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Introduction
In December 1961, the office of then-Israeli Prime Minister David Ben-Gurion issued a vehement rebuttal to the Israeli press: 
The reports that have been published in a number of newspapers regarding Ben-Gurion’s retreat in a Buddhist monastery are a fabrication. Ben-Gurion has not gone into isolation in any monastery, but rather spent all his time during his stay in Rangoon at the home of the Prime Minister [of Burma]. During that week he met with three Buddhist scholars, and discussed the moral and philosophical teachings of Buddhism with them (Maariv 1961). 	Comment by JJ: The journal’s name is needed as the reference is  not in the paper

Also for ref throughout the journal style is

"of patriarchal authority (Connell 1987: 59-60)';
This statement came in response to rumours spread by members of Israel’s religious camp following Ben-Gurion’s visit to the prime minister of Burma (now Myanmar), U Nu,[endnoteRef:1] claiming that the Israeli premier had begun to practice “idol worship.”[endnoteRef:2] In fact, contrary to this official denial, Ben-Gurion did spend part of his eight-day visit to in a Buddhist monastery, and he even had a photograph taken of himself clad in a white robe while en route.[endnoteRef:3] However, in the parochial Israel of the 1960s, a photograph of the prime minister in a white robe was enough to fuel rumours that the founding father of the Jewish State had become a Buddhist. Not only were these rumours were spread by Israel’s religious camp, but were they were also taken up by members of the Israeli press who were covering Ben-Gurion and his work during this period.[endnoteRef:4] Fuelling these rumours, among other things, were the notorious photographs of the Israeli leader standing on his head, with people making connections between them and popular and folkloristic images depicting the customs and habits of Buddhism and of the peoples of the Far East. In this way, the power of the myth that Ben-Gurion had become a Buddhist grew stronger than any fact.	Comment by Susan: In the endnote, English-language daily added to Jerusalem Post for clarity.	Comment by Susan: added that it was the ultra-Orthodox Agudat Israel party as readers won't know what this was.	Comment by Susan: The Hebrew, לבסס שמועות is more commonly translated as “to substantiate” but in this context, fuel seems more accurate
	Comment by Susan: Order changed for clarity [1: *I would like to thank Eitan Bar-Yosef and Isaac Lubelsky for their helpful comments and advice.
 U Nu (1907–1995) was the leader of the Burmese national movement from the end of the Second World War, serving as prime minister until 1956 after Burma gained independence in 1948. He returned to this position in 1961 before being deposed in a military coup in 1962. As a Buddhist and a socialist, Nu introduced a democratic-socialist regime in Burma that was based on his interpretation of the principles of Buddhism. See U Nu (1961).]  [2:  According to the English-language daily The Jerusalem Post, members of the ultra-Orthodox Agudat Israel party met for a special hearing to discuss what they saw as a tendency toward “idol worship” in Ben-Gurion. Those present at this hearing claimed that “[Ben-Gurion’s] behaviour is an insult to those Jews who believe in Israel and those in the Diaspora.” Agudat Israel even decided to ask a question on the matter in the Knesset (Israel’s parliament), although this decision was never implemented (The Jerusalem Post 1961).]  [3:  The photograph was published in the Israeli media in 1961.]  [4:  For example, an article—highly exoticized—published in Israeli daily Yedioth Ahronoth, claimed that “Ben-Gurion was going to go to a Buddhist center in the capital of Burma for 45 days of training in spiritual communion.” That piece, one of many examples of newspaper articles associating Ben-Gurion with the mystical due to his interest in Buddhism, even suggested that mystical rather than political reasons explained his resignation as prime minister and move to the Sde Boker kibbutz: “even his adjutant didn’t know the secret of his retirement to Sde Boker” (Barash 1958).] 

 In reality, however, Ben-Gurion was not a Buddhist, and he had medical reasons for standing on his head, having turned to this method to cure his backaches and vertigo after despairing of conventional treatments (Bar-Zohar 1980, p. 405). However, Ben-Gurion did have a special interest in India as a country and in Buddhism[endnoteRef:5] as a worldview, which sometimes sparked bewilderment and misunderstanding in Israel.  [5:  A philosophical doctrine created in India in the fifth century BCE that has become identified with that country.] 

Ben-Gurion’s diaries reveal that his interest in India began in the 1930s. During the time of the Jewish Yishuv in British Mandatory Palestine, Ben-Gurion’s attitude toward India was characterised by sympathy for the Indian national movement. After Israel and India both gained independence, he worked hard to establish bilateral relations. Ben-Gurion’s approach was rooted in utility—before Israeli independence, he perceived similarities between the pre-state Jewish Yishuv and the Indian national movement under British colonial rule. Later, in the wake of the Second World War, Ben-Gurion believed India could become a power which could potentially succeed the Soviet Union and the United States. Following Israel’s independence in 1948, Ben-Gurion hoped to establish political and economic ties with India that could help rescue the nascent Israeli state from the isolation it found itself due to hostilities with its neighbours (Yeger 2005: 65–7). 	Comment by Susan: I have deleted “an examination of” for two reasons – one, word limit; and two, it’s clear that this is per an examination.	Comment by Susan: This may need an addition of (settlement) after the word Yishuv, depending on the readership	Comment by Susan: Globally or in the Middle East? If the former, end the sentence “as a global power”, if the latter, add “in the Middle East.”

This interest led Ben-Gurion to pursue his curiosity for the history and philosophy of India. Always motivated by a fierce drive to engage in independent study, in spite of his lack of a formal academic education (Keren 1988), Ben-Gurion devoted considerable space to India and Buddhism in his articles and his diary[endnoteRef:6] as well as in many conversations (Kurzman 1983: 419). While he had no direct knowledge of India (in 1921, he had briefly passed through Calcutta, now Kolkata, during a trip abroad), he nonetheless strove to deepen his knowledge of the country. In April 1947, he approached Dr. Emanuel Olswanger and David HaCohen,[endnoteRef:7] then in India for the Asian Peoples’ Conference, and asked them to send him books on the Indian religion and the history of Indian literature and philosophy (Yeger, 2005: 63–4). Later in his life, Ben-Gurion even tried to learn Sanskrit (Tzachor 1997: 142).	Comment by Susan: Attention perhaps?	Comment by JJ: See ref

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nyanaponika_Thera	Comment by JJ: https://www.jta.org/archive/asks-hebrew-teachers-for-bene-israelites-in-india

For name [6:  Ben-Gurion’s diaries from the 1930s and 1940s are full of references to India. In January and February 1962, he maintained an extensive correspondence on the topic of Buddhism with the Buddhist monk Nyanaponika Thera (originally Siegmund Feniger), a Berlin Jew by origin who became a Buddhist and lived in Sri Lanka. See the archives of the Ben-Gurion Institute at the Ben-Gurion University of the Negev, Correspondence Division, as well as the Ben Gurion Archive, Diaries Division. I DON’T THINK WE NEED THE GREEN TEXT]  [7:  HaCohen, Israel’s envoy to Burma in 1953–1955, was the central figure in the Israeli government’s attempts to establish relations with Asian countries.] 

Although I was not able to find a full, accurate breakdown in Ben-Gurion’s diaries of all the books he read on the subject,[endnoteRef:8] it is clear that among his other efforts to understand India, he established contacts with Indian researchers, including Prof. Manohar Lal Sondhi.[endnoteRef:9] Sondhi had worked in the Indian Foreign Service in the 1950s and 1960s, in which role he had sought to spread knowledge of Indian culture and philosophy around the world. In the spring of 1964, Sondhi even visited Ben-Gurion’s hut in Sde Boker, after which Ben-Gurion wrote enthusiastically in his diary:	Comment by JJ: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Manohar_Lal_Sondhi

I think this is the right person [8:  Because of Ben-Gurion’s interest in India, the Buddhist monk Nyanaponika Thera sent him Francis Story’s book Buddhism Answers the Marxist Challenge as well as Howard Fast’s work Freedom Road, which tells the story of the struggle of Black people in the United States for equality, and was influenced by Gandhi’s work on behalf of Black people in South Africa. See Thera (1962).]  [9:  For more on Sondhi (1933–2003) and his work, see the website in his memory, htttps://mlsondhi.org] 

