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The Relations Between Homeland and Diaspora %

As Seen in Zionist Ideologx

by Prof. Eliezer Schweid

Two main constructs“emerge from the writings of pioneer Zionism
with regard to relations between homeland and Diaspora. One is best
expressed in the thought of Theodor Herzl, fouﬁder of the Zionist
Organization, the other in that of Ahad H'am (Asher Ginzberg), thinker

and writer.

Herzl thought the "Jewish problem” would be solved once and for
all by the establishment of a Jewish state through a massive poli%ical
effort. All the political, economic, and organizational resources of

the Jews in the Diaspora would be mobilized for the purpose of gaining

. international consent for the establishment of a Jewish state, and of
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long that it would bring Eastern European Jewry no relief from their

intolerable plight. Second, even after a long time Eretz Israel (the

Land of Israel—subsequently to be referredto as Israel, although at

the time of these early Zionist thinkers itljwas still Palestine), will

not be able to take in the entire Jewish people. Most Jews will remain

in the Diaspora, though continuing to identgfy themselves as Jews.

The task of Zionism, in Ahad Ha'am's view, is to solve ''the problem of
Judaism and Jewishness' and not ''the proble% of the Jews." And the
problem that Zionist must cope with is one_éf having to keep Jews alive
as a people with a common, distinctive way %f life, even though there
is no prospect whatever of total redemptionﬁfrom Exile, and even though
1

modern conditions have eroded the distinctiéns of faith and religious

lifestyle that sustained Jews till now.

Ahad Ha'am, then, gave priority to theikultural-educational over
the political determinant in his approach to! the problem of the relations
Between homeland and Diaspora. The very reé@rn of Jews to Israel, the
building up of the land and the attempt to %;ise in it a sovereign
Jewish society capable of spiritual creativ%%y would, in his view, pro-
fide the Jews with the leverage to stem the %ide of assimilation in the
Diaspora. Jewish life in Israel would have io be a base for far-
reaching cultural-educational operations abro%d which would train idealists
for participation in the upbuilding of,IsraeE, and provide Jews with
the foundations for a new, cultural, non-religious identification.

The Jewish center in Israel would be a focusllof national identification:

Jews_throughout the Diaspora would take prid% in their homeland. They
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would not see themselves as "homeless',and ﬁhey would have a center

ll

of Jewish spiritual creativity upon which to!model ‘themselves.

In sum: According to Herzl, the DiasPQ%a will build the homeland
1
and disappear; according to Ahad Ha'am, the Diaspora will build the

homeland as a prop for itself.

These two constructs may be seen as exqressions of two separate
states in the crystallization of Zionism as:khe form that the thrust
towards Jewish national liberation takes in modern times. In the
first stage, a reaction to the shocked awaréness that, where the Jews
were concerned, the Emancipation in Europe Hbd proved a false hope,
Zionism emerges as a movement striving for q€total and final resolution

Yy
of the issue. The distinction between "the problem of the Jews'" and

ji
that of Judaism and Jewishness is only a ma{%er of semantics, since
both are two sides of the same question. Aﬁﬁ if the early Zionist
theorists and activists had before them the!éxample of the European
national movements, like them they sought a|§imp1e and categorical
solution: redemption from Exile. Herzl wa§fnot alone in this way of

looking at things, but shared the same outliok as Moshe Leib Lillienblum

and Yehuda Leib Pinsker in Eastern Europe.

If the early religious Zionists contenﬂed themselves at the outset
only with a small pioneer venfﬁre that woulq gradually find room for
expansion, that was because they saw these initial measures, taken on
their own initiative, as only a preparationﬂfor the final, universal

Messianic redemption that would be brought %bout by supernatural forces.
3

s W s m—— i LA . K —



[ 4

The second stage constitutes a reaction to the initial efforts of
the early Zionists, and reflects revulsion from a great Messianic
expectation whose prospects of realization ére slight and 1iab1¢ to
end in a tremendous anticlimax. In this st%ge, an attempt was made
to view the Zionist movement as a partial sélution for what would

otherwise constitute the total assimilation’jof the Jewish people.

It seems to me that these two construcés contined to operate side
by side within the Zionist movement as two ﬁealistic assessments of the
contemporary Jewish situation, and paradoiiﬁally also as two modes of
Utopian expectations—on the one hand, a reélistic appraisal of the
prospects for survival in the Diaspora in tﬂe light of the conditions
of the modern world combined with a Utoplanhexpectatlon as to the
prospect of a total solution by building up|Israe1 and, on the other
hand, a realistic assessment of the prospecg of achieving a total
solution through the upbuilding o% Istael aiong with a Utopian expecta-
tion as to prospects of survival in the Dia%pora.

These are the two cruel alternatives tﬁat constitute the Zionist
dilemma till the present day. There is no ?uture for the Jewish people
in the Diaspora. But if this 1s so, how caé a total solution be achieved
in Israel? Here Zionist thought found itseif torn between despair and
despair, hope and hope. And the thinking of the fathers of Zionism,

while continuing to seek some common ground“for present action, reflects

the vacillation of Zionist thought between these opposite points of view.
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From the foregoing we can see the sigﬁhficance of the debate
between Herzl and Ahad Ha'am for our own t%pe. On the other hand, neither

. | .
of the two constructs really confronts the iproblem of the relations

between homeland and Diaspora.

This is very clear with respect to Herzl. He opposed gradual
settlement in Israel and strove for a political solution that would
not leave in its wake any problem of interaction between homeland

and Diaspora since the latter would have cé%sed to exist: Ahad Ha'am,
too, did not see the question of relations_%etween Israel and the
Diaspora as a bi-lateral matter. For him, ?srael was just a budding
project, and he regarded it from the.perspe%tive of a "lover of Zion"

in the. Diaspora. No wonder, then, that he époke about the future, too,
from the same perspective, and that what he%had to say here had no basis
in reality. Whatever substance there was in his words was owing to the
fact that they served as true reflections of the attitude of the Diaspora
Jew to Israel at that time and of what they%thought should be done at

that particular time to save Jews from assimilation and oblivion.

I suggest that Ahad Ha'am's vision of ﬁhe future of Israel as a
spiritual center for all Jewry was meant ongy to make possible in his
own day successful educational activity witﬁ a field and center not
in Israel, but in the Diaspora. For the debate between Ahad Ha'am
and Herzl actually turned on the issue of cgltural-educational activity
}n the Diaspora. For Herzl, this was a red&ndant issue. What is more,
raising it when the need of the hour was poﬁiticdl actién on an agreed
program was apt to create a serious rift begween religious and secular

!
.
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Zionists. For Ahad Ha'am, this was the mafn issue, and he was ready
to fight over the necessity for finding a §piritua1 consensus, because

. . ‘o 3 n
he did not think political action would succeed.

