigrants to settle in Palestine; instead, the American delegates
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offered financial aid (the aid from the United States covered most of the budget;
see pages 349 and 360) and propaganda; they expressed the hope that their
influence on the United States administration might be important and bring
useful political change. This last point can be examined in the light of the
debates in the Congress. For a tool cannot be used without political aim or task.

The debates in the Twenty-Second Zionist Congress, were centered on
1. Goals; 2. Recruitment of allies; 3. Modes of action; and 4. Enemies from
within.

1. What was the goal of Zionism? A Jewish state, of course. Says
Weizmann, “We are confident that our aim is before our eyes and we will
achieve it — if not in our generation, in my generation, then it will be in
the next generation”! (p. 23). Ben-Gurion speaks about “the
Establishment of the Jewish State in the near future” (p. 59). He also
adds that “the Hebrew State turned from a final goal to an actual
demand” (p. 61).

2. What is the meaning of “actual demand”? From whom is it demanded?
From the British Government. Admittedly, confesses Rabbi Stephen
Wise, “It was difficult to believe” that the British Government would be
as cruel as it was (in preventing Jews from migrating to Palestine as they
were being murdered en masse). Nonetheless, he declares, “I am
confident that the British Government... would not wish to play the role
of a traitor to Zionism” (p. 21). Well, then, despite everything, the
British Government it is. How does one demand anything from the
British Government? By negotiations, particularly while organizing
agricultural settlements, explains Ben-Gurion (p. 62). In response, Jacob
Hazan ridicules Ben-Gurion’s analysis by which just those evil Gentiles
“who would not execute the mandate”, would willingly “give us a Jewish
state” (p. 105). Dr. Brodetsky sees no choice: either a government-in-
exile, he says, which is impossible, as in no country can such a
government sit; or efforts to continue “to try and influence the English
Government” (p. 190). In concluding the debate, Zerubavel says that
they all want to “accept a state”, and even “immediately”, but things are
not so simple. Possibly, of course, the problem is one of finding allies,
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but there is almost nothing about this in the minutes. The Left wants the
Soviet Union as an ally, the Americans want the United States, and Dr.
Chaim Weizmann wants Britain. But it was all talk. There was no
program as to how to recruit any ally or how to mobilize public opinion
for support for the Zionist aim “to obtain a state”.

. How, then, is it possible to advance negotiations with Britain? Perhaps

by putting pressure on it through international forums, perhaps to
cancel the British mandate over Palestine, perhaps even through the heir
to the League of Nations, the initiator of that mandate, namely, the
United Nations Organization. But should the United Nations
Organization declare independence for Palestine while the majority of
the population there is Arab, then, by the rules of that organization,
Palestine would be an Arab state! (Goldmann, p. 146) This difficulty has
to be surmounted by means of mass immigration. Almost all members
of the Congress enthusiastically support this idea, barring a very small
opposition, which opposes it as illegal, since the British Mandatory
Government has enacted laws limiting Jewish immigration to Palestine.
Ben-Gurion mentions the alternative solution of the transfer of Arabs to
another country and ridicules it as the Revisionist solution. The
establishment of a bi-national state is no immediate practical solution
due to the Palestinian Arabs’ refused to cooperate. Even delegates of the
Hashomer Hatzair Party, who advocate this program, have no practical
solution other than the partition of Palestine into two states. But even
this program does not seem to the members of the Congress an
immediate practical solution. “An agreement with England — in 1947 —
concerning a Jewish state in Palestine is unavoidable.... The Congress
should declare today that it wants a partition... not that it should permit
[the Executive Committee] to sign anything — merely to negotiate and
to require the results — should there be any — be brought...” to an
additional discussion at another congress (Goldmann, pp. 149-150).
Even the partition plan calls for prolonged negotiation.