At two in the afternoon, an Indian law professor came to see me—a young man of 31, very graceful and sympathetic, he himself is a Punjabi, his caste is Kshatriya, his wife is a Brahmin (she gave birth to a daughter five months ago). According to him—he spoke frankly—there is no country as famous as India […] Democracy in India does not depend on the masses (contrary to what is said about it), it is something inherent in all the intelligentsia […] I told him about my depressing recollections of my short visit to Calcutta 43 years ago. There are “states” where agriculture has developed, but in most of the country—nothing […] He admitted that there is great poverty […] He is a great follower of Gandhi—who was both an idealist and a practical man. I suggested that he send some young men here (Ben-Gurion 1964a).	Comment by JJ: "Unjabi" in the Hebrew, but I think there is just a letter missing and it must be Punjabi 

https://www.sikhiwiki.org/index.php/Khatri	Comment by JJ: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kshatriya
This conversation is just one of many reflecting Ben-Gurion’s interest in India and in deepening Israel’s ties with that country. In this article, I seek to shed light on the meaning of Ben-Gurion’s attitude towards India and Buddhism, examining its characteristics, origins, and motives. In addition to his diaries and correspondence, I refer to three key articles written by Ben-Gurion, in which he set out his views on India and its culture. The first of these, “Ben-Gurion Examines the Buddhist faith,” was published in the New York Times in 1962 following his aforementioned visit to Burma. The second, “The Teachings of the Buddha in Burma,” was also written in 1962 for Israel’s Hebrew-language daily Davar, while Ben-Gurion wrote the third piece, “Asia, India, and Buddhism,” in 1966 for the Indian journal Shakti.[endnoteRef:10] I also refer to the transcript of a lecture Ben-Gurion gave at a special convocation at Brandeis University in the United States in March 1960, where he was awarded an honorary Doctor of Laws degree (the text of his lecture focusing on the relationship between Greek, Jewish, and Indian culture, was published in the Jewish Observer and Middle East Review) as well as to a conversation he had on the subject with Israeli writer Moshe Pearlman, appearing in Pearlman’s 1987 biography, David Ben-Gurion. In these articles and conversations, Ben-Gurion presented differing versions of the same principled position on which I base my main argument—that is, his attitude towards India was complex and rooted in a clear separation between Buddhism and Hinduism. Ben-Gurion was drawn to the Buddhist worldview and admired it, stemming from his interpretation that it was based on empirical methods of investigation consistent with Western philosophical principles. At the same time, Ben-Gurion rejected Hindu beliefs as being superstitions, and thus one of the “maladies of the East.” 	Comment by JJ: https://www.jta.org/archive/ben-gurion-outlines-israels-needs-in-address-at-brandeis-university	Comment by Susan: you could also use “laud” or “extol” – which are closer translations of the original, but admires sounds more natural in English [10:  Shakti is a monthly magazine founded by the Sondhi family in 1965 and distributed by the University of Delhi. The magazine was published in English, and offered discussions on a variety of topics concerning India. Since the 2000s, it has appeared online in a more limited format.] 

While Ben-Gurion’s position was in many respects influenced by nineteenth-century Orientalist thinkers, its uniqueness lies in the fact that it also reflected the Zionist concept of the negation of the Diaspora. The dichotomy that Ben-Gurion created between Buddhism and Hinduism corresponds with his rejection of rabbinic Diaspora Judaism and his preference for Biblical values, which to a great extent reminded him of Buddhist values. This view also permeated the political aspects of his attitude towards India, enabling Ben-Gurion to present Israel as a country sharing common, fundamental values with India (the Bible/Buddhism). At the same time, he felt that Israel should serve as a model for India, as Israel had successfully completed the process of negating the Diaspora, while India still needed to undertake a similar sociocultural journey to liberate itself from Hindu beliefs. Ben-Gurion drew on these views to justify his argument that India needed diplomatic relations with Israel despite the fact that, for political reasons, the Indian government had refused to establish such relations.	Comment by JJ: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Negation_of_the_Diaspora	Comment by Susan: this is a correct translation of the Hebrew. Perhaps it would be more precise to write: “....his preference for Biblical values, which, to a great extent, he saw reflected in Buddhis values.”? 
The complexity of Ben-Gurion’s relationship with India
There is no doubt that Ben-Gurion, whose worldview was shaped by the Age of Enlightenment and the Haskalah (Jewish Enlightenment), and was characterised by a search for the “truth” in accordance with rationalist-Western-modernist criteria (Keren 1988), was deeply impressed by Buddhism: “Buddha, one of the greatest figures in human history, [gave the peoples of Asia] an enlightened, moral philosophy of life built on human reason, a deep observation of human nature, and the nature of the world” (Ben-Gurion 1960). Ben-Gurion’s interest in India should be understood in the context of the rise of Western discourse on the East in response to the crisis of liberalism and the bourgeoisie in Europe at the end of the nineteenth century, since in many respects, Zionism also arose against the background of this same crisis. In its wake, a worldview began taking hold in the West that not only viewed the East as a negation of Western culture, but also found positive values in it, such as sensitivity and social observation, which were perceived as “Eastern wisdom.” These values were adopted with the idea that they could rescue the West from the crisis that had befallen it as a result of the narrow rationalism and materialism that had come to characterise it (Mendes-Flor 1984). However, even that this stage, the main Western perspective was Orientalist in nature. The East was described as uniform and rigid, and Western attitudes towards it were marked by duality—an attraction towards some aspects of it and a repulsion from other, imagined, aspects of it (Said 2000: 202–4). Similarly, Ben-Gurion’s attraction to Buddhism was accompanied by a completely different attitude towards Indian culture—that is, a complete rejection of Hindu beliefs. The separation that Ben-Gurion created between Buddhism and Hinduism was based on his assertion that Buddhism was “correct” because it used rational means of inquiry to find a recipe for a moral life, while the rest of Hindu beliefs were expressions of an irrational and primitive position that included idolatry (Ben-Gurion 1966: 12).	Comment by Susan: will your readers needs an endnote or intext explanation of this?
Hakalah is  a late 18th- and 19th-century intellectual movement among the central and eastern  European Jews that sought to acquaint Jews with the European and Hebrew languages and with secular and education and culture as supplements to traditional Talmudic studies. (based on Britannica: https://www.britannica.com/topic/Haskala)	Comment by JJ: Need to cite in text not fn
The full citaiton is

Toward a New World, Archive Ben Gurion, Essays and Speeches Division, 7.10.60


I found another citation for this as the above does not give enough information

D. Ben-Gurion, “Towards a New World,” Israel Government Yearbook 1960/61, Jerusalem, pp. 11–33. 	Comment by Susan: Perhaps shorten to “it was in” rather than that had befallen it	Comment by JJ: Perhaps static or unchanging: וקשיחה??
In an article published in Shakti magazine, Ben-Gurion argued that Hinduism was a collection of magical beliefs that had attracted the Indian masses because of their ignorance, and that had “completely distorted the teachings of the Buddha” (Ben-Gurion 1966: 12). He even accused the Hindus— notwithstanding the multiple shades of beliefs and currents in Hinduism—of thwarting one of the original goals of Buddhism of fighting against superstition:
Over time, legends of miracles and superstitions grew up around the story of [the Buddha’s] birth, almost turning him into a god. All this is alien to the Buddhist faith, which does not believe in anything unnatural—not spiritually, not in terms of a belief in demons or God or miracles. His teachings were in fact a rebellion against the beliefs prevalent in India at the time, at the end of the fifth and the sixth centuries. (Ben-Gurion 1966: 10).
To understand why Ben-Gurion’s position is rooted in Orientalist discourse, we must first note that nineteenth-century scholars used the term “Hinduism” to refer to the dominant religion in India, which included a multitude of beliefs expressing Eastern pantheistic philosophies that had emerged even before the advent of writing in India. At the core of Hindu beliefs is the concept of a multitude of gods that are embodied in nature. According to these beliefs, there is a divine spark in every human being, which must be sought in a variety of different ways within the self and through various rituals. The do not call their religion “Hinduism” but Sanatana Dharma, meaning “eternal way.” Buddhism is an ancient view within Indian philosophy, and is based on a more abstract interpretation of the teachings of Dharma.[endnoteRef:11] Among the principles of Buddhism is the concept that all phenomena in the world lack self-essence. This is accompanied by the belief in the possibility of a search for the truth through meditation that will lead to increased awareness and connection to the world (vipassana) and detachment from the self, and from that, liberation from the existential suffering that arises from the very essence of life (Shulman 2013: 78–80).	Comment by JJ: https://www.bbc.co.uk/bitesize/guides/zkkck2p/revision/6 [11:  The theory of Dharma, in short, is a worldview and a way of practicing consciousness that leads to inner development and spiritual growth.] 