All this amounts to is a debate on how Jews in the Diaspora
should have acted concerning an Israel whoge ﬁpbuilding was still_only
a vision of the future—a state of affairsfkno longer valid. It is for
this reason that the whole argument is only, relevant to Zionist thought
in our own day as a stimulus to an assessmékt of the contemporary
-Jewish situation, giving an answer to the qhestion as to the conditions

necessary for Jewish survival in the Diasp??a.

In considering these questions, we muéi examine one of the most
important elements of classical Zionism: ﬁ&he negation of the Exile."
Despite the above-noted difference betweeniherzl and ahad Ha'am, they
both concur on this issue. In cht this-c&hcept can be regarded as
the negative common denominator of all the'iionist parties. But there
are differences of emphasis, and these are{important because they are
a crucial aspect of the debate about positfbe goals and the means of

attaining them.

The simplest formulation of 'negation 6f the Exile" is that it
is a reaction to disappointment over the Eu%oPean Emancipation. It
seemed to these cynics that, despite the Eméncipation, the Jew remains
an outsider to European sbciety even when hg relinquishes his national
and religious distinctiveness and is ready %o accommodate himself to

European culture. He encounters resistance“that is explained on
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religious, racial, or economi¢ grounds, all ?dding up to one thing:-
The Jew is considered an interloper. The wé%es ot anti-Semitic perse-
cution, carrying along not only the ignoranﬂ masses but also some of
the educated elite, and at times even suppof%ed by the authorities,
prove that Jews have no prospect of being ad?epted as equal citizens
in the Diaspora countries. On the other had?, a Jew is no longer
prepared to accept meekly his discriminated{%gainst, despised, and
persecuted destiny. Influenced by modern E@?opean culture, he deﬁands
all the rights of a free citizen, and no loﬁ%er finds any meaning in
his suffering as his ancestors did. Therefq}e, runs the argument,

!

Jews have no future in the Diaspora—-not as qindividuals, and not as

a people.

"Exile'" in this context refers to the sﬂtuation of a national
minority living in a country where it has n& territorial privilege and
no political framework capable of safeguardgng its existence and 1its
rights. In this sense, 'negation of the exile” means abolishing the
situation of a minority without a land of igs own and without poli-
tical sovereignty, a minority lacking the tools to defend itself

and be responsible for its own viability asHa group and for the lives

of its individual members.

. . s N
Whiie such thinkers as Lillienblum, Plgsker, Herzl and Max Nordau
were disillus’oned by the failure of the Likeral movement to bring
1 -
about genuine emancipation for the Jews, Be& Borochov probed the hopes

i
that Jews were beginning to have in Socialikm as the movement of the
1

future.
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He did not reject Socialism as a panaéga for conflict hetween
classes and nations, including those between Jews and Gentiles. But
the road to the realization of Socialism, he believed, would aggravate
the situation of the Jews. The class warfafk preceding the victory of
the workers would crush the Jews who were iq!the middle. Persecution
and pogroms would increase, Jews would be dé;rived of their sources of
livelihood, and the Jewish people as a whole| would not survive all the
economic, social and woral pressures.

Borochov's prognosis led him to an even|more extreme "negation of
the exile" than the one described above. He!felt that time was running
out for the Jews. The very concept "Exile' acquired a new dimension
for Borochov. To him, it mé;nt not merely the situation of a national
minority lacking territory and sovefeignty, ﬁut a distorted socio-
economic reality. He contended that Jews lagked a proper economic
base--that their economic existence was paragitic--which was why, on
the one hand, they evoked such opposition anq, on the other, did not
have the means to defend themselves. To Borgchov, therefore, '"megation
of the Exile'" meant the elimination of the tﬁ%de and sources of liveli-
hood on which the Jews in the Diaspora subsiéied, and "redemption"
meant a radical socio-economic transformatiorl,

To this, Ahad Ha'am added the dimension ?f socio-economic 1life.

He was much less sengitive to the question odithe lack of terrifory
and political sovereignty than Pinsker and He%zl. On the economic

- I )
question, however, he was no less sensitive than Borochov, even though

|
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he did not bring t; bear on its analysis wéﬁi-formed scientific or
ideological tools. But he was concerned chﬂéfly with the Jews' socio-
cultural plight. What' troubed him most was ?he phenomenon of their
depreciation of their national identity and %ulture vis:é-vis that of
their host societies' not because the 1atterﬁwe;e better, but because
they were dominant. On the other hand, he w%s also troubled by the
enclusiveness and fossilization of Orthodox ?udaism in Eastern Europe
which clung to the old not because it was go?d, but because it was old.
. i

In Ahad Ha'am's view, the new cultural florescence was poor, and

the growing generation of Jews were not finding enough in it to enrich

their lives, but were even repelled by everyghing defined as "Judaism."

|
&

This, he believed, was the greatest thréat to the survival of the

T

Jewish people. In other words, to him, ”Exiie,' especially in the

N -t
modern sense of the term, meant Jewish natioﬁal self-depreciation vis-a-

vis an alien cultural power, on the one handJ and . a reality of Jewish
E— i

national cultural and spiritual degenerationﬂon the other., And it was in
. i . .

this sense that the return to the homeland hﬁd to be a2 redemption from

Exile: the creation of conditions for a nat{onal'renaissance that would

be fed from Jewish sources and would select §nvironmental influences

according to its own independent criteria.

Writers like Micha Yosef Berdichevsky aﬁd Yosef Haim Brenner

carried Borochov's analysis and Ahad Ha'am'sEconcept of Jewish national

Ad, .
self-depreciation even further. To them, "Eﬁlle” was not merely a

certain socio-political or socio-cultural condition, but a fundamentally

.
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negative existential situation expressing itself in all facets of Jewish
]

r

;
life. They were revolted by the wmaleficent‘Jewish existence in the

"Pale of Settlement” in Czarist Russia, andqby the inauthenticity of

-

.. . . . ]
the assimilationist Jew in the West. They saw both these classes of

Jews as defective in their human stature, tﬁei; personal morality, and
their lifestyle. Exile, in this respect, wés a defect in human exis-
tence itself, a removal from complete and nétural human existence with
respect to livelihood, interpersonal and soéietal relations, and all
spheres of cultural creativity. Therefore, ithe departure of the Jews
from Exile would mean not only a transﬁormaﬁion in their situation, but
also a realignment of the structure of the {ewish personality through a
reorientation of the entire organization of Jewish social life.