What advantage is there to prolonged negotiation? That in the
meantime Jewish immigration and Jewish settlement in Palestine would
continue. But, to repeat, such activities are illegal and a minority in the
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Congress opposes breaking the law. The majority was for it, but in
secrecy. But then what should be done if violators are caught? Moshe
Sneh, commander of the Haganah Defense Organization, recommends
the use of force in such cases. Ytzhak Gruenbaum recommends the use
of force even in additional cases, on the assumption that the British
Government can “overcome the terror” only “by the suppression of the
whole Jewish settlement” (p. 207). Guerrilla warfare should impose on
the Government some willingness to negotiate (still p. 207). But Dr.
Weizmann opposes guerrilla warfare as it ruins the chances of the
negotiation to succeed, as this depended on the goodwill of Britain (p.
340). Moshe Sharett also shows that negotiation may be useful, since, he
claims, as a result of negotiation he, Sharett, had been freed from Latrun
jail and permitted to leave the country in order to participate in the
Congress (p. 164) (13). Moreover, according to Sharett, anti-British
guerrilla war would provoke internal terror (p. 163). This discussion
begins to look a little more practical and to the point, until one notices
two significant items: not the dissident organizations attacked by
Sharett, but his own Haganah Defense Organization practices internal
terror; and a short while before the Congress, all three organizations
together were busy in anti-British guerrilla war, known at the time as the
Resistance Movement. All participants in the Congress knew this as the
question before the Congress was, what is the political value of the
guerrilla activities of the Resistance Movement? Except for Ytzhak
Gruenbaum, a member of the Zionist Executive Committee, no one
discussed that question openly, perhaps because the central speech in
the Congress, by Ben-Gurion, had clearly shown that the activities of the
Resistance Movement were politically valueless. The chief question on
the agenda was, how is a state acquired? Ben-Gurion answered it. By
settlement activities in the tradition of Practical Zionism, and by
negotiation, but decidedly not by combat. In particular, everything must
be done “quietly, carefully, silently, without drawing the attention of the
general public” (p. 26). Why, then, did he ever give his blessing to the
activities of the Resistance Movement? This question was answered by
the two Revisionists who participated in the Congress even though the
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Revisionist Party had left the Zionist Movement in the mid-thirties
(founding the New Zionist Movement, headed by Jabotinsky). Meir
Grossman demanded that they should “create a government of our own”
(p- 103). And William Ziff of the United States, a supporter of the
Bergson Group, offered his own wording of Bergson’s proposal. He said,
there is a need for an intervention by the United States in the Middle
East (p. 246) in order to arrange for international action, as well as for
activism, namely in favor of anti-British guerrilla war of the Irgun
National Military Organization. But in order to facilitate this
intervention, “a temporary Jewish government” should be established
(p. 248), and the Zionist Congress must “decide here and now on its
support” for such a government that should be “at once and due to this
fact alone the representation of the whole Jewish settlement and of all
the refugees” (p. 249), meaning the Jewish refugees in Europe (40).

Ziff’s proposal met with no response. The Congress voted for a
Jewish state, not when, not how, even in a refusal to endorse any
practical move, a refusal expressed in the decisions to boycott the
London Conference, whose agenda was the partition of Palestine, and to
reject any alternative mandate.

. The denunciation of dissident underground military organizations and

of the Hebrew Committee for National Liberation in the last Zionist
Congress before the Declaration of Independence. The purpose of this
denunciation was national unity, not dissension. As to the dissident
underground organizations, as long as the Zionist Organization did not
denounce the Resistance Movement, nor the opinion of Moshe Sneh, the
Haganah chief commander, clearly, the grounds for the denunciation was
their rejection of the authority of the national institutions, not of this or
that view. The same goes for the Committee for National Liberation.
Admittedly, their ideology was attacked in the Congress by the claim that
“the distinction between Jews and Hebrews” is “misleading and
baseless” (p. 484 and p. 579). But the aim of this attack was to provide
the impression that there was a consensus among the delegates to the
Congress, which the Committee for National Liberation allegedly
deviated from. It is easy to refute this impression by evidence included in
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the minutes of the Congress, and even in a respectable position there,
namely, in the keynote speech by Ben-Gurion, where he stressed his just
opposition both to a state specifically for the Jews, which he labeled
“theocracy”, and to a state which would have “all Jews of the world as
citizens” (p. 59). Jews of other nations should not be citizens of the
Hebrew state, he said, “just as the Frenchmen and the Englishmen in
America are American citizens even though there is France and there is
England,” and “the [American] Irishman... who is linked to the tradition
of his people and wishes well to the country of his origin” (pp. 59-60).
Moreover, according to Ben-Gurion himself, though “the idea of the
Jewish state is... certainly not new” (p. 61), as Herzl had presented it,
even if as a mere distant ideal [this is untrue], today “the Hebrew State
has turned from a final end to an actual demand.” The criticism of the
views of the Committee for National Liberation, then, is not serious;
there remains only the complaint against the Committee’s rejection of
the authority of the Zionist leadership. In the debates no argument
against the Committee’s views was voiced. In one question from the
floor the American Revisionists were identified with “the Bergson
Group in all of its metamorphoses”, and their “corrupting activities”
were denounced as activities which “violate the honor of the Zionist
Movement”. Worst of all was their “collection of funds assigned,
according to their own announcements, to help the terrorist dissident
military groups which constitutes a great danger for the Jewish
settlement in Palestine and for Zionism” (p. 166). To repeat, the danger
here referred to is not from terror as such, but from the rejection of the
national leadership.