Buddhism emerged in India around the fifth century BCE and spread there in various forms from the third century BCE. It began fading at the end of the first millennium CE, following the Islamic conquest, giving way to the adoption and development of other Hindu beliefs. Ben-Gurion’s distinction between Buddhism and other Hindu beliefs is therefore not an error, as  Buddhism is indeed one of several different conceptions of reality and of humanity in Indian philosophy. While considerations of space preclude dwelling in any depth on the differences between them, suffice to say that Ben-Gurion ignored the philosophical and social reality in India by extoling Buddhism and presenting it as a distinguished moral theory with an empirical method for investigating reality, while simultaneously presenting Hinduism as a homogeneous, inferior belief system that contradicts—and even distorts—the authentic Buddhist faith. The Brahminical beliefs known in the West as “Hinduism” (Narayan 1993: 478) are widespread in India alongside Buddhism, and are in no way defined as more or less enlightened than it, nor are they subject to any dichotomy between truth and falsehood of the type proposed by Ben-Gurion. Furthermore, according to the Hindu view of Buddhism, the Buddha is another important teacher who taught the Dharma, and is even considered the embodiment of God (Grinshpon 2005: 112).
It should be noted that Ben-Gurion was aware of the claim that the dichotomy he proposed denied the authentic Indian concept, and that his interpretation of Buddhism disavowed its Eastern uniqueness, instead considering it a reflection of a Western ideal. He attests to this in a 1959 diary entry recounting his conversation with a representative from the Indian parliament, who claimed that Ben-Gurion’s Buddhism was a European invention: 
Toward evening, the Indian socialist delegate Karaphulnu came here. We talked at length about Indian philosophy: yoga vedanta. He does not believe that there is a Buddhism that is not part of Hinduism. According to him, that Buddhism is a European invention (Ben-Gurion 1957). 	Comment by JJ: I can't find any ref in English and I am not sure of the transliteration
קרפולנו	Comment by JJ: https://www.yogapedia.com/definition/11082/vedanta-yoga

???	Comment by JJ: יוגה ודנטא
Still, Ben-Gurion did not retreat from his position. He did not examine the diverse Indian philosophies per se but only in relation to the values of modernity and rationalism. As a result, he made a definitive separation between that which he considered proper (Buddhism) and that which he considered inferior (Hinduism). Within this conceptual framework, Ben-Gurion justified his glorification of Buddhism over and above all the other Hindu beliefs, claiming it to be more abstract and universal, and, mainly, superior due to the rationalism that he saw in it. Just as Ben-Gurion justified his admiration for Greek philosophy by pointing to its reliance on an empirical observation of reality to achieve the truth and the good (Ben-Gurion 1951: 6), so, too, with Buddhism, he emphasised that it was not tainted with mysticism as was Hinduism, since it did not advocate supernatural revelation nor involve the worship of any deity. Rather, it was rationally constructed from a search for truth:
The Buddha’s teachings are not a religion […]. They are not founded on divine revelation. The Buddha denied the existence of gods and the existence of God […] His teachings are based on logic and their main moral [involves identifying] the path that [each] man will choose for his own good and for the benefit of every living being […] The Oxford English Dictionary defines religion, among other things, in these words—human recognition of a superhuman power that controls everything and especially a divine personality whose voice can be heard, According to this definition, it is clear that the Buddha was not a religious figure and his teachings are not a religion. He did not believe in a supernatural power or a God who created the world. (Ben-Gurion 1962).
Ben-Gurion’s claim that Buddhism is not a religion—based in part on dictionary definitions as representative of absolute truth, reflecting the best traditions of Western modernism—was no accident. As noted above, his words must be understood against the background of the Orientalist perceptions of India that prevailed in the West during the era of British colonial rule, according to which India was distinguished by Hindu beliefs that were mocked as idolatry (Lubelsky 2007: 99). Ben-Gurion ostensibly resolved the conflict between religion and science in Buddhism by isolating the rationalist dimension that he found in it and suppressing its mythical and cosmological dimensions. In this way, he was able to present Buddhism as a search for an empirical way to solve psychological and moral problems—and nothing more. In fact, Ben-Gurion “filtered” Buddhist sources, extracting from them those aspects that helped him justify his glorification of Buddhism instead of examining them more comprehensively in order to present a more complex cosmological and metaphysical picture of Buddhism (Shulman 2013).	Comment by Susan: If you want to use a more colloquial phrase, you could write: cherry-picking them for those aspects..
In 1962, in the wake of international reactions to his visit to Burma, Ben-Gurion was asked to write an article about the subject for the New York Times. In his letter to the editor of that newspaper, Ben-Gurion wrote that he had attempted to “describe the Buddha as he appears to me from my study of the Buddha’s conversations and those attributed to him” (Ben-Gurion 1962b). Drawing on Socrates, Ben-Gurion believed that it is possible to strive for truth through rational means with a moral content (Aaronson 1999: 27), and in his New York Times article, he defined Buddhism as the cradle of Indian philosophy and as a worldview whose purpose is to achieve “the liberation of man from his existential suffering and to establish a moral theory through rational enquiry” (Ben-Gurion 1962c). He stressed the Buddha’s response to his disciple Ananda before his death—that if Ananda wanted to be free from suffering and find refuge within himself, he must adhere to the truth and rationality, defining these words as one of the fundamental tenets of the Buddha’s teachings (Ben-Gurion 1962a). The rationalistic aspect of striving for “truth” that Ben-Gurion sought to emphasise in the Buddhist worldview is also evident in the English word he chose for the term “enlightenment,” a concept central to Buddhism. To avoid attributing any mystical meaning to this term, Ben-Gurion translated it as “sobriety,” meaning clarity of mind, rather than “enlightenment.” 	Comment by Susan: This is a correct translation of  the Hebrew, לכתוב מאמר בנושא

Consider clarifying that he was asked to write about Buddhism, not his trip.	Comment by Susan: Was this an accompanying letter? Or note to readers? Or a letter following publication of the article?
	Comment by JJ: https://www.nytimes.com/1962/04/29/archives/bengurion-examines-the-buddhist-faith-bengurion-examines-buddhism.html

You can probably get the original English version here, I just don't have a subscription so can't access it	Comment by JJ:  need to put the citations in text

Full citation which I think we don’t need adds

Archive Ben-Gurion Correspondence Division	Comment by Susan: It is not clear from the original to whose death this refers – Buddha or Ananda: הוא הדגיש את תשובתו של בודהה לפני מותו לאננדה
	Comment by JJ: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Enlightenment_in_Buddhism

Consider adding the original Buddhist term that usually gets translated as enlightenment? Although this seems very complex so maybe there is no room.

This seems to be several terms--usually bodhi, which at least according to Wikipedia (I know, not the best source) means awakening or perfect knowledge and vimukhti meaning freedom from fetters--apparently the English term we are all familiar with was chosen by Max Muller who is mentioned in the article.  

This article reveals Ben-Gurion’s loyalty to a rigid system of dichotomies: rationalism versus irrationalism, and progress versus primitiveness. His position expresses the Western binary division between rationalism and secularism, based on a separation between the spiritual dimension and the rational dimension, as if they cannot mutually coexist. Talal Asad pointed out the distortion inherent in this distinctly Western view of religion: in Western culture, the concept of religion follows the establishment of the concept of nature, and is seen as surpassing it, but in classical religious literature, revelation is not necessarily unnatural. The division between “religious” and “secular” is thus an imposition of the Western worldview on the East, where the separation is more blurred (Asad 2010).
It is worth noting that Ben-Gurion’s tendency to impose his views not only characterised his interpretation of Buddhism, but was also a distinct feature of his leadership. In this context, one of his goals was to play a central role in shaping the national memory (Freeling 2003). Ben-Gurion used Indian culture in the same way as he did the Bible—as a set of myths that he could mobilise for his national and social needs (Gorny 1999) (although his interpretations of Biblical stories, compiled in his book Ben-Gurion Looks at the Bible (Ben-Gurion 1972a [1969]), were rejected by Bible scholars).[endnoteRef:12] An anecdote illustrating Ben-Gurion’s attempts to impose his views of India on others was related by then-Prime Minister Moshe Sharett in connection with Ben-Gurion’s famous conversation with Burmese leader U Nu in Sde Boker in 1955. While the public image of this meeting focused on the two leaders’ shared appreciation of Buddhism, Sharett described the conversation as an ongoing debate:	Comment by JJ: Added from the fn, to help incorporate this into the text	Comment by JJ: Added by me as readers won't know, 

I think he was PM when these events occurred (haaretz says he was FM but U Nu visited in May 1955 and Sharett was PM from Jan 1954-Nov 1955) [12:  For Ben-Gurion’s interpretations of the Bible, and those of Bible scholars, see Oppenheimer (1989: 57–62.] 

