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HERE ARE ALL THESE STRANGE Bob Dylan stories
passing around New York these days: that he is
studying Hebrew with a hip, radical Rabbi out on
Long Island; that he attended the debate between
Meir Kahane and Abbie Hoffman and offered to give some
money to the Jewish Defense League; that he told Huey
Newton he couldn't support the Panthers because of their
stand on Israel; and lastly that he didn't come out to attend the spontaneous birthday demonstration organized outside his East Village apartment on May 24, because he was
turning 30 in Tel Aviv.
Is there a Jewish Bob Dylan, a reincarnated Robert Zimmerman? Is the poet of rebelliousness and universal liberation of the '60s who was Bar Mitzvahed in the '50s now
trying to bear witness to a lost Jewish identity? It happened to Moses Hess, to Herzl, Freud, Chagall and countless others. And if Bob Dylan has a Jewish problem, there
are a lot of Jewish radicals newly concerned about their
Jewishness and its relation to revolutionary politics who
could be sympathetic.

M

Y OWN J E W I S H PROBLEM FIRST SURFACED a t a

meeting I attended about a year ago at one
of Berkeley's political communes. I had gone
to hear a report from members of San Francisco Newsreel about their trip to Palestine guerrilla camps
in Jordan and Lebanon. The principal speaker was a leatherjacketed, hip-talking, thirtyish radical named Chuck, who
was Jewish, had graduated from the City College of New
York and called himself a Marxist-Leninist and a revolutionary internationalist. Chuck told a livingroom full of
Berkeley radicals that he had originally been "up-tight"
about meeting the guerrillas because he was Jewish. When
he got to Jordan, however, he discovered that the guerrilla
struggle was aimed only at the Zionists, not the Jews—and
he was welcomed as a "revolutionary brother."
"The program of Al Fatah," said Chuck, "is to create a
democratic socialist Palestine where Jews and Arabs can
live together, and where Jews will enjoy full civil and political rights. They are not fighting the Jews—only the Zionists, and the Zionist political structure." Chuck didn't have
much more to say about the moral and political aspects of
the Palestinian conflict; the rest of his talk was a rhapsodic
account of the military aims of the guerrilla program, delivered in "movement hip," a self-conscious vernacular picturing the guerrilla cadres as "heavy dudes" and "brothers off
the block," and describing the Fatah program as "right on."
To my question about the rights of the Jews to self-determination. Chuck answered, "The Jews are not a nation.
They ought to fight for progress in whatever country they
happen to live." The Jews "ripped off the land," and the
Jewish state was racist and imperialist; therefore Israel was
illegitimate and Fatah was correct in calling for its destruction. Later on he added another of the charges often levelled
by Movement people, a gem apparently picked up in the
guerrilla camps as the gospel truth: that the Zionists had
been in cahoots with the Nazis. "Don't you know," I was
asked, "that Theodore Herzl had discussions with Hitler?"
Newsreel had also brought back a pro-Fatah propaganda
film that for sheer falsification of recent history has to rival
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the House Unamerican Activities Committee's classic of
the early '60s, Operation Abolition. The film depicted the
creation of the state of Israel as entirely the work of British imperialism, which dumped all the Jewish immigrants
into Palestine to set them up as a colonial bulwark against
the Arab masses. It didn't mention the British white paper
of 1939 which restricted and then cut off Jewish immigration. Nor did it mention the British sea blockade of boats
bearing escapees from Nazi-occupied Europe which resulted in shiploads of Jews going to the bottom of the Mediterranean. Also omitted was any reference to British opposition to the UN partition of Palestine, nor the subsequent British support for the five Arab armies which attacked the state of Israel. Most flagrant of all, it ignored
the Jewish underground struggle against 100,000 British
occupation troops which lasted from 1944 to 1947.
I went away from that meeting stunned by this crude and
infantile approach to the complex moral and political issues
underlying the Arab-Israeli dispute. But it was part of a
trend, not an isolated case; and in subsequent months underground and Movement publications were filled with material on the Middle East that was hardly more sophisticated.
When I engaged in several debates on the issue with people
on the Left I was derisively labeled a "Zionist," as if this
epithet placed my arguments beyond the pale of legitimacy.
A LL THIS PUT ME in an unusual position. Though I
M\
was born in Israel, my family emigrated to this
/ %
country when I was three years old. I never con-*- - ^ sidered myself a Zionist, nor did I feel any special attachment to Israel. My father had come to Palestine
in the 1920s as a revolutionary socialist and a Zionist. But
his radicalism soon conflicted with the Zionist establishment
and a political split forced him to leave his kibbutz. As a
worker in Tel Aviv in the 1930s, he joined other Jewish
socialists in protesting the Histadrut (the Zionist labor federation) policy of excluding Arab workers. As a result, he
was blacklisted by the Jewish Agency and harassed by the
British mandatory authority. At the same time he was forced
to pick up the gun in self-defense against Arab attacks on
Jewish settlements. Then, as now, it was not easy to be a
Jewish radical in the Holy Land.
Though he came to reject organized Zionism, my father
later regarded the creation of the State of Israel as a progressive step and a necessary solution for the remnants of
European Jewry. I grew up sharing those views. Most of my
college arguments about Israel were with Zionist kids from
Hillel who regarded any criticisms of Israeli government
policy as treason, especially from one who was a Sabra.
To me, on the other hand, they were middle-class hypocrites who wore their Jewishness on their sleeves. My heroes
at that time were those Isaac Deutscher called the "NonJewish Jew"—Spinoza, Marx, Trotsky, Rosa Luxemburg—
the internationalists who, in the prophetic tradition of
Judaism, spoke for the emancipation of all humanity.
In 1967, as an editor of this magazine, I wrote a major
part of our editorial on the Six Day War, which got us into
trouble—not with the Left, but with some pro-Israeli Jews
who had been financing the magazine. The editorial clearly
affirmed the legitimacy of the Jewish state, but was never-

theless critical of the general foreign policy of the Israeli
government. It was a position that seemed reasonable
enough in those days.
Today that same editorial would be attacked by many on
the Left (including more than a few who once saw it as
forthright and principled) as a simple-minded, perhaps a
"fascist," apology for Zionism. This turnabout raises some
serious questions, questions which remain largely unanswered by the quality of the dialogue on Israel today.
Have the issues changed that much, or is it the people?