Elsewhere in this book I have expressed my profound astonishment at my not
having heard about the Committee for National Liberation, at that time or later,
except from Hillel Kook himself. There is no better evidence of the concealment
of facts from the Jewish population in Palestine than in the minutes of this
Zionist Congress, the last before Independence. Nevertheless, the Congress
could not entirely overlook the existence of this Committee, and found a way to
condemn it, even though in transparent deceit. And there is no need for better
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evidence of the success of the Committee in the United States, than in the
interest shown it by the many delegates to that Congress from the United States
and Canada. The reader interested in additional historical material should
compare the material cited in the article by Sarah Peck in Chapter Fifteen above
(see note 32) both with the speech of Ytzhak Gruenbaum, who accused the
Allies of indifference, explaining it by the claim that they “were apprehensive,
apparently... lest their Allies be tempted to believe that this was a Jewish war, as
the Nazi propaganda machine tried to describe it”, and with the complaint of
Rabbi Abba Hillel Silver, who claimed that among the Jewish leaders there were
some who made great efforts to frustrate the Zionists: “Some Zionist leaders
showed impatience to our regret... and supported the government in its effort
to prevent” the passing of a pro-Zionist resolution in the United States
Congress (p. 49). The whole story of the attitude of the Zionist establishment
towards the massacre of European Jewry in the years 1942-45 appears in the
minutes of the Congress in a most nebulous and outlandish way. No one among
the delegates to the Zionist Congress protested or criticized; if some of them did
protest or criticize, the official minutes include no hint of what they said. This is
the disgrace of that Congress.

Perhaps there is no need for accusations; perhaps the whole story is too
pathetic. It is sad that not being able to close historical books permits the
continuation of confusion and injustice, especially so in a state in which the
distribution of funds to political parties today is made in accord with
agreements signed in 1946 in that last Zionist Congress before the Declaration
of the Independence of Israel, a Congress in which the majority of the delegates
did not think it possible to establish a Jewish state within a few years. Fourteen
months after this confused, pathetic, and faltering debate, David Ben-Gurion
declared independence.

The cause of this volte face Hillel Kook sees as the struggle of the three
underground organizations against the British as a foreign occupation force, and
in the great support that this struggle won both in the Jewish settlement in
Palestine and in the American public at large, including its legislative bodies,
and in the support offered by the political activity of the Hebrew liberation
movement, that spoke in the name of the existing Hebrew nation and demanded
the immediate establishment of a government. The combination of these
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activities, Hillel Kook claims to this day, is what created a political situation in
the world at large permitting the undertaking of a political initiative and
bringing Ben-Gurion to do just that.

* Historians employed by the national institutions and in the institutions of
the Zionist Movement continue to publish biased historical researches, official
and semi-official. Public pressure should be exerted by interested citizens so as
to make them critical of the last Zionist Congress before Israel’s independence,
and especially to examine the condemnatory resolutions in it. In Israel past
questions were reopened, including the question of the justice of the verdict in
the case of the murder of Arlosoroff, and certainly to reexamine the
condemnations made by the Twenty-Second Zionist Congress is much more
simple, relevant and significant. *