Ben-Gurion mercilessly exploited his superiority. U Nu was in distress. This was a clash between a European, for whom Buddhism was a tool for debate and spiritual and intellectual inspiration, and a believing and unsophisticated Buddhist, for whom the study of Buddhism was a way of life (Kurzman 1983: 418).[endnoteRef:13]	Comment by JJ: Need to put citation in text	Comment by JJ: The source for the ref in the endnote (the entire endnote should be shifted to the main text I think) is here

דיווח באחד מאמצעי התקשורת בבורמה על התפטרותו של משה שרת והערות על מדיניותו של דוד בן גוריון, the resignation of Moshe Sharett
https://bengurionarchive.bgu.ac.il/en/search-api/?keys=&fiters=%7B%22TY%22:%7B%7D,%22GLOBAL%22:%5B%7B%22type%22:%22main%22,%22value%22:%22%22%7D%5D,%22DI_start%22:%221956-07-21%22,%22DI%22:%7B%22start%22:%221956-07-21%22,%22end%22:%221956-07-21%22%7D,%22DI_end%22:%221956-07-21%22%7D&view=row&sort=date&itemsCount=5&currentPage=1&currentQuery=es_20230824180426_IDH-APPL1_8028_1052&searchType=9&site=bg_arc [13:  It is possible that Sharett emphasised this conversation’s negative aspects because of his shaky relationship with Ben-Gurion after Sharett was appointed Prime Minister in 1954. In any event, an official telegram sent by the Burmese government after Ben-Gurion replaced Sharett as Prime Minister shows that they apparently preferred Sharett, which may be related to the nature of Ben-Gurion’s discussions about Buddhism. Sharett was described as an “outstanding leader with a rare vision, a realistic, versatile intellectual” while Ben-Gurion was described as a “leader who is convinced of his mission, intense, dynamic and stubborn.” Burmese Government (1956) THIS ONE COULD ALSO GO IN THE TEXT NOT AS AN ENDNOTE] 

An intriguing question is from where Ben-Gurion derived the conceptual framework for his ideas. In an editor’s note in the edition of Shakti in which Ben-Gurion published his article, Sondhi noted that “there is no doubt that Ben-Gurion’s views were influenced by his reading of the writings of scholars immersed in the modern Western world of thought (Sondhi 1966: 15). Sondhi did not name names, however. Nor could I find any names of the thinkers and scholars from whom he learned in Ben-Gurion’s diaries and articles. It seems, therefore, that the basis for Ben-Gurion’s views, especially regarding what he saw as considered a dichotomy between a superior and an inferior stream of Indian culture, can be found in the work of Western scholars from the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, who lay the foundations for the Orientalist and patronising debate on India. The most prominent of these was William Jones (1746–1794), a British linguist and philologist who is considered one of the first Orientalists. Jones studied and found a great linguistic affinity between Sanskrit, Latin, and Greek. According to Jones, the similarities between these languages pointed to the existence of an ancient race from which the European peoples developed, what he identified as the Indo-European race, which, according to him, originated in the prehistoric period when the Aryan nation existed in Central Asia (Lubelsky 2011). His arguments helped shape the tendency, which also distinguished Ben-Gurion’s thought, to find “Western” features in Indian culture, and through these to suggest an affinity with the West based on the superiority of Western culture and the rejection of what was perceived as Orientalism, which supposedly characterised India.	Comment by JJ: Added by me, is this correct
Another key thinker was German-British anthropologist and intellectual Friedrich Max Müller (1823–1900), who lived and worked in Victorian Britain. Müller, too, proposed a dichotomous distinction between India’s unsullied Aryan past, as expressed in ancient Vedic literature, which represents the pure and rationalistic search for truth, and the other currents of Hinduism, in which—like Ben-Gurion—he saw an accumulation of superstitions that distorted the original Indian concept (Lubelsky 2013). Based on his opinion that the ancient Vedic literature was created in India by its Aryan conquerors, Müller suggested a link between the Indian elite of his time—the members of the Brahmin caste (who even in the nineteenth century remained a distinct group whose role was to pass on pure knowledge from generation to generation)—and the Europeans, particularly the British, whose ancestors shared his methods of generating this knowledge (Müller 2007 [1882]: 19–21).
Müller’s claim of the existence of a common cultural and intellectual heritage for the Indian elite and the British served the imperialist establishment well. It helped justify British colonial rule in India, since, according to Müller, the British were merely returning to their spiritual origins. It is important to note that Müller also justified India’s hierarchical caste system on the basis of his distinction between the original Indian philosophical subjects and others. Ben-Gurion, on the other hand, rejected the caste system, considering it racist Hindu discrimination.[endnoteRef:14] Nonetheless, it seems that the interpretative tradition created by Müller, distinguishing between “worthy” and “inferior” Indian culture, was the basis on which Ben-Gurion formed the theoretical background for presenting Hinduism as inferior to Buddhism. [14:  Ben-Gurion wrote in his diary that “India’s biggest problem is perhaps the caste system. Every Indian, especially the Hindus, belong by birth to a particular caste, and he and his sons after him must remain in that caste all their lives, and members of one caste do not marry members of another caste.” (Ben-Gurion 1930c). The caste system was one of the reasons he rejected Hinduism. Ben-Gurion praised Buddhism in India because U Nu was opposed to the caste system and to social discrimination: “Burma has never known the caste system that still rules in India, and women have always occupied an important place in [Burmese] society, unlike in India.” (Ben-Gurion 1961a: 5). I THINK THIS ONE BELONGS IN THE TEXT NOT AS AN ENDNOTE] 

Between the negation of the Diaspora and the negation of Hinduism
Thus far, we have emphasised the hierarchical separation that Ben-Gurion created between Buddhism and Hinduism, and the affinity between his approach and the Orientalist interpretative tradition. However, Ben-Gurion’s approach to India also has unique elements, in many ways reflecting the Zionist idea of the negation of the Diaspora. This idea is also based on the negation of a specific aspect of Judaism—the rabbinic Diasporic element—in favour of creating the “new Jew” who absorbs Biblical values (Conforti 2011). The negation of the Diaspora also testifies to Zionism’s attitude toward the East-West axis: the Diaspora Jew is seen as representing the East, with its so-called superstitions and backwardness, while the thought and ideas of the “new Jew” are anchored in the values of the Bible, which, according to this approach, are an integral part of Western culture (Raz-Krakotzkin 1994).	Comment by JJ: See bibliography, the English citation is 2011	Comment by JJ: This isn't in the biblio so need to add

Amnon Raz-Krakotzkin
Ben-Gurion’s commitment to the idea of the negation of the Diaspora is well-known. He was adamant in making a separation between the Biblical era,[endnoteRef:15] whose selective collection of national and moral values he believed served as the anchor of modern Israel’s values (Shapira 1997), and the rabbinic Judaism of the Diaspora. He defined the writings of rabbinic Judaism as “piles of commentaries and interpretations” following which “our creative power has declined” (Pearlman 1987: 199). In contrast, he wrote that Biblical culture “left an indelible mark […] and we continue to feed on it, whether we are aware of it or not (Pearlman 1987: 234). The similarity between Ben-Gurion’s Buddhism-Hinduism dichotomy and that of Judaism and rabbinic Diaspora Judaism becomes even sharper in view of the parallels he drew between the two cultures of India and the Jews, and the concepts of Buddhism and the Bible. As he noted in his diary: “There are possibilities for cooperation between ourselves and India that do not exist in relation to other countries, to a large extent due to a spiritual identification” (Ben-Gurion 1950). Ben-Gurion based his concept of “spiritual identity” on a comparison between Biblical values—from which he extracted a set of principles based on the visions of the Hebrew prophets regarding social justice, morality, and ethics, connection to the land, and the redemption of humanity—and those of Buddhism:	Comment by JJ: We have to cite the diaries in text and add the entry to the sources/biblio [15:  “I don’t know of any cultural and educational treasure in our literature and in the literature of a nation that compares to the Bible” Ben-Gurion (1954).] 