T

HE IDEOLOGICAL CONFLICT BETWEEN Marxism and
Zionism is nothing new. To Marx, the Jews were a
"people-class" whose historical survival, as well as
the centuries of anti-semitism directed against them,
could be explained by their economic function in different
historical epochs. Marx believed socialism would solve the
"Jewish question" by eliminating the economic roots of antisemitism and permit the Jews to become fully assimilated.
And it was Moses Hess, a political comrade of Marx' (they
were both sentenced to death during the 1848 revolution)
who wrote the first political Zionist tract in response to him.
Lenin made significant revisions in Marxist theory on the
national question when he argued that socialism must extend to all national minorities the right to secede and form
their own republics. He, of course, remained adamantly
anti-Zionist, because the Zionism of the time tended to make
deals with the imperialists, and because it distracted Jewish
workers from the task of making European revolution.
Trotsky, however, who lived to see the use of crude antisemitism against him and his followers by a "socialist" regime in Russia, became convinced towards the end of his
life that socialism itself would not eliminate the Jewish
question; that after the revolution Jews must be given the
choice of living in a national homeland of their own. Although he regarded Zionism as an inappropriate solution for
the Jewish problem, because he could not conceive of any
way of transferring millions of Jews to Palestine and because of the conflict with the Arabs it was engendering, he
clearly conceived of the possibility of a "Jewish State."
Events in Europe and Palestine in the 1940s made the
Marxist-Zionist debate about the solution of the "Jewish
question" somewhat academic. By 1948 there was a Jewish
nation numbering one-half million in existence in Palestine
—in fact, if not legally—and it was struggling for its independence against both British imperialism and Arab reaction. Several hundred thousand more Jews who wanted to
go to Palestine were rotting in the camps for displaced persons of post-war Europe. Ironically enough, the Soviet
Union was the first nation to extend diplomatic recognition
to the state of Israel. Andrei Gromyko gave the most proZionist speech the U.N. had ever heard when he argued for
the partition of Palestine into a Jewish and an Arab state.

T

HESE CIRCUMSTANCES EXPLAIN WHY in 1948 Marxists and the rest of the Western Left supported the
existence of Israel. In 1954. Isaac Deutcher eloquently expressed the revision of old Marxist assumptions that history had forced upon him:
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"Israelis who have known me as an anti-Zionist of long
standing are curious to hear what I think about Zionism. 1
have of course long since abandoned my anti-Zionism,
which was based on a confidence in the European Labour
movement, or. more broadly, in European society and civilization, which that society and civilization have not justified. If, instead of arguing against Zionism in the 1920s
and 1930s I had urged European Jews to go to Palestine,
I might have helped to save some of the lives that were later
extinguished in Hitler's gas chambers."
Even in 1967, in an article bitterly attacking Israel for its
actions in the Six Day War, Deutscher said, "Arab nationalism will be incomparably more effective as a liberating force
if it is disciplined and rationalized by an element of internationalism that will enable the Arabs to approach the problem of Israel more realistically than hitherto. They cannot
go on denying Israel's right to exist and indulging in bloodthirsty rhetoric." At about the same time, Fidel Castro said,
"True revolutionaries never threaten a whole country with
extermination. We have spoken out clearly against Israel's
policy, but we don't deny her right to exist."
Only a few years later however, "true revolutionaries,"
including Fidel himself, are once again, in the name of
Marxism, denying the right of a Jewish state to exist in the
Middle East. Jewish national consciousness now is being
portrayed as incompatible with revolutionary internationalism. The images of the contestants in the Middle East conflict have been reversed from what they were in 1948, and
the truce between Marxism and Zionism has been shattered. Now it is the Arab side that has the aura of being a
national liberation struggle and a people's war, with the
attention of the international Left being focused on Palestinian guerrillas, not on the reactionary Arab governments.
Coincidentally, in Israel there has been a clear shift to the
right. The socialist sector of the economy is relatively less
important than it was, and Israel's foreign policy, once genuinely neutralist, has become increasingly wedded to that
of the United States, with the world Zionist movement
equating Jewish interests with those of bankrupt American
imperialism.
These are perplexing developments. They shattered for
me the unspoken assumption that there was no conflict between being a Jew and a radical. That is my "Jewish problem." But it is also the Movement's problem because its
knee-jerk approach to the Middle East and the question of
Jewish nationalism is not only leaving the field to a conservative Jewish establishment, but is also alienating many
young radical Jews who want to be part of the solution,
rather than part of the problem.