Chapter 19 m Webr ey Comnuttee f@r
‘National Liberation and the
Trgun ‘Natienal ‘Military
Organmization

he Hebrew Committee for National Liberation grew out of the delegation of

the National Military Organization to the United States. This is not to make
light of the difference between these two bodies, since it amounts to the change
in Kook himself from being a young chauvinist to holding the revolutionary
ideas of liberal nationalism and developing the idea of the separation between
faith and nationality, which radically altered his political struggle for national
independence. The question remains, what was the attitude of the Bergson
Group, with its new ideas, towards the mother group, with its old ideas? History
sometimes leads astray and cruelly or perhaps generously curtails a logical
development. The National Military Organization ceased to exist and the
problem of their differences fell off the agenda. The Organization ceased to exist
because World War II brought a radical change in its attitude towards British
rule. The Organization split; its commander, David Raziel, was killed in an
action in cooperation with the British forces; and its supreme commander,
Vladimir Jabotinsky, died suddenly.

This is not the end of the story. The Bergson Group accepted Jabotinsky’s
advice to call off the military struggle against the British and cooperate with
them against the common Nazi enemy. In the light of the destruction of the Jews
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of Europe and Britain’s persistent refusal to admit Jewish refugees into
Palestine, Bergson and his companions agreed that an emergency situation had
emerged, so that in addition to the war against Germany, a war against the
British Government should be declared as part of the political struggle for the
rescue of the Jews of Europe. The Group sent to Palestine one of them, Arie
Ben-Eliezer, to help restore the Irgun National Military Organization in light of
the Group’s new view, and to start the military struggle against the British
authorities in Palestine as a part of the effort to rescue the Jews of Europe —
both as individuals and as a nation. Menachem Begin was appointed the
Organization’s chief commander and Ben-Eliezer used his connections with the
Committee for the Rescue of the Jewish People of Europe to get him released
from his service in the Polish Army. At the beginning of 1944, the Organization
declared war against Britain and demanded the immediate establishment of a
Hebrew government.

This is the place to offer a response to the pamphlet of the Irgun National
Military Organization. I remember well that the impression that the pamphlet
made on me as an adolescent in the Jewish settlement in Palestine was most
baffling. It was difficult for me even to imagine that the small Jewish settlement
could seriously declare war on Great Britain. Of course, the idea seemed to me
fascinating and even daring, but also hopeless from the very start. The
establishment of a Hebrew government seemed to me even more fascinating,
but it was proposed in the pamphlet as the final stage of the struggle, yet the
likelihood of the struggle to succeed to that extent seemed nil. The pamphlet
proposed that the Hebrew government should negotiate with the government
of Great Britain in the expectation of achieving a friendship treaty, but, of
course, this seemed even less realistic. Thus the pamphlet looked most baffling,
and I did not find one person in the Jewish settlement in Palestine who could
explain it to me. As for the Hebrew Committee for National Liberation, I knew
nothing about it then. The plan of this Committee was not for a vigorous
struggle to bring independence expressed as the establishment of a government.
Their plan was of the kind of which I had never heard until I met Kook himself; it
was to establish a transitional government as part of the struggle for
independence, and its role should be to mobilize world public opinion while
supporting the armed struggle in Palestine, combined with the transfer of
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Jewish refugees on a large scale — repatriation — to their old-new motherland
in reliance on world public opinion whose sympathy was aroused by news of the
disaster of the destruction of the Jews of Europe.

The Irgun National Military Organization had no clear political program.
True, within two years it managed to compel the Haganah Defense Organization
and the official Zionist political organizations to join its guerrilla war activities
— joint activities that went under the name of the Resistance Movement. But
the absence of a political plan obstructed the continuation of the collaboration
and blocked the ability to consolidate achievements.