The doctrine of the Buddha in matters of behavioural morality is similar to that of some of the prophets of Israel—some of them said similar things before him. For example, love for every living thing is very similar to the commandment in Leviticus 19:18 “Love thy neighbour as thyself” (Ben-Gurion 1962).
Similarly, Ben-Gurion made a connection between the Jewish teaching of the Mishnah, which states: “Who is a hero? He who conquers his own evil impulses” (Pirkei Avot 4:1) and the idea of yoga, the main point of which is mastering one’s passions (Ben-Gurion 1966: 10). Ben-Gurion even stated that, in many ways, the Buddha actually spread some of the values of Judaism among the peoples whom the gospels had not reached. According to Ben-Gurion, Buddhism had, at the time of its origins reflected:
[A] great degree of negation of the world and nirvana was its supreme ideal; [however] this Torah [doctrine] overcame its pessimistic origins and preached love, kindness, and compassion towards every living creature, and its moral commandments are mostly no different from our Ten Commandments (Ben-Gurion 1960).
[bookmark: _Hlk143696991]In addition, not satisfied with establishing a link between the values of the Bible and Buddhism, Ben-Gurion also used Buddhism to justify the concept of chalutziut (pioneering) that he sought to instil (Ben-Gurion 1961b: 263–9). To this end, he quoted from the Buddha’s words that “Like a beautiful flower full of colour and also fragrant, even so, fruitful are the fair words of one who practices them” (Dhammapada 4:52), arguing that this referred to the concept of chalutziut and its assumption that words without connection to action are empty (Ben-Gurion 1962). The similarities between the idea of the negation of the Diaspora and the dichotomy Ben-Gurion proposed regarding Indian philosophy is thus rooted not only in a rejection of Hinduism, which corresponds to Ben-Gurion’s rejection of rabbinic Jewish culture, but also in the similarities he found between Buddhism and Biblical Judaism. 	Comment by JJ: Maybe "Jewish pioneering in the Land of Israel"?	Comment by JJ: https://www.buddhanet.net/e-learning/buddhism/dp04.htm
In this context, we can also understand the complexity of his views regarding Judaism’s place (and, accordingly, India’s) on the East-West axis. According to Ben-Gurion, Judaism—like Greek Hellenism, which laid the conceptual infrastructure for the values of the West—is an unusual phenomenon, in that its geographic origin is Eastern, but its culture served as a framework for the development of Western culture.[endnoteRef:16] In the context of India, Ben-Gurion stated that: “thanks to Buddhism, the Indian people were one of the three ancient peoples, in addition to the Greeks and the people of Israel, who bequeathed eternal values to humankind” (Pearlman 1987: 196). That is, according to Ben-Gurion, it was Buddhism that gave India its association with those Eastern nations whose legacy is eternal—while Hindu India, it is implied, offers only marginal values that belong to the East.	Comment by JJ: I tracked down an English source for the Heine quote in the endnote.

Heinrich Heine, Confessions in Prose Miscellanies from Heinrich Heine trans. S. Fleishman
(Philadelphia: J. B. Lippincott & Co., 1876) p.280

It is online here:

https://babel.hathitrust.org/cgi/pt?id=uc2.ark%3A%2F13960%2Ft6g16536q&seq=284&q1=judea [16:  The special position of Judaism on the East-West axis was best defined by Heinrich Heine (1797–1856) who, as is well-known, had a great influence on Ben-Gurion and other Jewish intellectuals (Aharonson 1999: 89). Heine argued that the values of the Bible were indeed created in the East, but caused a social and cognitive revolution that shaped the foundations of Western culture, writing in this context that “Judea has always seemed to me a fragment of the Occident misplaced in the Orient” (Heine 1876: 280).] 

Ben-Gurion did not expect the Indians to renounce Hinduism. However, his negative attitude towards that religion, in contrast to his glorification of Buddhism, which has only a tiny following in India, together with his remark that “the surprising thing is that in India, the birthplace of the Buddha, Buddhism has almost completely disappeared” (Ben-Gurion 1962) can best be interpreted as a call to Indians to launch a cultural and educational transformation that would return them to the origins of their culture, reflecting his ideological stance on the connection between Zionism and Biblical Judaism. The very description of India as a country in need of improvement, one that should renounce its prevailing Hindu beliefs, bears the hallmarks of Orientalist argument. Yet, Ben-Gurion’s position also shows distinct attributes of realpolitik. Implicit within his concept is the argument that, unlike Israel, which had already implemented the idea of “negating the Diaspora,” India had yet to liberate itself from the defective Hindu-Eastern stage in which it was mired. In presenting Israel as a modern state that had completed a process that India still needed to undergo, Ben-Gurion sought to convince its leaders that their country needed a relationship with Israel in which the Jewish State would serve as India’s role model. The Jews of Israel had renounced the values of exile and returned to their original, Western principles—which they shared with the original Indian philosophy. Indeed, this position—Israel’s sociocultural superiority, set against a background of a past shared source of values with India—served as the core rationale for Ben-Gurion’s ongoing efforts to establish bilateral relations with India. It would appear that this position was also behind his announcement, made during his trip to Burma, that his obligation as Prime Minister of Israel was to also act for the “economic, educational, and social advancement of less-developed nations” (Ben-Gurion 1962).	Comment by Susan: the original writes “only” interpreted . However,  it’s not clear why these observations that are retrospective or interpretative in nature can ONLY be interpreted as, in essence, a call for an active cultural and educational change in India. Please see change to “best interpreted”  and the addition of “reflecting his.....” to reflect your implied argument. 

	Comment by Susan: this is a correct translation, but where are there statements in the text to that effect? This perhaps can be modified to read; His descriptions of India....
but that would still need some citation 
The pursuit of India: Practical considerations
Prior to the establishment of the State of Israel, Ben-Gurion saw an affinity between the interests of the struggle of the Jewish Yishuv in Mandatory Palestine against the yoke of British colonialism, and that of the Indian National Congress—the Indian socialist party founded in 1885 which, since the end of the First World War, had striven for Indian independence from Britain. In 1930, Ben-Gurion participated in a “Workers of the British Empire” conference in London, which had gathered the socialist movements of Africa, Palestine, India, Ireland, and other nations under British imperialist rule, to show support for Britain’s Labour government in the hope that it, in turn, would back their quests for liberation. At that conference, Ben-Gurion called for self-government to be granted to India as soon as possible (Ben-Gurion 1931a). He even referred to Mohandas Gandhi (1869–1948), the leader of the Indian national movement as “a great man,” seeing his actions as “a liberation war unparalleled in all of human history,” due in part to Gandhi’s adoption of the strategy of non-violence (Ben-Gurion 1931a: 247). Despite the message of this speech, and the fact that he and Gandhi shared a common admiration for Russian author and thinker Leo Tolstoy (Teveth 1976: 26–78), who had preached pacificism and nonviolence (Lev 2012), Ben-Gurion was opposed to Gandhi’s philosophy of nonviolent struggle[endnoteRef:17] (Gandhi 2005). On the contrary, in the context of the Zionist struggle for the negation of the Diaspora, which was characterised by a methodological helplessness, Ben-Gurion claimed that for a people to dismiss physical force when realising their rights was to dismiss the meaning of human existence: “We would dismiss Jewish history from the days of Yehoshua Ben Nun, and from the days of Moses until those of the IDF [Israel Defence Forces], if we were to dismiss the value of physical force. Dismissing physical force is dismissing this world, dismissing life” (Ben-Gurion 1975: 5).	Comment by JJ: Not sure what this is in the citation
רמו	Comment by Susan: This seems to be contradicted by the phrase in the next sentence: Ben-Gurion was opposed to Gandhi’s philosophy of nonviolent struggle	Comment by JJ: Not sure what this is in the citation
רמו	Comment by Susan: Does this correctly reflect your meaning: 
לשיטת ובחוסר אונים לאומי,: [17:  Gandhi’s concept of nonviolence ruled out the use of force, even in response to opposing force. His concept is anchored in the term ahimsa, for which it is difficult to find an accurate translation in Western languages because, unlike the implications of the English term nonviolence, ahimsa expresses both the avoidance of violence and an active struggle against its manifestations. Gandhi’s position stemmed from his belief in satyagraha, or adherence to the truth, according to which the tendency toward tolerance is natural to the human soul, and therefore he saw violence as a falsehood. For more, see Gandhi (1965).] 