'All this has a very important bearing on our discussion. For if

we do not have here concrete details of thelrelationship between home-

land and Diaspora, we do have an attempt at ia radical confrontation

between their significance for the early Ziébists. The practical

J
importance of all this consists in the fact :that facing the main body of

\
the Zionist movement and the people who ass%hed the practical leadership,

. H ., s
was the most extreme formulation of the polarization between homeland
1
[
and Exile: While the latter was seen as an lentirely negative and

defective existential situation from the political, economic, social,
]
and moral points of wview, not only without any prospect of subsistence,

- . :
but also without any desireability that it should do so, the former was
1

. : - ]
viewed not-only as the state where the Jews rill be able to have a
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majority and political sovereignty, but alsd as a base for a realign-
ment of Jewish nationél life from the level'of the individual to that
of the community.

There is no doubt that this derogatorylﬁmage of the Jews in exilé
and the correspondingly roseate picture of - Return as promulgated
by the Zionist implementers left its stamp on the general conception of
this topic when the State of Israel became a! reality. Moreover, when-
ever we set out today to deal with the quesé&on, these two concepts
first have to be re-evaluated. |

To what extent are the various previousay mentioned definitions
first laid down by classical Zionist thought#still valid--if at all?
Only a clear-cut answer to this question canjjprovide the basis for a
discussion of the historical perspective on Eﬁis issue as it affects
the future. .

As previously noted, although the wholelway of looking at the
question of homeland-Diaspora relations in tHe new reality emerging in
Israel was still based on the most extreme tﬁ?oretical formulation of
"negation of the Exile," it also derived froﬁidirect existence of the
Israeli reality. It had grown more in touch ?ith reality, not only
because of its contact with Jewish life in the DiaSpofa, but also be-
cause of its direct exposure to the difficulties involved in the up~-

building of Israel as a national homeland and;its

assessment of the viability of this venture. *
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The thought of Anaron David Gordon, even though it is far from
typical, sheds light on this particular perSpective. This is so not
only because Gordon--unique among the think%rs living in Israel--
based himself on a comprehensive Zionist th%ory, but also because his
thought was distinguished by a typically Is%aeli realism in its
assessment both of the essential nature of ghe Diaspora and its
difficulties involved in building the homelgnd. Gordon's thought may
be seen as an Israeli version of Ahad Ha'amgs thinking.

Although Gordon saw the Diaspora as a fegative existential
situation, he did not subscribe to Brenner'% and Berdichevsky's
negative attitude to Jewish creativity in E%ile. He considered it
remarkable that under those conditions the qews had evolved a valuable
spiritual heritage that had sustained them %ill modern times.

On the other hand, Gordon assumed thatﬂthe process of building
up the homeland would have to be a very loné one. Only very gradually
would the majority of Jews come to live a néw life in their own country.

What would happen to the. Diaspora mean%hile? Gordon's reply,

surprisingly, was that an attempt must be m%de in the Diaspora, too, to

launch the process of leaving the Diaspora.] If "Exile" and "Diaspora"

are not merely geographic and political terﬁs, but‘primarily human,
social, and cultural ones, then the processﬁof leaving the situation
they describe may be organized within that ﬁery situation. By Jews
returning to productive’labor and forsakingntheir economically parasitic

X : il
existence; by their return to the use of thé Hebrew language and by
i
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an effort at educational and spiritual creaéivity in Hebrew. 1In this
way the Jews would emerge from the situatiofl -of Exile in the Diaspora
itself, |

Gordon had no fear that this would ali%nate the Jews from Israel.
On the contrary, he believed that this re»agsertioh of peoplehood in
the Diaspora would bind them to the lLand, gﬁarantee a steady flow of
aliyah, and enable Diaspora Jews to relate Eo the social and cultural
effervescence taking place in Israel not inlla subordinate role but as
partners in that creativity. A

If the entire Jewish people underwent éne process simultaneously,
Gordon maintained, the upbuilding'of the Laﬁd would be the focus of
the entire people's activity. Of course, Igrael had to be the center,
first, because, the leadership of the Zionigt movement, which should
guide the people as a whole, would reside a%d set up the movement's
institutions there; second57because—there would be a continuous aliyah
from the Diaspora and finally because Israex would be the educational
model. As we mentioned previously, howeverﬂ a change in the situation
of Exile should begin ‘and continue in the D{aspora itself, for only in
this way would the link between the Jewish ﬁeOple as a whole and the

§

rebuilding taking place in the Jewish homel%nd have any real meaning,
Here, it seems to wme, we have a most interesging attempt to reinterpret

Ahad Ha'am's idea of a "spiritual center" iﬁ a way that would give it

real content.

Jacob Klatzkin had an altogether diffeéent approach., His outlook
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stands on extreme and simple premises with fespect to the future of
the Diaspora. First, the Diaspora could no% survive in modern con-
ditions. The natural dynamics of Exile were total assimilation. 1In
the past, the Jewish religion prevented ass%milation by virtue of its
binding organizational structures. In mode?n times, however, these
forms no longer functioned and even though ghe Jewish people as a
whole had not forsaken its faith, religion gas no longer a national
socio-political force, and there was nothing else that could replace it.

Second, the Diaspora was not worth keeping alive, because life in
Exile was a culturally schizoid existence, imwolving individual and
Pational self-debasement and degeneration. ,

The logical conclusion of all this see%ed to be the one Herzl had
dravn: The Jewish people was at a crossroags. Jews wishing to remain
would go to Israe; those wanting to remain %here they were would
assimilate.

The latter was certainly a ;iable altegnative, though Klatzkin
considered it a dishonorable and even immor%l one., But, unlike Herzl,-
he realized that the settlement of Israel wéuld be a loﬁgwdrawn-out.
process, and the Diaspora had to be kept alfve so that it should be
possible to complete it. 1In other words: ihe Diaspora had to survive
as long as the upbuilding of Israel was sti'.;Lil taking place.

Klatzkin believed that this was feasibfe. In his view, it was

impossible to stop assimilation altogether,ﬂbut its pace could certainly
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be slowed down by artificial means such as % network of national-
Hebrew education in the Diaspora and the se%ting up of various Jewish
communal institutions, These could be viaﬁ}e only if they concentrated
on preparing Jews of the Diaspora for retur% to the homeland, for an
educational program that aimed at manufactu%ing an inauthetic type of
Jew who could survive in the artificial env&ronment of the Diaspora
would be morally unjustifiable and had absoiutely no chance of
succeeding.

On the other hand, Klatzkin believed tEa; under the impetus of the
upbuilding of the Land it would be possibleljto keep the Diaspora alive
for another few generations. If in this tiﬁe Israel became the national
center, the fateful decision would have to ﬁe made, and those wishing
to remain Jews would go there, and the restﬁwould assimilate,

If A.D. Gordon's view was a reinterpregation of Ahad Ha'am's,
Klatzkin's was a reinterpretation of Herzl's.