I

F THE PROBLEM IS AN ANGUISHING ONE for Americans,
it is doubly so for Israeli leftists who have lived with
it longer and more intimately than we have. We
might consider their pleas, for Israel was, after all,
made of a revolution in the streets against a colonial occupying power.
Before it happened anywhere else in the Third World, a
Jewish underground army in Palestine had defeated and

expelled a sizeable British occupying army in a fight conducted for the most part, not by the oiflcial Zionist agency's
military arm, the Haganah, but by two underground military organizations, the Irgun, and its smaller offshoot, the
Stern Group. The Sternists, who never numbered more than
200, specialized in assassinations of British officers and
dynamiting British military installations, and justified their
revolt with an anti-imperialist ideology. They were the
Weathermen of their day, self-sacrificing young revolutionary fanatics who believed that exemplary violence by a small
disciplined group could be a catalyst in setting off a broader
national liberation struggle.
Two Stern group martyrs, 17-year-old Eliahu Hakim and
21-year-old Eliahu Bet Zouri went to a British gallows in
Cairo in 1944 after assassinating Lord Moyne, the highest
ranking British political officer in the Middle East. During
their trial, they eloquently appealed to the Arabs for a joint
anti-imperialist struggle against the British, and nationalist
Egyptian students demonstrated their support in the streets
of Cairo.
ODAY THE MAN WHO WAS the military commander
of the Stern Group is still giving the official Zionists hell. His name is Nathan Yalin Mor, and he
writes for Israel's leading newspaper, Haaretz,
calling for radical changes in the government's policies towards the Arabs. Recently he referred to Golda Meir as a
"vindictive old lady."
Yalin Mor made a tour of the United States and western
Europe last year talking to Left groups. Everywhere he went
he denounced the policies of the Israeli government on the
occupied territories, while reminding his audience that both
as a leftist and as a Jew he could give no support to the
program of Fatah, for they would merely replace Israeli
occupation with the total suppression of Jewish nationalism.
Another of Israel's most widely read left-wing journalists, Amos Kenan, is also a veteran of the Stern Group.
Last year in Israel he described his underground organization to me as a "mixture of religious mystics and coldblooded, revolutionary communists. We were a disciplined
revolutionary party that believed in the right of a revolutionary minority to disobey and go its own way even if it
meant precipitating a civil war." Kenan read to me from
old Stern Group leaflets that were distributed to the Arabs
in 1947, calling for a joint Jewish-Arab struggle against the
British imperialists. One of them said, "Let us prevent a
Jewish-Arab war. Jewish and Arab blood is shed in TelAviv and Jaffa. Who is responsible for that bloodshed?
The occupying forces and the imperialist intriguers. A
Jewish-Arab war is necessary to the British to prove that
the British are needed. A Jewish-Arab war is the last justification for British occupation here. We want no war against
our Arab neighbors. To attack Arabs in the streets is to help
the British—it is also a crime against the Hebrew Nation."
Kenan scoffs at the much-discussed distinction which
Fatah makes between Zionists and Jews. "A few years ago
they called me a Jew and wanted to kill me, now they call
me a Zionist and they still want to kill me. I'm still the same
person and I still want to live—and if they force me to I
will fight as a Zionist. I also can use the same trick. I can go
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around killing Arabs and call them 'Fatah.' They tell me
they just fight against the 'Zionist structure,' not the Jews,
but what they call the 'Zionist structure' is my self-determination. They say they will respect the rights of Jews to practice their religion in the new Democratic Palestine. Do you
think I will give back statehood for the right to belong to a
religious sect? If there is no other way for us to stay alive
and preserve ourselves as a people, then the Jews have the
same rights as Algerians and Black Panthers—we have to
organize self-defense and fight back."
OUNGER LEFT-WING ISRAELIS express their political
frustration in the same manner. Take the particular case of Ron Cohen, a 32-year-old kibbutznik
who digs the Cuban revolution, supports the National Liberation Front of Vietnam, admires the Black
Panthers and calls himself a Marxist-Leninist. "I think Mao
Tse-Tung has the most correct interpretation of Marxism
today,"he told me). Ron also happens to be a captain in the
Paratroopers who saw combat in the Sinai during the Six
Day War and has since spent about a month of every year
in the occupied territorities patrolling against the guerrillas.
Ron helped organize Siach, the New Israeli Left, with
ex-members of Mapam, after Mapam decided to enter the
coalition government. They have gone into the streets several times in American Movement-style demonstrations.
They blocked traffic in Jerusalem, tried to march on Hebron
to protest the government's plan to settle 250 Jewish families there and even invaded Golda Meir's garden, where
they clashed with the police, and where Ron Cohen had his
head bloodied by a police club.

Y

I discussed all this with Ron and several of his Siach
comrades at his kibbutz, Gan Shmuel. On the walls of the
kibbutz cottage where we met were American anti-war and
Black Panther posters. Everyone was in a somber mood—
just a few days before one of the kibbutz kids had been killed
on the Syrian front. All of them had fought in the Six Day
War, which they saw as a war for salvation and survival,
and they all spoke bitterly about the politics in the Arab
world that had led up to it. "All my life I had fought for
peace with the Arabs, and tried to speak to them and then
suddenly I was forced to kill them," said Cohen. "The War
changed everything. Before '67 things were much easier for
the Left. We could talk about real issues, about Vietnam and
imperialism and what was happening to socialism in this
country. Now the mood here is incredibly chauvinistic. We
can't talk about Vietnam anymore."
Siach is always confronted with a typical response in its
attempts to proselytize. It goes something like this: "O.K.,
let's say we accept your argument. We must recognize the
Palestinian Arabs as a national entity; we must take back
refugees; we must make initiatives and compromises. But
where is the equivalent compromise on the other side?
Where is the Arab Siach which calls for recognition of the
Jewish nation?" The Siach kids admitted that they can't
answer these questions very well.
"Al Fatah uses the money it gets from the Saudi Arabian
government to send its representatives around the world and
print up its propaganda in several languages," says Cohen.
"The Israeli government also does this but we don't have
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the money or the resources to get our position across. And
even when we speak to European leftists, they can't understand our struggle. Because of the war with the Arabs,
which threatens our very national existence, we on the Left
here are at a lower level of struggle. This is our problem—
we are in a national struggle instead of a class struggle. There
can be no deepening of the class or social contradictions
within Israel as long as every Israeli feels that there is a dire
security problem. We try to explain this to New Left people
in Europe—but they don't understand."