Ben-Gurion’s opposition to Gandhi’s doctrine of nonviolent struggle may also testify to his reserved attitude towards the East, since during the time of the Yishuv this type of struggle was seen as typical of the philosophy of the peoples of the East. Hans Kohn (1891–1971), a member of the Brit Shalom movement, challenged many of Ben-Gurion’s statements, as we will see later. Kohn, who would become an important scholar of nationalism in the United States, argued that the strength of Asian nationalism was “deeply rooted in a layer of tradition” (cited in Maor 2007: 29), and that this factor obviated the need to negate the “other,” and thus also the need to use force against him, as was customary in European ethnic nationalism (Kohn 1921). 	Comment by JJ: I would add a few words saying what this was

SD: A movement found in 1925 advocating bi-national autonomy for Jews and Arabs under the British Mandate
Ben-Gurion thus supported the Indian national movement despite—not because of—its doctrine of nonviolent struggle. His interest stemmed from a shared commitment to socialism, and mainly from the similarity between the situation of the Jewish Yishuv in British Mandatory Palestine and that in India, where, at that time, two populations—Muslim and Hindu—were battling to free themselves from British colonial rule. This is why Ben-Gurion feared—especially since the events of 1929—that due to imperial considerations, including appeasing the Muslims in India, British support for the Jewish struggle for independence would also be harmed (Aharonson 1999: 602). For example, in 1930, when the leaders of the Indian National Congress decided to boycott the Anglo-Indian conference in London in protest over British policy in India, Britain was quick to appoint a new Indian delegation with a Muslim majority, whose members supported cooperation with the British. Ben-Gurion, perturbed by this, spelled out his concerns in a letter he sent to Yitzhak Tabenkin, an Israeli politician and founder of the kibbutz movement: 	Comment by JJ: I would say what these were as readers likely won't know

SD : You could also especially since the Arab riots against the Yishuv in 1929	Comment by JJ: Added by me as readers won't know who this is

The way things are going in India is a cause for concern […] The delegation appointed by the Indian government cannot be considered the real force of the people of India, apart from the Muslim delegates. And these will now be the main support of Britain in India, and they will certainly not hold back from demands regarding the Land of Israel (Ben-Gurion 1930b).[endnoteRef:18]	Comment by JJ: NB I have added these to the biblio as separate sources and cited them appropriately [18:  For a similar assessment, see Ben-Gurion (1930a).] 

Ben-Gurion’s pursuit of India intensified after that country gained independence in 1947, a result of his strategic assessment that Europe’s power would decline after the Second World War, and that the competition for global hegemony between the Soviet Union and the United States would weaken both, with India and China taking their place (Ben-Gurion 1964: 87–9): 
Currently, the two most powerful and leading powers in the world are the United States and the Soviet Union. In my opinion, this will not last forever […] There is no doubt that it will not be long before the two Asian countries—China and India—will be the strongest powers in the world (Ben-Gurion 1991: 483). 
However, on 29 November, 1947, much to Ben-Gurion’s disappointment, India voted against the United Nations Partition Plan for Palestine, and did not welcome the establishment of the State of Israel in 1948. Nevertheless, he persisted in his efforts to draw closer to India. In anticipation of India’s official recognition of the State of Israel in 1950, Ben-Gurion wrote in his diary:
For several weeks, we had been receiving news that recognition would come soon, but around ten days ago we were informed that two Muslim ministers had opposed recognition. Even though the vast majority were in favour of recognition—[Indian Prime Minister Jawaharlal] Nehru decided to reject recognition and submit to the opinion of the Muslim minority. If the recognition comes tonight, it is, in my view, the most important recognition after that of the United States and the Soviet Union, and, to a large extent, no less important than these. There are possibilities of cooperation between ourselves and India that do not exist in relation to other countries (Ben-Gurion 1950).	Comment by JJ:  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jawaharlal_Nehru

Added by me for readers like me who did not know this info	Comment by JJ: Again these need to be cited in the text and the diary entry added as a source in the biblio (which I have done)
Ben-Gurion sought to realise this cooperation in line with his perception of the superiority of modern Israel over India and the peoples of Asia. In his view, while Israel was not able to compete with Europe and the United States economically, the countries of Africa and Asia, and primarily India (which he all grouped into a single conceptual bloc), would need its services because of its superiority over them:
The importance of [the Red Sea coastal town of] Eilat is that it opens the way for us to the peoples of Asia and East Africa. Only through our relations with these peoples do we have a chance to come closer economically to Israel being able to stand on its own. Because we will not overtake Europe in our industrial progress. But in Asia and Africa we have a great future, if we succeed in reaching them (Ben-Gurion 1991: 295).	Comment by JJ: Added by me--remove if you don't like it but many readers may not know what Eilat is.	Comment by Susan: Is this correct?
לנו סיכוי להתקרב כלכלית לעמידה של ישראל ברשות עצמה.
Ben-Gurion’s conception of political theology included appropriating sacred myths for the purpose of nation-building, and the embodiment of Jewish concepts such as “geulah” (redemption) for political purposes. Consistent with this conception, and with his view regarding Israel’s unique position on the East-West axis, Ben-Gurion concluded that it was “hashgacha” (divine providence, a term that served as a replacement for God in Jewish sources) (Tzachor 1994: 212) that had assigned Israel a mission in its relations with the East as a representative of the West: “After thousands of years of being scattered and wandering […] historical providence entrusted them [the people of Israel] to serve as a living bridge between the peoples of Asia and Europe” (Ben-Gurion 1964: 88).[endnoteRef:19] However, Jawaharlal Nehru (1889–1964), the leader of the Indian National Congress during India’s struggle for independence and India’s prime minister for the first 17 years of its independence, was content to recognise Israel while choosing to avoid diplomatic ties with it. The reasons for Nehru’s reserved attitude towards Israel were mainly fears of deteriorating relations with Arab states and with the Muslim minority in India, and India’s tendency towards a policy of non-identification with one party in an interbloc struggle, while Israel was perceived as having a Western orientation (Rafael 1981: 86–8).[endnoteRef:20] Nehru was one of the founders of the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), which brought together countries from Asia and Africa seeking to avoid taking a position in the interbloc struggle and whose its position regarding Israel was negative due to its large contingent of Arab states. At NAM’s inaugural conference in 1955 in Bandung, Indonesia, Egyptian President Gamal Abdel Nasser delivered a speech hostile to Israel, while Hajj Amin Al-Husayni, one of the leaders of the Palestinian national movement during the British Mandate era, called on the conference delegates to fight against Zionism. At the end of the conference, its delegates unanimously decided to support the Arab side of the conflict and accused Israel of expanding its borders beyond those set out in the United Nations Partition Plan for Palestine. Only under pressure from India did the conference’s concluding statement declare that NAM sought to achieve its goals through diplomatic means only (Damodaran 1997: 118–20).	Comment by JJ: https://www.chabad.org/library/article_cdo/aid/1409433/jewish/Hashgacha.htm [19:  As an aside, it is worth noting that although Ben-Gurion spoke of “Asia,” he was referring mainly to India (in the same way, he referred to the United States as “America”), since relations with Arab states were out of the question due to Israel’s being at war with them. An example of his use of the term “Asia” to refer to India can be found in the title of the article that he wrote for the Indian journal Shakti—“Asia, India, and Buddhism” (Ben-Gurion 1966) —though this article did not refer to any other Asian countries.]  [20:  Gideon Rafael (1913–1999), who served as assistant to Israeli Foreign Minister Moshe Sharett, claimed that anti-Semitic undertones and sympathy for the Palestinian national movement were also behind India’s distanced attitude towards Israel.] 

One of the ways that Ben-Gurion chose to dispel the Indian leadership’s reservations about establishing relations with Israel was to establish what he termed in his diary a “spiritual identity” between the two nations, by imparting his interpretations of the affinity between Buddhist and Jewish values. According to his approach, establishing a cultural bond between the two nations—both the intellectuals and the masses—was a condition, or at least a basis, for establishing relations between the two countries’ leaderships (Ben-Gurion 1972b). Ben-Gurion argued that if the peoples of Asia were knowledgeable about Judaism, it would be relatively uncomplicated to find a way to their hearts. Therefore, he was not content merely with articles and conversations about Buddhism, but worked to establish a department of Jewish Studies at the University of Delhi and to expand the East Asian Studies Department at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem.[endnoteRef:21]  [21:  See, for example, Ben-Gurion’s letter to Asoka Mehta (Ben-Gurion 1958), in which he proposed establishing a department for Hebrew studies and Jewish philosophy in India, and also strengthening Far Eastern Studies at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem.] 