Alongside Klatzkin's ideas it is worthEplacing those of Yehezkel
Kaufmann. The two are very close in their greatment of this question.
Kaufmann's contribution to the discussion i% important chiefly for the
methodical and incisive historical researchgkn which he bases himself,

but also because of what he has to say abouflthe function of the Jewish

religion in modern times.

Kaufmann agreed with Klatzkin that relﬂgion sustained the Jewish

i
people in Exile till the dawn of the modern %geé-but not only or

primarily because of the binding organizationLI framework, but because
; h _ :
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of the inexorable force of a faith that layg down an all-embracing
il

way of life. In Kaufmann's view, Judaism at its roots was not and is
not a national religion but a universal one! In practice, however, it
became the religion of a particular people.ﬁ But because it was not
essentially national, it sustained the Jewsﬁas_a nation even in con-
ditions in which other nations disintegrate%.

In modern times, Kaufmann waintained, religion no longer has this
kind of force. Not, however, because moderﬁ culture doesn't allow for
faith or a religious way of life,. Religionﬂas such is of the essence
of the human spirit, and not even médérn cuitural can make it disappear.
The weakening of religion stems from the fagt that, in secular culture,
feligion no longer shapes all spheres of li%e and creativity, but is
only one of the many modes of cultural expr%ssion.

Therefore, it is certainly possible in“Kaufmann's view to have a
Diaspora containing a considerable éommuniti of peopie remaining faith-
ful to the Jewish religion, either in its Ogthodox form or in any other
adapted to modern concepts and the modern séyle. But the religious
definition will not automatically mean a naéional definition. In
other words, it is Jewish national life-thag becomes impossible in the
Diaspora. | h

Yet Kaufmann pointed out that the proc%ss of Jewish national
assimilation had failed, apd that it was pr%cisely the enfeebled Jewish
religion that had brought this about, thoug% in a negative way. The

.. . .
insistence of a large sector of Jewry on remaining faithful to their

i
|
!|

-
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religion, and the refusal of another secto;ﬂof Jewry to convert to
another religion for the sake of total emanEipation, caused the non-
Jewish environment--whose culture was shapea by Christianity--to
continue to reject the Jews as outsiders.

Thus the Jews remained a national groué without national possessions
and national rights, as a result of which tﬁe plight of the Jews in
Exile became even more acute. Of course, since, in Kaufmann's view,
this may also be seen as the main impetus fér the continuation of the
Jewish national movement in the Diaspora, bﬁt, it does not operate
only in a negative way. The Jewish éeople,hwill, nevertheless,
continue to be enfeebled by massive assimil%tion and by the disap-
pearance of the positive hallmarks of an inéependent national culture,
At most, it will be possible to slow somewhét the pace of assimilation

1
by such artificial means as Hebrey and Zion%st education in order to
maintain the Diaspora as a resource for the;hpbuilding of the homeland
and even this will be possible only for a 1§pited time.

In order to understand the characterisﬁFc line of Zionist thought

. . e :
in Israel on the future of Jews in the Diaspora, we must add to our con-

L - & i
sideration of Klatzkin's and Kaufmann's ana%&sis that of two trends in
1

the thinking of Lillienblum, Pinsker, and B%%ochov.

These are, first, that anti-Semitism w%? endemic to European
society, at least for the foreseeable futur%l and might even grow,
eventually threatening the physical securitﬁ!of the Jews in Europe.

Second, that there was no solution for the economic plight of the
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Jewish masses of Eastern Europe. Their for%er bases of livelihood had
been destroyed, and there was no chance of gheir finding a place in
the general economic realignment that wouldibe brought about through
a series of upheavals. There was, to be suée, the haven of the United
States, and there was a mass immigration fl%wiﬁg there, But that was
Bnly a temporary haven. In the end, notwev%n there would Jews escape
the fate that awaited it in Exile. Therefoge, Israel should be pre-
pared as a haven for the wandering and homeless Jew, for only by re-
n

turning there en masse would the problem re%lly be solved,

If we take this assessment into accoune, immediate action should

‘have been taken to set up a practical netwoék of relations between the
Zionist community in Israel and the Jews ingthe Diaspora. I shall only
point to the general direction of decisionsllarrived at in the framework
of the Zionist Organization.

First, steps were taken to ensure thatﬁthe Zionist community in
Israel should occupy a leadership position ﬂn the main organization of
the Zionistlmoyement thus exertingrpressureﬂtowards increased aliyah in
order to broaden the Jewish population baseé?n Israel.

Then, steps were taken to secure for tﬁ% Zionist movement a leading
ﬁosition in Jewry, thus consolidating all ték economic and political
resources at the disposal of Jewry for use %h opening up Israel for
mass aliyah, and financing the upbuilding oé the Land so that it sﬁould
be able to provide sources of livelihood anéithe institutions necessary

=

’
|
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for all the of returning Jews. ‘

Measures were also taken to strengthenﬁas much as possible the
activities of the Zionist halutz (pioneerin%) movements which trained
people to come to Israel for the purpose ofgestablishing‘farming and
labor settlements. In this respect, Zionisﬁ certainly served as a
"spiritual center" for Diaspora Jewry. Heré& we had a vigorous edu-
cational struggle to save the souls of Jewi%h youth from assimilation,
to bfing them up in the Hebrew language andﬂculture, and to steer them
towards a pioneering life in Israel.

It is easy to see that at the base of gll this activity'was the

. . L
premise of Klatzkin and Kaufmann that it wa§ possible to maintain the

Diaspora by the "artificial" means of Hebreg-Zionist education only

if this was orientated towards the upbuildi%g of Israel as a homeland.
But time was pressing with respect to the tﬂreats both of assimilation
and of anti-Semitism. To be sure, there waé tension between the
gradualism required to guarantee a healthy growth for the Jewish com-
munity in Israel and the realization that ié was urgent to bring as many
Jews as possible there as quickly as possibl?. And there was vacillation
between these two exigencies. But, generali& speaking, the prognosis
about the disaster threatening the Jewish pé?ple predominated. It seems
to me that the feeling that as many Jews asl?ossible had to be rescued
as quickly as possible determined the attitghe of Israeli Zionists to

‘the Diaspora, and the nature of their educational and socio-political

activity among Diaspora Jewry. f

S I|
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What I have said here must be qualifiéﬁ slightly. All the above
was crystallized against the European backggound. The classical
Zionist ideologists tended to speak in gene%alizations about the
nature of the Diaspora, even though there w%re blatant differences
between Eastern and Western Europe, and thef.ls:e differences were ex-
pressed in the different ideologies that we%e éeveloped in the
different settings. But already at the outéet, the United States
was regarded as a totally different case.