HE QUESTION OF WHETHER there is an "Arab Siach"
is more than a rhetorical point. I have heard leftwing Israelis say openly that, if the Palestinian
movement were willing to come to terms with the
existence of Israel and the Israeli government still obstructed the creation of a Palestinian state, the Palestinians
would then find allies inside Israel, even "armed allies." As
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long as the Palestinians insist on "liberating" all of Palestine,
however, they will succeed only in uniting all Israelis, ineluding those on the Left, behind the government.
This is where the Left's confusion begins. Al Fatah's periodic assertions that they are now for a "democratic secular

34

state of Palestine," where all Jews, Moslems and Christians
will have equal rights, have led many people on the Left to
honestly believe that the Palestinians have gone through a
remarkable political transformation on their attitudes towards relations with the Israeli Jews. Some believe that
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ficial seven-point program, for example, refers to the future
Palestine as "part of the Arab Fatherland." And when an
interviewer asked Yaser Arafat how he reconciled the idea
of a progressive democratic state for all peoples with the
Fatah slogan, "Long live Palestine, Arab and free," he answered, "A democratic progressive state in Palestine is not
in contradiction to that state being Arab . . . the word Arab
implies a common culture, a common language and a common background. The majority of the inhabitants of any
future state of Palestine will be Arab. . . ." Israeli leaders
are described by Fatah as "diehard racist Zionists who obviously do not qualify for a Palestinian status." Other Jews
will be allowed to remain, "provided of course that they
reject Zionist racist chauvinism and fully accept to live as
Palestinians in the New Palestine."
Here is another suggestion from Fateh, published in
Beirut, of how the Jewish problem in the new Palestine
might be solved: "Early last year, we officially declared the
adoption of the unitary, non-sectarian and democratic Palestine state as a humane solution to the Palestine problem.
In line with this objective, Fatah has contacted a number
of Arab countries urging them to receive back their Jewish
nationals who have emigrated to occupied Palestine and to
accept their return as full-fledged citizens as they were before. Some Arab countries have accepted this proposal."
Such statements make it clear that the Palestine which
Fatah envisions is one of an Arab state which "tolerates"
a Jewish religious minority. Zionism, which by Fatah's criteria is simply Jewish nationalism, would be considered a
crime. No concession of any kind is made to the idea of
Jewish national self-determination, nor is there to be any
legitimate binationalism, as Fatah's most recent official
statement on the question emphasizes: "The call for a nonsectarian Palestine should not be confused with a multireligious, a polyreligious or a binational state. The new
Palestine is not to be built around three state religions or
two nationalities."
Those who believe that Fatah's pronouncements on relations with the Jews are a great step forward ought to ponder the fact that even the discredited reactionary Palestinian
leadership of the 1940s (including the Grand Mufti, who
spent the war years alongside Hitler in Berlin) always said
they would tolerate a Jewish minority in an Arab Palestine.
They often offered guarantees that the Jews would be treated
with justice as long as they had no Zionist aspirations; that
is, if they gave up their desire for political sovereignty. If the
Jews had been willing to accept minority status, there could
have been a settlement with the Arabs 30 years ago. But
then, what was the point of coming to Palestine in the first
place? It was the desire for self-determination and autonomy that was at the heart of Zionism and still is the common denominator uniting virtually all Israelis.

S

OME MARXIST-LENINISTS IN THE WEST

Fatah's position opens up the possibility of working toward a binational state as a solution to the conflict, and
that it is Israel which unreasonably insists on an exclusii'e
Jewish state. But such assumptions are contradicted by almost every official statement put out by Fatah. Fatah's of-