A postcolonial reading of Ben-Gurion’s attitude towards India
Ben-Gurion saw Zionism as the standard-bearer of the struggle against colonialism. After his visit to Burma, he even announced that what he and the Prime Minister of Burma had in common was “joy over liberation from the yoke of colonialism. We wish for the liberation of all peoples occupied by colonialism in the near future, and also oppose any racial or class discrimination” (Ben-Gurion 1962). In fact, already in 1930, at the “Workers of the British Empire” conference in London noted above, Ben-Gurion demanded liberation for India and the peoples of Asia in the name of Zionism:
There is a simple and clear thing and that is the great desire of the people of India for national and political self-determination, and every worker from any nation will certainly support with all his heart and under all conditions this ambition (Ben-Gurion 1931a).	Comment by Susan: it is not clear how Zionism fits into this quote beyond BG’s general identification with the cause
In addition to this example, Ben-Gurion’s diaries and speeches from the 1930s and 1940s were replete with defiance against the British colonial administration in India. However, the complexity of Zionism’s attitude towards colonialism can be gleaned from the very fact of Ben-Gurion’s participation in this conference. In fact, the arguments that Ben-Gurion made there for the right to independence were consistent with one of the features of the colonial model—that is, independence should be achieved through receiving rights and assistance from the British Empire. One of the critics of Ben-Gurion and mainstream Zionism in this context was Gershom Scholem (1897–1982), a member of the Brit Shalom organisation. He believed that Zionism was flawed, among other things, because of its reliance on imperial colonialism in order to fulfil its ambition for national liberation:	Comment by JJ: This and the ref above were in a fn
However under Harvard style we need to avoid fns (we already have a lot and might have to incorporate some as well) so I have just incorporated this one into the text 
Zionism […] saw its success in the intrigues of the war, [Versailles] and San Remo and the signing of the Mandate for victory […] and this victory is now in our hands […] Many of the socialists in our society […] are very upset when we talk about the imperialism that we sanctify in this seal of the Balfour Declaration (Scholem 1989 [1931]: 81–2).
Scholem even argued that Ben-Gurion was acting hypocritically when he opposed imperialism in the East in the name of socialism, but not when it came to Palestine (Scholem 1989 [1931]:81–2).
On the other hand, Ben-Gurion made a distinction between colonization, meaning immigration and settlement in a new land, and colonialism, which refers to taking over an occupied territory and exploiting the local population for political and economic needs (Aaronsohn 1996). Because he saw the Land of Israel as the natural homeland of the Jewish people and called for its settlement and development through the independent work of the settlers (“Hebrew labour”), and because he believed that Zionist socialism would also benefit the Palestinians, Ben-Gurion did not see Zionism as a colonialist project. On the contrary, he considered it a project designed to safeguard the well-being of the Arab inhabitants of the country, and to liberate them from slavery under the landowners and the neighbouring Arab states: “We will become a great force, and we will be able to help the Arab workers, we will raise the Arab workers from their humiliation and we will be an enormous factor in the flourishing of the neighbouring countries […] this is Zionism.” (Ben-Gurion 1929). Drawing on this concept, Ben-Gurion announced that:	Comment by JJ:  30 פרוטוקול ישיבת הוועד הפועל של ההסתדרות ,5.9.29, אב"ג, חטיבת פרוטוקולים.

Added as ref and source in biblio
Establishing friendly relations between the Hebrew workers and the masses of Arab labourers through joint economic, cultural, and political action is a necessary condition for our redemption as a free labouring people and for the liberation of the Arab working people from their oppressors and extorters—the landlords and property owners (Ben-Gurion 1931b).
However, Ben-Gurion’s aspirations for unity of class interests—which, as is evident from his words, involved ignoring the Palestinians’ national feelings—did not stand the test of reality. In fact, even though Ben-Gurion claimed in the same article that “Zionism will stand at the vanguard of the movement of revival and liberation of the peoples of the Near East” (Ben-Gurion 1931b), his Middle East policy since the 1930s was based on building Jewish power and making political demands to Britain and the West to support the establishment of a Jewish National Home—not on cooperation with the Arab residents of the region. In this sense, the complexity that characterised Zionism’s colonialist traits and anti-colonialist ambitions is also evident in Ben-Gurion’s attitude towards promoting nationalism in India in particular, and in the Far East in general. This position is set out in his article “East and West,” based on the speech he had given at the above-mentioned Workers of the Empire conference in London:	Comment by Susan: You can deleted “based on the speech....” to cut down the word count
The Indian question, despite its vast scope, is in fact only one part of an even broader question, and that is the question of the East versus the West. For hundreds of years, the peoples of the West have seized control of the lands of the East. Europe has claimed to be the bearer of valour and superior human culture, and saw in Asia only indolence, laxity, and political and spiritual impotence. And it is true that the peoples of Europe and their relatives in America preceded the peoples of Asia in their conquests of science and economics, which have utterly transformed all of life in recent centuries. However, among the backward peoples of the East, ancient cultural treasures remain hidden and preserved, which may again serve as a light for all humanity. As a member of the Eastern peoples, whose historical fate scattered them among the peoples of the West, and who are now returning to their Homeland in the East, I see in this global struggle between the East and the West not a bloody clash between two opposing forces and enemies, in which only force and violence will decide between them, but rather a path towards a period of cross-pollination and cooperation based on equality and brotherhood […] and the big question, on which the fate of this world may depend, is whether the rise of the East and its liberation will come by way of war or by peace (Ben-Gurion 1931a).
Ostensibly, in this speech, Ben-Gurion portrays himself as having a clear anti-colonialist position—he defines Judaism as “Eastern,” points to the West’s patronising attitude towards the East, calls for the peoples of the East to be liberated from Western control, and emphasises the “spiritual treasures” that are “hidden” in the East. However, a critical reading of his words reveals contradictory directions providing insights into the complex nature of his attitude towards India and the East. In contrast to the anti-colonialist approach that emerges from his words, Ben-Gurion described the present condition of the peoples of the East as “backward” and even went on to call for a liberation process that would not be independent but rather would be conducted with the approval of the superpowers, that is, in a colonialist manner.[endnoteRef:22]	Comment by JJ: As these are quotes from Ben-Gurion's highly subjective point of view I put them in quote marks.	Comment by JJ: Again this endnote could/should be in the body of the text (but word count is an issue) [22:  Ben-Gurion believed that a national liberation movement for the peoples of the East would be possible only in cooperation with the British Labour government, and warned that “the fall of the workers’ government in England will bring a loss not only to the English worker, but to all the world’s proletariat […] The East will be resurrected with cooperation. An agreement between the oppressed peoples of Asia with organised labour in Europe” (Ben-Gurion 1930c).] 