At the beginning of the Hibbat Zion ﬁLSve of Zion) movement,
there were some who saw the United States a§ an alternative to Israel
with respect to the political emancipation 6f Jewry. When Jews
started emigrating to the United States en ﬁasse, Zionism provided
the idealistic alternative for Jews fleging“from any kind of trouble,
The two new Jewish centers of the 20th centgry—-lsrael and the
United States--came into being simultaneousfy, and under identical
demographic impulses. "This was a very sign%ficant fact, and one that
could not be ignored. For an ideologist liée Ahad Ha'am, this was not
a matter of composition. Since he did not ﬁelieve that Israel alone
could solve the "Jewish problem," he divideé up the tasks of rescue.
The masses seeking to escape economic disabglities and anti-Semitic

persecution would go to the United States. "The few idealists troubled

.
i

by the "Jewish problem' would go to Israel.; The "spiritual center"

that would then arise in Israel would, howeﬁer, also solve the "Jewish

_ . il . . .
problem'" of those Jews who would find phy31%al security in America,

- . i . .
or even in a Europe now relieved of its surplus Jewish population.

ri'l ]
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But for those thinkers who sought in Zionism a solution to both
I .
the "problem of the Jews'" and the 'problem Ef Judaism and Jewishness,"

J
this presented difficulties. The success of this one-time historic

>
undertaking required, so it would seem, tha% the movement of the
masses should come in the wake of the idealistic elite. But things
did not happen this way--in any case not du%iné the main period of
the migration to the United States. At theﬂsame time, it was clearly
impossible to think of trying to re-channelﬂthe stream of migration
when the upbuilding of Israel was proceedin% slowly, and was en-
countering internal and external difficultigs.

The ideological reaction to this problém deserves a thorough-
going analysis--which is beyond the immediaﬁe scope of this discussion.

[ H
In general the migration to ‘the United States was seen by the Zionist

A
theoreticians living in Europe as a direct %ontinuation of the Exile
experience: Once again the Wandering Jew hgd taken to the road. How
often had he been expelled from countries ig which he only had a
temporary respite! The present migration t§ the United States, also,
i
was in their eyes only another stampede fro% one -alien territory to
the next. The United States would not solvg the "Jewish problem." At
best, it would prove a temporary haven. Sogn all the dangers the Jews
had faced in the European Diaspora would arise there, too. Therefore,
the real solution lay in aliyah to the homegand and not in emigration
from one Diaspora to another.

. . h . .
None the less, in the view of these European Zionists, a re-

orientation--at least on the practical level--was needed in the
.
1
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' g .
sphere of the direct contact between the leaders and representatives

of Zionism in Israel itself and the realityflof Jewish communal 1ife
il i
in the United States, particularly within tlie American Zionist movement.

In Haim Arlosoroff's writings, we find“an especially cogent

. . . h . ol Tyt
treatment of this subject. In his view, thﬁ American Jewish Diaspora

¥ )
was not to be seen in ‘terms of the categorlés of the different

European Diasporas. The rapid consolidatioﬁ of Jewish migration to
- . P .
the United States, and the free and plurallétlc socio-political setting

]

they found on arrival, would make possible the new phenomenon of a
A

Diaspora achieving Emancipation without having to assimilate. The

7 : . ., .
American Diaspora would be able to maintain'’its Jewish cultural-
1

[}]
national distinctiveness in conditions of I%Perty. But all this
.
depended on motivation and orientationmn. Thqroughgoing educational
activity would be able to prevent assimilatf?n and generate a Jewish
)

national-cultural revival in the United Staé?s.

It should be emphasized, however, thatikhis assessment did not
cause Arlosoroff to amend his basic ZionistEFhesiS. For him the
United States was Exile. Here he based himé?lf also on a gloomy
prognosis of economic developments and the a%ility of Jewry in the
United States to fend for itself in the areaﬁof Jewish national-

cultural creativity. '

The only difference between Arlosoroff gnd the other Zionist
— bl Iu
. . . . ,
thinkers I have mentioned is that he saw in Ehe United States a real
|

_— | .
field for educational activity that would ensure that American Jewry

g
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would remain linked to Zionism and to the J%wish community in Israel,
and he demanded an Ahad Ha'am-type of cultu%al activity for American
Jewry.

It was clear to Arlosoroff that the role of American Jewry in
the realization of the Zionist undertaking %ould be different from
that of European Jewry, for in the United Sﬁates there was a different
kind of Diaspora and, therefore, a differeng kind of Zionism, and
the relationship between it and Israel required a radicallly new
definition.

, The formulation that was lacking in the Zionist ideology of

Israel itself began to crystallize in the tﬁinking of American Jewry,
This may be characterized as an American ve%sion of the though of

Ahad Ha'am, containing an outlook that doesﬁnot belittle the Diaspora,
but which sometimes even has an element of affirmation of an experience
which has made a valuable contribution to tée heritage of the Jewish
people.

According to the secularist viewpoint ﬁf Louis Dembitz Brandeis,
Israel has to confer on Jews-the same freedém that other peoples enjoy--
the freedom to choose between living in theﬁr own countries or in any
other that is open to them. The practical i@plication of this is to

h
put American Jews on an equal footing with {11 the other ethnic groups
that immigrated to the United States. The A@erican Jew, too, was

‘I
entitled to a land of origin which was not an "exile" but a national-
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cultural home. Of course, to Brandeis thiiidid not mean that the

Jew or any other American of any other natfbnal—cultural—ethnic
origin had to live in that home. For the i?w this meant that in
Israel the Hebrew language and a total, int}grated Hebrew culture
‘would come to life again. ‘A Jew not liviné‘there would emphasize
that he belonged“to the people of that cultﬁre, and he would take
pride in it, A small. but socio-culturally éctive Jewish community
(in Israel) would suffice to give American %ewry the desired sense of
belonging and equality.

The link with Israel would be expresse? by helping in its growth
economically and politically. Jews (not negessarily those of the
United States), needing or wishing to go-to!Iérael would build up the
homeland with their persons. Others would ﬁelp as much as they could.

Brandeis entertained no contradiction éetween helping in the up-
building of the ancestral Jewish homeland aﬁd new loyalties to the
United States. On the contrary: Since theﬁupbuilding of Israel would
put American Jews on an equal footing with %ther Americand and enable
them to function in terms of what they conceived as the moral-political
ideal of the United States, these two loyaléies complemented each other.
In Brandeis' view, a Jew who was a Zionist gas a better American
citizen than a non-Zionist Jew.

The Reform {(in the American Jewish relé%ious sense) Zionism of

Judah Leib Magnes went even further in its affirmation of the Diaspora.

' ] :
In Magnes' view, the Jewish people could sugvive without living in
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Israel. The Jews would never assimilate beg?use they were not a

nation like all others but were unique becad%e of the Torah founded

!
on universal moral-ethnical prineiples, and by virture of which they

were capable of remaining united by fratern%} ties 'as a "world people"
no matter how far and wide they were scatteé?d.