grOUps SUCh

as those congregating around the New Left Review in England and the International Socialists
in the United States— understand the weakness of
Fatah on the national question. They base their support of
the Palestine Liberation movement on the theory that
Marxist-Leninists in the Palestinian Democratic Popular
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Front (who are critical of Fatah for its nationalism and its
support of bourgeois Arab regimes) will someday wage a
joint struggle with the Marxist-Leninists in Matzpen (the
Israeli Socialist Organization), and that this revolutionary
union will result in the overthrow of Zionism as well as the
reactionary Arab governments, leading to the creation of a
unified, revolutionary-socialist Middle East in which the deZionized Jews will enjoy their national rights.
But Matzpen is a tiny Trotskyist sect which is even less
significant on the Israeli Left than the Democratic front is
among the Palestinians. When I was in Israel last year, they
claimed a membership of about eighty; since then they have
spHt three ways. But since they claim to be the only truly
"anti-Zionist" group in Israel, it does not really matter if
they have two thousand members or two; they would still
be the living proof, for those who need to believe it, that
the distinction which the Palestinians make between Zionists
and Jews has some kind of meaning for the millions of
Israelis.
But what Matzpen's "anti-Zionism" comes down to is
the demand that Israelis give up the protection of their state
in return for the eventual prospect of self-determination
offered by one tiny fraction of the guerrilla movement—a
fraction which, judging by the lessons of recent national
liberation struggles in Algeria, Syria and Iraq, will probably
be eliminated after the revolution. Matzpen asks Jews to
embark on a course which entails a very high probability of
committing national and cultural suicide, in return for the
very small possibility that by doing so they will usher in a
new socialist Utopia in the Middle East. Is it any wonder
that most Matzpen people eventually wind up leaving the
country and that their main activities are not in Tel Aviv
or Jerusalem, but London, Paris and New York, where they
find more respectful (and naive) audiences?
Of course, most of the people on the Left who have taken
a position on the Middle East conflict couldn't be bothered
by this kind of ideological eyewash. Mostly we are confronted by clodhoppers shouting "right on" for Fatah and
damn the consequences. I have heard some of them say
that they don't support Matzpen because they regard them as
Trotskyist sectarians who are too hung up on the question of
self-determination. These people can't think of a single
group on the Israeli Left that deserves support. The implication is clear: the only thing any Israeli can do to qualify for revolutionary credentials is to pick up the gun and
fight alongside the Fatah commandos.
That such a political line is approved by some Jews in
the Movement should hardly be shocking by now. But it is
equally clear that this kind of perverted internationalism
(an internationalism that would make Marx and Lenin
wince) is partly creating its own counter-reaction. For what
else but nationalism is an appropriate response to the kind
of "revolutionary internationalism" that makes Moshe Dayan and Itzchak Rabin out to be pigs and bandits who should
be hunted down and killed, but is quiet about the Pakistani
generals who direct the slaughter of the civilian population
of East Bengal because the Chinese have given it their O.K.;
that makes Yaser Arafat out to be a hero even though his
movement is non-Marxist and non-socialist, while considering Israeli socialists non-persons?

HE MOVEMENT GETS INTO such absurd positions because of its considerable confusion on the role of
nationalism. Since the Left is committed ideologically to an internationalist perspective, it follows
that there is something reactionary about nationalism. The
contradiction is that some militant nationalisms are seen as
a prelude to anti-colonialist and anti-imperialist struggles.
Thus the Left has fallen into the trap of approving selectively only those nationalisms which engage loudly in antiimperialist rhetoric, whatever the reality. There is considerable sympathy on the Left for various black nationalist
movements in this country and in Africa. But the Southern Sudanese blacks who have been waging a struggle
for years for their self-determination against a dominant
and imperious majority in the north are practically ignored,
because the Sudanese Arabs have laid claim to membership
in the anti-imperialist camp.
In the same way, because Palestinian nationalism is now
rhetorically associated with anti-imperialism, it is "right
on," while Israeli nationalism, which once played a real,
anti-imperialist role in the Middle East, has become intrinsically evil. Thus, instead of seeing the PalestineIsrael struggle as a tragic and destructive struggle between two nations fighting over the same turf, a collision that requires healing by compromise and mutual recognition, the Left applies models that have no relevance.
And how futile it seems to try to point out the obvious:
that Amman is not Hanoi, and the P.L.O. is not the N.L.F.,
and that Tel Aviv is not Saigon.
The glib notion that the way to solve the problem is to
create a democratic secular state of Palestine where Arabs
and Jews live in peace ignores the obvious fact that Fatah
hasn't geared up just to go out of business after a secular
Palestinian state is created. It has not tried to create a Palestine national renaissance to merely usher in some universalist homogenized society, but one which serves the very
special needs and aspirations of the Arab Palestinian people.
Even in the very best of worlds the prospects of a binational state working are not very good. And in the most
basic conditions of the Arab-Israeli dispute—two intensely
nationalistic peoples who have lived in armed confrontation
with each other for half a century, facing each other over
hair triggers—it is less likely. What is needed is an accommodation that allows for separation into two national
entities. To suggest any other course is to ignore the countless disasters that have occurred in recent years as a result
of the attempt to force two peoples into one single-state
structure—in Iraq, where Arabs slaughtered Kurds; in Chad
where blacks oppressed and warred against separatist Arabs;
in Sudan, where Arabs waged a war of extermination against
blacks who want their independence.

T

I

F THE SOLUTIONS PROPOSED by Fatah and its Left supporters are unworkable at best, are not the accusations against Israel nonetheless based on real injustices? And is not the animus against Israel justified? Well, yes and no. The problem is the failure to make
proper distinctions between government actions which
should be opposed (in conjunction with the Israeli Left)
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and the notion that the whole national enterprise is therefore tainted and illegitimate.
Take the simple-minded accusation heard more and more
commonly on the Left—that Israel is "imperialist." The notion that Israel, a tiny country of 3 million people with no
heavy industry, is an imperialist power is on its face a
grotesque absurdity. Israel has no access to the oil or raw
materials in the Arab world. It has no exploitative trade with
the Arabs, nor a class of local exploiters which it uses to
extract its profits. It is true that Israel has often made unscrupulous alliances with imperialist powers like the U.S.
when it has been in her interest, but this should hardly
justify the call for the elimination of Israel as a society.
There are at least a dozen African states far more compromised, but no one on the Left calls for their elimination.
If one were looking for "imperialist lackey" states, a good
place to begin might be Nigeria which is penetrated, supported, and manipulated by no less than three imperialist
powers—Britain, America and the Soviet Union. Yet the
Left which now calls for the elimination of Israel, not only
did not apply that remedy to Nigeria but a good part of
it applauded the war of extermination waged against the
Biafrans.
And what about the refugees? There is no doubt that
much of the blame for the plight of the Palestinian refugees
must fall on Israel's shoulders. Her refusal to take back
substantial numbers of refugees and her insistence on
seeing the problem totally in political and not in human
terms for 20 years is one of the most serious blights on