Hans Kohn’s writings shed light on the problematic nature of Ben-Gurion’s position towards India, and its limitations as an anti-colonialist stance. Kohn wrote a great deal about Western attitudes towards the East, and confronted Ben-Gurion about the path that Zionism was taking. Kohn argued that in their struggle for national liberation, the Zionists should cooperate with the Palestinians, not the British, on the grounds that the Jews were also natives, not emissaries of the British Empire. In this context, the correct historical movement ought to be from the West to the East, not vice versa (Kohn 1931). 
Ben-Gurion did not respond directly to Kohn’s arguments, but he certainly disliked him, and even objected to defining him as a Zionist. In his diary, Ben-Gurion wrote that he regarded Kohn “negatively, because his Zionism is a sticking plaster.” (Ben-Gurion 1928; see also Levski 2002). Kohn, for his part, was suspicious of ambitions of the kind expressed by Ben-Gurion in his London speech with regard to his desire to bring about “cross-pollination” between the East and the West, seeing in such pronouncements an intention to adopt certain Eastern values for Western benefit, but accompanied by a certainty that ultimately Western values would dominate, consistent with the cultural position distinguishing the fin-de-siècle (Mendes-Flor 1984).	Comment by JJ: If they want British English then we would say this instead of band aid. 	Comment by JJ: Diary entry added to biblio
In a critical article, Kohn wrote that the proper approach to the East should, in contrast, lead to a “synthesis [intended] to preserve the healthy and valuable elements of the local culture, and further increase the power of their existence” (Kohn 1928a). Kohn went so far so to claim that encouraging the phenomenon of nationalism among the peoples of the East, as Ben-Gurion had done in his speech, was wrong and patronising. In Kohn’s opinion, the very calls to convert the yoke of colonialism into flourishing ethnic nationalism, as if this were a natural transition, represented an imposition of the Western perspective on the peoples of the East, who did not necessarily have any desire or intentions for nationalism of this sort (Kohn 1925). Indeed, according to nationalism scholar Hedva Ben-Israel, until the British occupation, the concept of an “Indian nation” was almost non-existent in India, which was divided by its caste system and a wide variety of philosophical beliefs (Ben-Israel 2004: 360).
Already in the 1920s, Kohn agreed with the claim that Indian culture was non-national. To him, the lack of any national theme in India was actually a moral advantage. He believed that ignoring India’s original non-national cultural patterns and pushing its ancient religious core towards a national transformation would only serve to intensify the violence among the peoples of the East and increase their dependence on Western countries, and would not reduce their exploitation (Kohn 1925). For this reason, Kohn believed that encouraging nationalism in India—as Ben-Gurion was doing—was Western manipulation, and noted in a commentary that, “precisely because India has obtained the doctrine of nationalism from the enslaving European nation and feels itself enslaved, propaganda is required for the Indians to devote themselves to the nation with all their hearts” (Kohn 1925). In essence, Kohn assumed that the British, as representatives of the West, supported the encouragement of Indian nationalism for their own ends, which included the continuation of the West’s grip on India, albeit through more sophisticated means than direct control. It can be argued that, in Kohn’s overall view, the imposition of ethnic nationalism on the East was the source of the harms of the postcolonial era (Maor 2007).	Comment by Susan: Page number needed
Ben-Gurion was not involved in the postcolonial discourse that had begun to develop towards the end of his life, and in any event, he did not address the problematic position of Zionism and Israel within it, although he did recognise that postcolonialism was a political phenomenon. Even during the Cold War, he believed that the struggle between the Communist and Western blocs was essentially about controlling “possibilities that influence the peoples of Asia and Africa” (Ben-Gurion 1991: 229). The policies he set for Israel in the postcolonial era were largely determined by realpolitik considerations. A few years after the Suez Crisis (the Second Arab-Israeli war) in 1956, which itself had colonial aspects, Ben-Gurion declared that one of the achievements of the war was the reputation that the IDF had gained, the war having stimulated the desire to imitate the IDF and created demand for Israeli military knowhow among armies in less developed nations (Ben-Gurion 1964: 336–8). This declaration by Ben-Gurion indicates Israel’s problematic position within the postcolonial context, revealing its contribution to the continuation of the West’s grip on Africa and the East within the framework of the new, postcolonial world order, even if indirectly.	Comment by JJ: If "backward" is a direct quote from Ben-Gurion, keep it but in quotes otherwise this is better as it has no negative connotations in English
After retiring from the premiership, Ben-Gurion felt freer to express his policies in a patronising tone. Since, in his view, the peoples of the East were marked by primitiveness, he emphasised that Israel, as a progressive nation, had a “great right, and therefore also an obligation […] to help backward and primitive peoples to rise, develop, and progress (Ben-Gurion 1964: 294–5). He also argued that Israel did not need to learn from India, but that rather, the other way around:
Israel’s vital affairs are not harmed as a result of India not fully recognising Israel. But the matter caused me personal disappointment. Nehru disappointed me […] and I was very sorry that in this matter [surrendering to Arab pressure] he showed so much weakness. I am satisfied that many of his colleagues do not show such weakness and not a few of them have visited Israel and shown a deep interest in it […] Many trainees from India have participated in our development courses and Indians who were trained by us as managers of development areas have brought back to India some very useful ideas. (Pearlman 1987: 179).
Even when he was asked to explain the rationale for the relationships that Israel had succeeded in forging with the peoples of Asia and Africa, he spoke from an Orientalist and patronising point of view, referring only of the needs of these peoples for Israel:
They [African and Asian leaders] felt that we could guide them in how to act regarding some of their peoples who are divided as a result of linguistic, cultural, customs, and tribal differences […] Most of them were very disturbed by the fact that they live in a world of bustling political activity, where science is advancing in leaps and bounds, while they are seriously lagging behind […] They have great respect for Israel’s achievements in blending immigrants from many countries with different cultural backgrounds […] The African and Asian leaders felt that they would do well to learn from Israel (Pearlman 1987: 176–7).
His words thus demonstrate the dependency theory that developed within the framework of postcolonial discourse: the exploitation of “developing” nations by “developed” nations and the distorted relations between the global centre and the periphery (Demalach 2009).
Summary
In this article, I have discussed Ben-Gurion’s attraction to Buddhism, which I defined as having an affinity to the rationalistic modes of thought typical of Greek philosophy, as well as to Biblical values, alongside his rejection of Hindu beliefs, which he perceived as devoid of any real value. Ben-Gurion’s views demonstrate the dialectic of a system of binary opposites, characterised by a judgemental discourse that defines the West versus the East, the modern versus the primitive, and the secular versus the religious. To a large extent, Ben-Gurion’s position embodies Bruno Latour’s theory, according to which the tension between “hybrids” and the “pure” is an inherent attribute of the entire project of modernity, one of the principles of which is a process of purification that creates separate ontological domains: nature/society, human/nonhuman, religion/secular (Latour 2005). Following Latour’s argument that, although in everyday life, reality is experienced as a modern hybrid, Western thought attempts to suppress this hybridity by creating purified, discrete analytical categories, we can conclude that Ben-Gurion was unable to regard Indian philosophy as a whole, that is, as a mosaic of beliefs, but instead sought to deny India the possibility of a hybrid existence. Ben-Gurion insisted on dividing the Indian space into two separate and rigid categories—Buddhism and Hinduism. However, such a division leaves India with the singular possibility of a unidimensional existence based on a distinction between faith and rationality, and between primitiveness and modernity. Consequently, Ben-Gurion misses the beauty, or at least the authentic and unique dimension inherent in India’s existence, which seeks to merge new and old, west and east, secularism and religion, and similar binary opposites. Ben-Gurion’s attitude towards India and the East was indeed characterised by intellectual curiosity (in which he was unique among Israeli leaders), but he persisted in reproducing an Orientalist discourse in which he insisted that India embark on a journey from the East to the West (Anidjar 2006).
In Ben-Gurion’s attitude towards India, one can find parallels between the Zionist project and the idea of the negation of the Diaspora embedded within it. Ben-Gurion demanded that the Jewish immigrants who flocked to Israel’s shores its first years of statehood—Ashkenazi and Sephardi alike—shed the belief systems that they had brought from the Diaspora for the sake of allowing their renewal and rebirth as members of the new Eretz-Israeli (Land of Israel) culture, which was rooted in Biblical values. Similarly, he called on Indians to reject Hindu beliefs and return to Buddhism, which he saw as an expression of the flourishing of Western values in the fertile soil of the Far East. In thus doing, Ben-Gurion not only mobilised India as an “other,” standing against secular, Western “Israeliness” in a dialectical relationship, but also as a substitute for rabbinic Diaspora Judaism, a sort of “underground self” (Said 2000: 31).	Comment by JJ: Habitat in the original
The original has a metaphor here of growth in the sense of plant life and habitat but this isn't coming through in the translation, I think fertile soil is more emotive than habitat in English, the latter sounds technical / scientific in English
Ben-Gurion’s approach regarding India was not purely theoretical. It permeated Israeli policy as well, and was mobilised to demonstrate what he believed to be Israel’s cultural superiority and to justify India’s need for relations with the Jewish State. In Ben-Gurion’s opinion, such relations were absolutely necessary—both in view of Zionism’s success in bringing about a cultural movement (the negation of the Diaspora) that India also needed to undertake in relation to Hinduism, and in light of the identity of the two nations’ original values—the values of the Bible and the values of Buddhism.
It is interesting to examine the striking contrast between Ben-Gurion’s deep interest in Indian philosophy, which he explicitly defined as an interest in “the culture of the East,” and his scant intellectual interest in the Arab citizens of Israel and their culture.[endnoteRef:23] It is possible that Ben-Gurion adopted the Western view that had prevailed until the beginning of the nineteenth century, according to which the “East” included only India and the lands of the Bible (Said 2000: 31). Even Kohn, who tended to observe the East and understand it as an authentic entity in its own right, made a distinction between the Far East and the Near East, and claimed that the Arabs and Islam lacked the “currents of depth” found in the Far East, which stemmed “from a natural civilisation, ancient but full of life” (Kohn 1929: 264–5, quoted in Maor 2007:27). [23:  In all his years as prime minister, Ben-Gurion visited an Arab settlement only once (Bar-Zohar 1975: 1411). His diaries and letters lack any in-depth references to Islam or Middle Eastern culture, and he never bothered to learn Arabic, although he made efforts to learn other languages.

] 

Gil Anidjar has provided his own comprehensive explanation for the differences in the West’s relationship towards the Far and Near East. According to him, the reason for this difference is that, unlike the Far East, which is perceived as exotic and authentic, the Near East is viewed as threatening, both due to geopolitical circumstances and to the Eurocentric perspective that dominates the Semitic region (Anidjar 2006). The irony is that Judaism, itself a Semitic religion, has adopted—at least in its Ben-Gurionist version—the European perspective on the Near East. Indeed, it seems that there was a deep connection between the Arab-Israeli conflict and Ben-Gurion’s views of India and Buddhism. There is no doubt that Ben-Gurion’s reluctance to invest intellectual effort into understanding the culture of the Near East was largely due to the immediate regional conflict. At the same time, his complex attitude towards India was also partly due to the conflict and its consequences for the Zionist project.
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