Magnes claimed that these delicate affﬂaiations between all Jews
the world over exist because of their commoﬂispiritual heritage. Israel

. . . b .
was necessary in his view so that there should be one place in space

where Judaism's spiritual ideal was full réglized and where there
B p y (1]

might arise a Jewish society that was morally and ethically just in the spiri

of the ideals of the Hebrew Prophets. In tﬁ?s way, the Jewish model

society would strengthen the affinity of allfjJews for Torah and, ipso

facto, also fortify their physical existence:

But by no means was Magnes thinking of @aking the Jews like all

. . i .
other nations, just because they posessed thglrfown territory and

"

government., On the contrary: As a “speciaﬂlpeople divinely chosen
'

< . . i .
for a universal mission, the Jews ought to have a presence in the
il '

1
Diaspora, too. The mutual relations between;a homeland which realizes

the spiritual ideals of Judaism within a complete social-existential

setting, and a Diaspora which preserves its international character
L+ ‘

would protect the unity and uniqueness of th% Jewish people.

. . . . ]
A third version of American Zionism thaﬁ made a unique contribu-
1

tion to the Ahad Ha'am outlook is that of Mb%decai Menahem Kaplan.

: . . H
To Kaplan, Israel is vital to the survﬁyal and full development
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of Judaism as an all-embracing culture, Bdi it cannot solve the
Jewish problem by providing a home for all %ews within its own -
borders, and cannot even survive without Di%spora Jews who are a
dynamic part of the countries in which theﬁiare living and, at the

same time, loyal Jews.

In Kaplan's .version, ''megation of the ﬁiaépora” in the extreme
sense was tantamount to a denial of the progpects for success of the
Jewish national renaissance in Israel, Ziogism, according to Kaplan,
could be realized and a Jewish State surviv% only if we found a
possibility of maintaining the cohesivenessijof the Jewish people when
they are not being persecuted. And Kaplan gelieved that this could be
brought about. Modern democracy allows for“the-setting up of communal
frameworks that would make an organized andqthriving Jewish communal
life feasible. 1In the Diaspora, this sociegy would live in creative
tension between the preservation of its diséinctive religious character
and a positive affinity for the humanistic éulture of the democratic
countries,

The organized flourishing Jewry of Isrgel, meanwhile, would live
along the line of its own cultural integrit%.

Unlike Magnes, however, Kaplan did notﬁcontent himself with

I
leaving the recommended interactions betweeﬁ the Jewish community in

Israel and those in the Diaspora ill-defined. His third contribution
~ » 'fl
to Zionist thought was the idea of bringinglthe whole Jewish people

I
into a single organizational framework thatlrould institutionalize the
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mutual relations between different section§|and embody the spiritual
principle that unites all Jews. '

With a certain degree of schematizatiiﬁ, it may be said that
the Zionism eminating from Israel itself eégecially its pioneering
variety was informed by a more realistic iq%erpretation of the
Herzlian construct with respecf to the diff&cuityeof realizing
Zionism in Israel and doing so with the spégd that Herzl considered
necessary, whereas Awmerican Zionism-providéa a more realistic inter-
pretation of the Ahad Ha'am construct with éespect to the aspirations
of Diaspora Jewry.

However, when the state of Israel caméﬁinto being against the
background of the destruction of European J%wry, a moment of truth
arrived which required the adherents of bot% constructs to measure
their respective position against each other. Since the establishment
of the state, precisely against the backgro%nd of the Holocaust, the
question of homeland-Diaspora relations ent%rs an entirely new phase.

It immediately becomes obvious that thg question had ceased to
be a concern of the Zionist movement alone,ifand had become the general
concern of all Jews. Of course, before thiL too, no self-respecting
Jewish movement could ignore Zionism and th% organized comunity in

e 113 . s | . .
Israel. But now the viability of Zionist aspirations ceased to be an
il

‘ . . A
academic affair and became one of de facto recognition. The state of
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Israel removed Zionism from the confines ofjthe Zionist movement,

bringing entire Diasporas home and giving J%ws representation in the
international arena., Israel became a symboﬁ of Jewish unity and a
focus for Jewish commitment and inter-relatedness.

The fact that the state came into bein% after the Holocaust
helped in the consolidation of the nationalﬂconsensus. Those apathetic
to and even violently opposed to Zionism reéognized the crucial
importance of the existence of a Jewish sta%e in modern times.

However, all this does not mean that J%ws were now unanimously
in favor of Zionism. What existed here was"a de facto acknowledgement
of the accuracy of the Zionist forecast. Tﬁe questions still remained
as to whether it was possible to support thé state without accepting
Zionism as an ongoing objective.

Here, especially where Awerican Zionisas were concerned, was the

il
source of the quandary after the establishmént of the state. From

3

their perspective, it was very difficult tolhifferentiate between a

Zionist, and a non-Zionist support of Israeﬁ. What they realized

i)
was that, in the course of the struggle for!;he fulfillment of

Zionism, some far-reaching transformations éFok place in the situation
of Jews both in the Diaspora and in the homé?and.

The first change was one which affectei Jewish identity in the
Diaspora. As I have noted, classical Zioni%F ideology concerned itself
mainly with Europe. After the Holocaust, aé?er_the Iron Curtain had

i
descended on Soviet Jewry, and after wost of]the Jews of the Islamic

o

. :
|

- -~



- 29 -

L}

countries had come to Israel, the issue of homeland-Diaspora relations
1

was mainly relevant to American Jewry and té several smaller Diasporas

i
in the free world. The change was not onlyjgeographical but qualitative
in nature, for Diaspora Jews who live in th%se areas are emancipated

¥

and integrated into tﬁe lives of the countries‘in which they reside.

All this presented a perplexing parado%: The Holocaust that
proved the accuracy-of the Zionist propaganaa, and the establisiment
of the State that proved the viability of tﬁe Zionist solution took
place at the same time that the Emancipatioﬁ, which had taken a
direction opposite to the one taken by the %ionist idea, also
attained its objective. There came.into be%ng a wealthy Jewry, well
integrated into the modern economic body, oécupying a place of honor
in the cultural, scientific, literary, and é&tistic development of its'
country of residence, and also wielding con%?derable political
influence as a group.