Israel's record. But there is another side to the coin. It
cannot be forgotten that the refugees were created as
a byproduct of a brutal civil war in which atrocities and
terror were committed by both sides. If the Arabs at least
bear a share of responsibility for that civil war, by their
refusal to accept a compromise solution based on partition
of the land and by their unwillingness in 20 years to
call off the civil war, then they too must share the responsibility for the consequences—including the refugees.
It is misunderstanding the issue today to see the "refugee" problem as synonymous with the Palestinian national
liberation struggle. Solving the refugee problem is not the
same as giving the Palestinians their national rights. Indeed
it may be the other way around. For, if the refugee problem were solved on the basis of the humanitarian concern
for peoples returning to their original lands, that is, if Israel
took back all of the 700,000 refugees that left in 1948,
they would still be a minority within a Jewish state, whereas
the Palestinian national movement, whose very base is now
in the refugee camps, would be dealt a crippling and perhaps final blow with its population spread between Israel
and Hussein's Jordan. Thus, to use the tragedy of the refugees to justify support for a program of the elimination of
the state of Israel is outrageous and cynical. There are any
number of solutions which could resettle refugees in a Palestinian Arab state and still allow for the existence of a
Jewish state. Even if the Israeli government should unilaterally offer to take back every single refugee tomorrow,
there would be no change in Fatah's program or in the Left's
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support for it; for the program and that support is based on
the elevation of one nationahsm to total superiority over
another.

NE CANNOT HELP SUSPECTING that the basis of the
anti-Israel position, especially among the large
number of Jews in the Movement, is not necessarily based on an objective analysis of the
situation in the Middle East. It has, I am convinced, many
psychological roots. It is no accident that most antiIsrael Jews in the Movement grew up in upper-middleclass, assimilated Jewish homes where they experienced a
Jewishness that was on the whole reactionary, decadent and
antiseptic. If they went to synagogues, it was to do meaningless exercises in what one Jewish radical publication recently called "haunted echo chambers." If they learned
about Israel, it was not about its revolutionary tradition,
but an image passed on by Leon Uris and the Zionist Organization of America. No wonder these kids grew up feeling no qualms when the international Left called for the destruction of Israel, and regard Jewishness itself as intrinsically reactionary.

O

But to explain such a phenomenon is not to excuse it. If
the insensitivity to the real historical experience and needs
of the Jewish people, and of Israel, is merely an irrational
reaction to Beverly Hills and Miami Beach Jewishness, then
someone ought to correct it. One of its consequences is that
it continues to play right into the hands of the reactionary
American Jewish Establishment, which wants to consolidate
its image as the only defenders of the legitimate aspirations of the Jewish people. In the exertions of the Jewish
Establishment, one sees the Left's arguments merely stood
on their head. Where the Left has said to young Jews, "to be
for the survival of Israel is to betray the world revolution,"
the Jewish Establishment seems to be saying, "if you are
for the world revolution, you betray your people." All this
makes for strange bedfellows, with the Left and the Jewish
Establishment cooperating in the polarization of the Jewish
community between pro-Israel cold warriors and simpleminded, anti-Jewish revolutionaries.
HE IDEOLOGICAL JUSTIFICATION for the Jewish Establishment's role was spelled out by Commentary
magazine in a recent issue devoted to the proper
relationship between Jewishness and radicalism.
The title Commentary put on its cover was "Revolutionism
& the Jews." It would have been more accurate to call it
"Revolutionism or the Jews." Thus historian Walter Laqueur unabashedly tells us that, on the question of the Middle East, "the thought of the Movement has a certain logic
and consistency; once one accepts the basic premises, one
cannot stop short where Israel is concerned." In Laqueur's
analysis, any action which weakens American foreign policy
must weaken Israel, since Israel's survival is now based on
American power to counterbalance the Russian military
presence in the Arab countries. "The anti-Israel faction of
the New Left is thus absolutely correct in its criticism of
the pro-Israel radicals. Once one accepts the basic assump-

T

tion that the American Establishment is totally evil, that its
foreign policy is simply a function of its imperialist, antirevolutionary character, and that the defeat of America is
in the interests of world revolution, one cannot logically
make an exception of American policy in the Middle East."
Laqueur's argument is, of course, precisely as inane and
one-dimensional as the New Left argument which he perverts for his own purposes. Israel survived in 1948 without
any American weapons, and is dependent ultimately not on
big-power support, but on its own willingness to fight for its
survival. As the Vietnamese have proved, small nations can
and do win their independence from super-powers. Laqueur's real purpose in all of this is not to caution about
Israel's demise but to underplay the significance of a selfconscious and growing Jewish radical movement both in
Israel and the United States. Thus he lumps Siach together
with Matzpen and dismisses them both, and predicts that
Jewish radicals in the United States, to the extent that they
remain preoccupied with radical causes such as Indochina,
Women's Liberation and pollution, will become more estranged from Jewish concerns. "This may be all to the
good, for the present stance of the Jewish radical is a halfway house, morally and intellectually inconsistent, and thus
untenable in the long run."
In another of the Commentary articles. Sociologist Nathan Glazer develops the theme of separating the radical
chaff from the Jewish wheat. One of Glazer's specialties is
his theory of the right-wing backlash, which he uses as an
hysterical whip to discourage any kind of radicalism at all.
Now he argues that the end of the war in Vietnam may
bring "the rise of a stab-in-the-back myth, in which it will
not only be students and professors and intellectuals who
will be attacked, not only Jews in their role as members of
this general community, but conceivably Jews as Jews."
How do we head off this imminent pogrom? According to
Glazer, all the Jewish intellectuals should stop mucking
about with radicalism, should be more moderate and balanced, should swim more securely in the mainstream and
stop finding so much fault with America.
This is of course more than sociology. It is Commentary's own form of Jewish self-hatred, with Glazer coming
on like the classic old Jewish bubba who trembles in fear of
a pogrom every time she hears of a Jew getting into some
troubles with the Gentiles.