Begin’s autobiography hardly refers to Bergson or to the Bergson Group. I
shall therefore refer again to David Niv’s book on the history of the Irgun
National Military Organization, an account which Begin has given his blessings
to and which notes that the Irgun National Military Organization sympathized
with or at least did not object to the political moves of the Hebrew Committee
for National Liberation, including Bergson’s letter to Dr. Weizmann, quoted at
length above. That book also praises the activities of the Committee and its
success, pointing out that there was no point in the guerrilla warfare were it not
accompanied by propaganda abroad so as to mobilize public opinion to accept
its claims and exert pressures for a negotiation for independence. But this
opinion obtains only if the Irgun National Military Organization is viewed as a
national organization and not as a military arm of one political party. Yet the
violation of this condition is implied in the story of the concord made between
the Irgun National Military Organization and the Revisionist Party (volume 2,
pp- 184-189). But, Niv reports, when Begin accepted the command of the
National Military Organization, the command disconnected all ties with the
Revisionist Party (volume 5, p. 208) (41). The definition of the nation and the
distinction between Hebrew nationality and the Jewish faith appear in the early
volumes, but the critical discussion of this point appears only in the fifth volume
and begins, after a long and sympathetic report, on page 205, where it is
narrated that the headquarters in Palestine sent a special envoy to the United
States early in 1946, demanding its representatives abroad “to relinquish their
ideological teaching”, especially concerning the plan for “the establishment of
the Hebrew government-in-exile” (p. 207). Begin opposed this, as he claimed
after a year and a half of futile debate, in a letter to Kook dated June 6, 1947, that
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“an early establishment of the government will add nothing to the real struggle,
it will only weaken — there is no shadow of doubt about this — the external
struggle” (p. 207) (41). Within less than a year Ben-Gurion declared
independence. It is clear, then, that Begin missed an opportunity. His claims
make some sense, though: after all, the Twenty-Second Zionist Congress had
denounced the dissident underground movements as well as the Bergson
Group, and had even forced the Revisionists to dismantle the New Zionist
movement and return to the World Zionist Organization. In addition, tells Niv
(volume 5, p. 209), the Revisionists themselves endorsed the Zionist Congress’
condemnation of the Bergson Group. Begin always represented the Irgun
National Military Organization as permanently a part of the Revisionist
Movement, and Kook denies this sharply; put together, these two facts clarify
the picture in retrospect (42).

What was Begin'’s error when he so wrongly estimated the situation that he
did not see the opportunity for immediate independence? To repeat, the British
Government blocked the possibility of Jews to becoming the majority in
Palestine. In his speech to the British Labour Party Convention in June 1946, the
British Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin threatened to grant independence to
Palestine. That independence would have been to a state that would be Arabic
and Moslem in character, since its establishment by the Jewish minority would
be racist. As Dr. Goldmann mentioned in the Zionist Congress at the end of
1946, the United Nations Organization stood for principles that corroborated
Bevin’s position (p. 189). The situation looked impossible to all concerned. And
this was so despite the fact that the platform of the Committee for National
Liberation overcame this difficulty with its proposal to separate faith from
nationality, while including in the nation the Jewish refugees in Europe, and
combining it with the further proposal to declare both immediate independence
and a plan for the transfer of a million-and-a-half members of the nation to
Palestine — as stated in Bergson’s letter to Dr. Weizmann. It is impossible to
estimate in retrospect the chances of realizing this plan, and, of course, it was
difficult to do so at the time. But certainly, it was a daring and possible plan.
Begin’s hesitation is therefore understandable and somewhat justifiable. For the
plan was daring, and therefore not without risk, so that the option of rejecting it
was open. Yet Begin erred when he claimed that this plan would necessarily
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sharpen the inner struggle, since he was thereby overlooking the desperate
situation of the Zionist Organization which had no political plan whatsoever.
Similarly, Begin erred when he overlooked the force of the public political
activity of the committees of the Bergson Group in the United States and their
ability to whip up enthusiasm in both Palestine and the United States. This
ability not only was left unused, but was not even properly examined. Begin’s
hesitation caused him to lose a great opportunity; the enthusiasm whipped up
by those Committees was reaped by Ben-Gurion in his stead, in his unilateral
Declaration of Independence.

The facts are important, as they give rise to the problem of authority. The
problem of the division of authority between the National Military Organization
and the Committee for National Liberation was not simple and it matters
because of the ideological conflict between them. The fact that Begin praised in
his autobiography the delegation of his Organization in the United States is
insignificant in the present connection, because he did not mention the political
aspect of the situation. He neither endorsed nor rejected the principles of the
Hebrew Committee for National Liberation. Niv presents the problem of the
division of authority as unsolved (pp. 205-206), since it is “beyond any doubt
that the Committee tried to see itself as the political command of the
Organization, since it saw in the Organization the military arm, namely, a
division of functions reminiscent of the Jewish Agency and the Haganah” (p.
206). Since Begin expressed agreement with Niv’s book, it is possible to
conclude that either he preferred to leave the problem unsolved