The characteristics of the ''megation oﬁ}the Exile" as laid down
in classical Zionist ideology did not applyE?o this Jewry, which was
not even inclined to define itself as an Exﬂie. Now a new term gained
currency: ''Dispersion.'" Furthermore, just %s a consensus had
crystallized among Jews as to the importanceﬂof the existence of the
state of Israel, a general agreement also de#eloped that the existence
of this new kind of Diaspora was a conditionﬁfor the survival of the

h
state. ©Still more: According to this conseﬁsus, the Diaspora does not

merely provide the resource material for the mpbuilding of the homeland.
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Because of its power and wealth, the preseni Diaspora is an economic
and political prop for the State, in the sa%e way as any economic,
social, and political decline in the Diaspora immediately would make
for an economic, social and political setbagk for Israel.

The processes of Emancipation and Auto%Emancipation, which at
first moved in opposite directions, attaine% their objective to-
gether, and the new state and the Diagporasﬁin the free world had a
mutual impact on ea;h other's existence, Tﬁis realization was what

lay behind the quandary of Zionists in Israel as to whether the state
1

should regard the free Diasporas from an id%ological standpoint, de;
wanding aliyah as the highest expression of“identification or, if what
was wanted was mainly moral, political, andEeconomic support, was there
any difference between Israel's expectation% from the Zionist movement
abroad and its expectations from Jewish noniZionist organizations? Was

there place for a different set of relationé}and a different policy
L]
. . e . ] , R
vis~a-vis the Zionist wmovement than towards!the other section of Jewry.

Although the Emancipation and Auto-EmaﬁLipation made great
progress at the same time, they are both veﬁ& far from enjoying the
results to which they had looked forward. ﬂLe post~-Emancipation
Diaspora is far from being a. serene and secdfe one. Jews are still on

il
£
the defensive, they still have to fearfully feel the pulse of the

sensibilities of the non-Jewish society and %emain alert to danger.
4

And already they face the grave probleus ariging from the Emancipation

. - i ,
itself: the gap between the extent of the personal successes of

——
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individual Jews and the paltry achievement éf the community of Jewry
‘the weakness of the public frameworks of Je%ish life, which do not
command the allegiance of the majority of J%ws for whom they pretend
to and, at the same time, the gap begween the high level of
Jewish achievement in the secular world and“the low level in the
Jewish cultural sphere, "

The questions are: Are the Jewr;es ofﬂthe free world capable of

stemming the tide of total assimilation? Ds they have the capacity to

'
maintain a life rich in Jewish content outs%de the exclusive communities
of extreme Orthodoxy? Are they capable of gustaining an ongoing,
significant Jewish communal activity?

Parallel questions have to be asked cdﬁcerned the situaticn of thé
newly created state. From the day Israel wés born it has faced an
increasingly well-organized and intense opp&sition on th; part of the
Arab states. The international recognition!%ranted the State is not
unequivocal. Within Israel itself there haég come to the fore extreme
tensions stemming from two basic factors: é%e absorption of masses of
Jews coming from different lands, apd the ui?itigated antagonism
between the Orthodox and the secularists.

As a result of these tensions, not onlﬁlhas Israeli society been
undergoing severe shocks, but there are alsilappearing signs of a
growing internal schism and a diminishing se%se of solidarity. Jewish
thinkers in the Diaspora who contend that Isgaeli Jewry is also under-

going a process of assimilation have grounds %or saying this.
Ii ’
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So a need arose for a re;definition ofli the meaning of the term
"Diaspora" and a new forecast as to its fut@re, for a re-hauling of
life-value in the homeland, and for the . of a clear-
cut poiicy on homeland-Diaspora relations. 1A debate developed that has
not yet been resolved. |

This survey may be summed up by sayinguthat in this debate we see
-again the two basic constructs of Herzl andiAhad Ha'am with which we
began our discussion. According to the for@er, the Jewish Dispersion
including that of the free world should stiil be seen as a Diaspora,
rather like the Western European Diaspora before the Holocaust. The
tranquility and security of .the Jews of theﬁfree world are unstable
phenomena which are liable to sudden disrupéion, and Western Jews are
liable to find themselves suddenly faced wiéb a new wave of anti-
semitism. On the other hand, assimilation ﬁbges apace. Certainly,
contemporary Diaspora Jewry is not an 0ppreﬁked and backward one,

But they do not have the independent means éb safeguard their rights,
and they do not possess the basis for any sfénificant social and
spiritual creativity. All these things are possible only in Israel.

But Israel itself is not a finished achievement. So long as a
majority of Jews are not living there, and so long as Israel has not
surmounted the difficulties of immigrant absgrption and settlement,

achieved a firm economic and cultural footing, it will not be able to

function properly as the country of the entige Jewish people. Furthermore

2

[}
Israel cannot yet guarantee its own security vis a vis the Arab states

|
u
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-and the rest of tﬁe world., There is still @uch to be done, then, and
the Diaspora should concentrate on providiné resources for the
growth, strengthening, and development of tbe state,

According to the Ahad Ha'am construct,ﬂthe Dispersion in the free
world is not a '"Diaspora."” The Jews of the"West have proven themselves

A

capable of sustaining an organized communalﬂlife, of laying a solid
base for Jewlsh education and Jewish sPiritgal creativity, and of

defending their own rights by their own stréngth. The state of Israel,

certainly, offers the advantages of completg Jewish living, is a focus

of Jewish activity, and symbolizes the unitﬁ and the mutual responsibility

of all sections of the Jewish people. But it also has some deficiencies
which the Diaspora can supply. 'Therefore, %he affiliation of the Jews
of the free world to Israel is not a one-siéed dependence or a sub-
ordinate role. In this case, the ceter, to§, is dependent on the
periphery, which has a base and substance 0% its owm.

From this standpoint, Israel is a fini%hed achievement. To be
sure, it still requires growth, strengtheniﬁg and development. It has
to absorb Jews coming from places of distreés, and achieve peace and
internal stability. But all this should be“looked upon in terms of
consolidation, not in those of the "completing" of an undertaking. 1In
its broad, general lines the Zionist ventur% is an accomplished fact.

According to this construct, homeland—ﬁiaspora relations are

relations between independent centers, exisﬁing side by side and

, ) , b
helping each other in accordance with their respective qualities and

-

- e man - - - S
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capacities, Thesé relations are viewed in ferms of cooperation aimed
at the preservation and conscolidation of anjlexisting situation.

Even though the ideological debate hasﬁnot been decided, it would
appear that, practically speaking, the Ahaqua'am line of thought has
won the day in both the Diaspora and Israel; This is more convenient
for the leadership of both parties, mainly %of reasons of institutional
independence. Israel's leaders wanted to e%ploit to the fullest the
re-establishment of Jewish sovereignty, andﬂwas led to create the
feeling that with the establishment of the %tate, the Zionist movement
had accomplished its mission. This expressgd itself most clearly on
the domestic front, in such areas as the ec%nomy, settlement, social
welfare, the absorption of olim (Jews cominé to settle in Israel), and
education. All these functions passed fromz&oluntary social organi-
zations to the purview of a centralized gové&nmental administration.