C

OMMENTARY'S

MONTHLY

FULMINATIONS

against

every movement for social change from Women's
Liberation to the counter-culture might be dismissed as the sour grapes of a bunch of Westside New York intellectuals hankering for the golden
age of the 1950s when they were de rigeuer and traveled
around the world on C.I.A. credit cards. On the questions
of Jews, however, their combination of Sammy Glick and
Spiro Agnew homilies ("listen kid, don't knock this country, it's been good to us") reflect a widespread sense of fear
and isolation.
Commentary has always been a bellwether for the thinking of the Jewish Establishment—the rich, assimilated Jews
who run the major Jewish organizations and make the
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"Jewish opinion" that the mass media picks up. In the '50s
the magazine was the focus of the lobotomized American
celebration, the end of ideology, and the notion that America was the "good society." Anyone who suggested that
there might be a crisis lurking somewhere beneath the surface was an old-fashioned "ideologist." In those years Commentary was a complete apologist for America's cold war
policies, as well as for the anti-communist hysteria that
swept the country (though they preferred a more subtle
and intellectually rigorous one than vintage McCarthyism).
Then as now they hated Jewish radicals particularly since,
as they often argued in their pages, Jews had it made in
America as nowhere else in history, and any Jew who questioned America's munificence was being traitorous to all
Jews as well.
In the early '60s Commentary timorously rode the New
Frontier bandwagon. The style of that period was one of
questioning old assumptions, asking for apparently imaginative programs. After all, many of the Commentary writers were now going to the White House. Ever the slave of
fashion, the magazine was "for" civil rights, concerned
about blacks, talking about disarmament. But, as the mood
of liberal re-examination changed into a deeper and more
fundamental radicalism and as the questions began to grapple with an imperialism and racism structurally inherent in
American society, Commentary pulled in the reins and
warned the intellectuals they were going too far.

I

N ALL THIS, COMMENTARY reflected deep currents
running through the entire American Jewish community. American Jews, living almost entirely in the
huge urban caldrons that were rocked by the liberation struggles of the late '60s, were largely represented in
the professions that came into direct physical contact with
the black revolt—they were the teachers, the social workers,
the lawyers, the doctors.
There were two reactions to this contact with the American crisis. Many lower-middle-class and working-class Jews
became rednecks. Their fear of blacks and social change resulted in votes for unabashed reactionaries like Mario Procaccino in New York in 1969 and Sam Yorty in Los Angeles. The upper-class Jews continued to mouth the old liberal
platitudes, but isolated themselves into the suburbs and began to blame the deepening crisis on the radicals. They were
afraid, suddenly feeling isolated and marginal as Jews, and
they desperately wanted to believe that if the radicals, and
particularly the Jewish radicals, could be stopped, then
things would get better. Instead of trying to understand
what there is about official Judaism and Zionism that is
turning off the young, and trying to do something about
it, they reacted by placing certain political ideas beyond
the pale of respectability.
Thus Commentary Editor Norman Podhoretz says quite
frankly that Jewish radicals should be boycotted by the
organized Jewish community. Podhoretz is upset that some
Jewish organizations have seen fit to dribble a few pennies
to Jewish radical groups and have even tried to have a
dialogue with the New Left. In response to the interest
shown by a few Rabbis and organizations in Arthur Waskow's "Freedom Seder," Commentary stigmatizes the whole

effort as nothing less than "a document of self-loathing and
self-abasement masquerading as a document of self-affirmation." No, it is more than Jewish self-hatred. It is, says
Podhoretz, actually "anti-Semitism," which he newly defines as anything against the interests of those Jews whose
patronage he receives and whose neuroses he expresses.
There is a special irony in Podhoretz' appointment of
himself as the policeman of the Jewish community and the
protector of Jewish rights and interests. For the fact is
that the people who pay Podhoretz, the American Jewish
Committee that publishes Commentary, are like most
Establishment Jews who have made it in America in that
they do not have a very strong record of courage when it
comes to actually doing something for Jews in trouble.

T

HERE IS OF COURSE THE NOTORIOUS and shameful
story of how most American Jewish leaders did
nothing to protest against the Roosevelt administration when it turned its back on the doomed
Jews of Europe. Here is the verdict of the journalist Dorothy Thompson (no self-hating Jewish radical she) on
the organization that publishes Commentary:
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"The American Jewish Committee tried to soft peddle
things. It advised watchful waiting. It refused to participate
in parades, demonstrations, protest meetings. It tried to
get the government to do something but very, very quietly.
Hush, hush was the word."
A generation later, Hannah Arendt wrote the brilliant
book Eichmann in Jerusalem, which asked some penetrating questions about just what Jewish leaders in Europe
and Palestine were doing anyway. Norman Podhoretz took
to the pages of his magazine to suggest, again in the name
of the interests of the Jews, that there was something obscene and indecent in the very questions Miss Arendt
raised. It was still "hush, hush."
Even on the question of Israel there is reason to wonder
about these defenders of the Jewish interest. In 1948, when
many left-wing Jews were risking their necks to break the
American embargo on guns to Israel, the American Jewish Committee was again advising a policy of caution and
moderation. And in the early 1950s, when Israel was much
closer to the ideals of an egalitarian society than it is today
and was also in more trouble. Commentary was much more
lukewarm than it is today. A frequent theme of the articles
Commentary was running in those days was the fear that
Israel might go Stalinist.
All of which forces one to wonder just whom Commentary is thinking of when it claims to speak for the interests
of the Jews. Is it all the Jews of the world and their right to
live their lives in a decent world order, exploiting no one
and being exploited by no one? Or is it a much smaller
group of American Jews who have it made here in America
and don't want anyone rocking the boat?