As a result, it was no longer possible to aé?ign any practical meaning
to the concept for people actually living iﬁglsrael, ""Zionist", except
so far as the fulfillent of éivic duties weﬁ? concerned,

The feeling that Zionism had achieved ﬁ%s objective also expressed
itself in the area of Israel-Diaspora relatﬂgns. The direct involve-
ment of the Diaspora Zionist leadership thro?gh the World Zionist

. . . - . i
Organization in decisions concerning settlement, economy, and society
i :

in Israel was terminated. A principle was I%id down that the Diaspora

. : ' . |
Jewish leadership would ‘operate in its SPheré and the Israeli governmental
i

. . . , , . )

lnstitutions would function in theirs, and the mutual relations between
3
K

P e e R
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them would be those of two separate, distinct bodies in cooperation.
It is obvious that such relations should ex%ress themselves in economic
and political support, and not in aliyah. for an aliyah that
originates not 6ut of the negative motive of economic.or political
harship and anti;Semitism, but because of tﬁe positive sense of
national identity felt by individual Jews, %ttfacting them to make
their homes in Israel, such as aliyah requiges the creation of a
direct sense of participation and involvemegt, making it possible for
the individual olim, through the organizatiéns to which they belong,
to influence the absorption process in Israél.

In actual fact, Israel's Zionist 1eade£ship has stopped posing
aliyah as its main demand of the Jews of thé free world. The assumption
with respect to aliyah was that all effortsLhave to be concentrated on
bringing the Jews from countries in which tHey suffer persecution. The
Jews of the free world would contribute thei%aterial resources needed
for the absorption of these victiwms. Theirl%eward would be a newly
gained pride, the creation of a focus of Jeiish communal activity,
and a direct affiliation with the living sy@?ol of the unity of the
Jewish people, :

It should cause no surprise, therefore;-that the Zionist leader-
ship in Israel started speaking in Ahad Ha'%& terms about relations
with the Jews of the free world, in the sen%% that relations between
the two centers sEanding side by side were i%fined as relations between

"the center'" and "the periphery."
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There was a paradoxical element in thi%. A leadership that had
rejected the Ahad Ha'am outlook before the %stablishment of the state
seized at the Ahad Ha'am line after its exigtence was a fact. The
painful paradox is completed by the fact thgt, basically, the use of
Ahad Ha'am's terminology was no more than a“hollow rhetorical cover.
Certainly the mere existence of the Jewish gtate made Diaspora Jewry
proud and straightened their backs, since iﬁ provides them with a
symbol of Jewish unity and solidarity. But“is that what Ahad Ha'am

b X
meant by ''spiritual center'"? Did he have in mind solely economic

and political activity?

What Ahad Ha'am was aiming at was a clgim that the center had upon
the periphery for a fuller, more complete ngish life, with Israel

H

serving the Diaspora as a source of Spiritu%l inspiration. The truth
to be derived from a comparison between the{reality since the estab-
lishment of the state and what existed prev%ously is that inspiration
is only generated by active }nvolvement. Tﬁe cessation of participation
creates a dynamic of estrangement between g%oups bent on flaunting their
independence of each other. The signs of tﬁis alienation are quite
evident today. In Israel there is an inclination towards '"Israeli”
rather than "Jewish' identity. While in thé Diaspora an ideology has
taken hold according to which Dia3pora—Isra{l relations are seen in

I
terms of "Babylon' and "Jerusalem" (with toq;y's Diaspora, mainly

American Jewry, seen as the wmodern counterpékt of the economically,

|
.
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socially, and aboﬁe all culturally and spif}tually superior Babylonian

1
Jewry of the Talmudic period). From time tb time, to be sure, when

i
the existence of Israel seems directly threatened, the estrangement
is dispelled and Jews of all kind close ran%s in a show of solidarity.

The logical conclusion of all this is %imply that the assumption
that the state of Israel is a finished achi%vement of the Zionist
movement is premature. Only a minority, th%ugh a minority
is living there; the country's settlement a%d economic base is weak and
not yet self-sufficient; Israeli society co%tains many tensions
stemming from the process of the aliyah absgrption which is far from
over; there is as yet no clear consensus asﬁto its Jewish character;
and peace between Israel and the Arabs is still very far off.

On the other hand, the Diaspora is alsé far from having solved its
problems, The Jews of some parts of the Digspora still have to struggle
to save themselves by iwmmediate aliyah, whiie other sections are
hurtling at frightening speed toward total %ssimilation.

It is difficult to deséribe such a sitﬁation as a fulfillment of
the Zionist vision. !

Therefore, we have to envisage a set OE homeland-Diaspora relations

based on the opposite assumption--that the ﬁission is not yet accomplished,

il
and that what is needed is not merely help in consolidation, but full

_ i

participation in the completion of the settlement, and laying the

social ‘and cultural foundations of the Stat% so that it shall be able
1

to cope with its own problems and with thoseqof the Jewish people

as a whole. I

i
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Towards this-end, Diaspora Jewry has'té play a formative part
in Israeli life. Such a contribution is ex%ressed first and foremost
in aliyah. |

This does not, however, mean a simplis%ic return to Herzlianism.
Qur discussion has shown, I think, that botﬁ the Herzl and the Ahad
Ha'am line were one-sided and unrealistic with respect to a certain
sector of historic experience. The free Di%spora is in the middle of
an extremely dangerous process of assimilation, and it is difficult to
foresee a solid future for it. But it mustdsurvive for a long time and
in order that it can—;and also so that it m%y be a resource for the
upbuilding of the state;;it must strengthen"its institutions, intensify
its spiritual creativity, and exploit everyﬂfavorable condition in the
Diaspora that might be able to help towardsﬂthis end.

There is no contradiction between the ﬁiaspora's duty towards
itself and its duty toward Israel., On the gontrary:‘ The two complement
each other. Of course, ther will always beﬂcompetition on practical
terms in the allocation of resources betweert the needs of the Diaspora
and Israel, But fundamentally, there is a é%rong connection between
the strengthening of the Diaspora and én iné&ease in participation in
?he upbuilding of Israel.

In this respect, therefore, A.D. Gordoﬁ?s view seems to me the
most creative and incisive one. But it neeég supplementation with

many authentic elements in Zionist thought ﬁFom the beginning till our

: ‘!
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time. It also needs updating based on a d%tailed analysis of the

B

situation of the Jewish people at the presipt time,
| I
‘On the basis of this two-sided and realistic thought~construct, .
(ﬁJ ‘which aims at sustaining the Diaspora whilq,not abandoning the ongoing

4 1]
ﬁ“#f<strugg1e for participation in the upbuildinh of the homeland, we must

come up with new organizational tools and msthods of implementation,
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