C

OMMENTARY'S PREDICTION AND HOPE for

a sever-

ing of all relations between radicalism and the
Jewish community could become a reality, especially with a little help from the Left. It could
create a situation in which the entire organized Jewish
community shuns Jewish radicals like the plague, while the
radical community declares all expressions of Jewish consciousness to be objectively counter-revolutionary. Such a
development would, of course, be a tragedy for both parties.
It is hard to imagine a healthy radical movement that has
no distinctively Jewish element in it or that sets itself
against the national and cultural aspirations of the Jewish
people, just as it is hard to imagine a decent Jewish community that does not find some common ground with the
Movement.

One of the few hopeful signs in all of this is the rapid
growth of a self-conscious Jewish radical movement
despite the best efforts of Commentary and the Jewish
Establishment to undercut it. It may well be one of the
fastest growing movements on the campuses. By conservative estimates there are Jewish radical groups of one
kind or another now on close to 100 campuses, and they
turn out 35 separate newspapers. They are a varied collection—some are Radical Zionists; others are diasporacentered and more critical of Zionism, though affirming
the legitimacy of Israel; some work exclusively on Soviet
Jewry, while others concentrate on trying to radicalize
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traditional Jewish organizations. But their common denominator is a widespread sense that it is legitimately in
the Jewish tradition to work for universal liberation, while
it is part of the radical tradition to be true to one's own
roots. While traditional campus Jewish organizations such
as Hillel are expiring at a rapid rate, the Jewish radicals
are creating political space where problems that divide Jews
and the Movement might begin to be worked out.
As for Israel, it too will get a little leavening from these
new Jewish radicals. The big machers of the World Zionist Organizations are going to see a lot of hell-raising from
young Radical Zionists this winter at their quadrennial
Congress in Jerusalem. And anyone who doubts that Israel
needs a full-scale cultural revolution for its full health and
survival might recall the recent spectacle put on by the
Israeli Minister of Housing. He called a press conference
to announce and defend the start of construction of a new
Jewish housing project on the outskirts of Jerusalem which
required the demolition of Arab houses and the removal of
its occupants, some at the point of a gun. The housing plan
for Jerusalem on which this brutal action was based had
been condemned by a committee of distinguished international architects as a civic monstrosity. If the Israeli
bureaucrats have their way, they may yet have as their
epitaph that, after 2000 years of Jewish history, they managed to turn Jerusalem into a giant, all-Jewish shopping
center.
The fight over the dimensions of the Jewish consciousness, however, is not over. Social conditions in Israel are
ripe for the growth of a radical movement that might restore the revolutionary tradition of Israel, as witnessed by
the recent violent street demonstrations by young oriental
Jews who call themselves Black Panthers. But it is no
accident that those demonstrations erupted at a time when
the war front was almost totally quiet. For, if an opposition
movement is to blossom, there must be a real peace and a
settlement of the national question. Thus, Israeli radicals
need some help from the Palestinian radicals, and the
international Left could help in this reconstruction by establishing ties with both the Palestinian and the Israeli Left on
the basis of mutual respect for both national liberation
movements.
Even if some of these things started to happen tomorrow,
it wouldn't mean instant socialism and revolution in the
Middle East. It wouldn't mean the immediate end to imperialism and exploitation there. But it could begin a
process where socialists and radicals on both sides talked
to each other.
And that would also go a long way toward solving my
Jewish problem—and ours.

Sol Stern is a free-lance writer and a frequent contributor
to RAMPARTS. He is currently working on a book about
Israel and the Left.

Uval Golan is a 22-year-old artist and lives on Kibbutz
Can Shmuel. He is a member of Siach, the New Israeli
Left, and fought in the Six Day War as a paratrooper.
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Egypt Moves West
Internally and externally Egypt is moving towards an accommodation with the U.S. The Russians will maneuver from strength,
and will keep their position within Egypt for a long time to come.
But the losers in all this are the Egyptian and Palestinian people.

N

INE MONTHS AFTER THE DEATH of G a m a l

Abdel

Nasser, Egyptian President Anwar Sadat has
managed to consolidate power equal to Nasser's
and make a determined bid to crush all possible
rivals. His moves manifest the same political characteristics
as those of his predecessor: a close dialectical relationship
between external policies (towards Israel and other Arab
states) and faction struggles within the leadership; a demagogic manipulation of the Egyptian masses; and conscious
moves toward accentuating class differences disguised by
the pretense of greater equality and popular control.
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The purges of May 1971 mark the end of the interregnum after Nasser's death; but the different strands of
the May crisis and Sadat's policies are clearly based on a
continuation and acceleration of processes that have been
going on since the June defeat of 1967. In concrete terms,
this process is marked by the crystallization of a class system within Egyptian society, born out of the 1952 revolution. Though this emerging class has benefited from the
conflict with Israel and the alliance with the Soviet Union,
its benefits are diminishing; and, more important, under
both Nasser and Sadat, Egypt has been moving towards
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