
A major rift erupted in the French Jewish community following a harsh condemnation of the 
Israeli government by the famour reform rabbi, Delphine Horvilleur, supported by renowned 
Jewish figures like comic author Johann Sfar or French journalist Anne Sinclair, including a 
post on X by French journalist Julien Bahloul, who, while acknowledging the sincere 
attachment of these voices to Israel, argues that only Israelis living in Israel have the right to 
criticize the country’s policies. 

In his message, he urges his "brothers and sisters in the diaspora" to double down on their 
support for Israel, as they did in the wake of October 7. This leads to an initial contradiction: 
diaspora Jews—his “brothers and sisters” who are attached to Israel—are thus legitimate 
when they express support, but not when they voice criticism? Beyond the inconsistency of 
this stance, such an injunction, if followed, would significantly weaken the eQectiveness of 
support for Israel as a state and political project. If such support is unconditional or even 
Pavlovian toward everything the government does, it loses its power. 

This touches on a central point in the text that deserves examination: Israel is not its 
government, and one can defend Israel while criticizing its government. Support for Zionism 
as a political project—and for Israel as a country—is all the stronger when it is not tied to an 
indiscriminate defense of its government, especially when that government includes 
elements of the far-right and proposes immoral solutions. If, for instance, the Israeli 
government were to sterilize Palestinians or ban homosexuality, should diaspora Jews 
remain silent? 

Let’s go further. For some on the far left, the word “Zionist” is an insult, much like “Jew” once 
was. If being a Zionist means not defending Israel’s right to exist (which it actually does), but 
rather defending extremist policies like those of Smotrich, then Anti-Zionists on the far-right 
and far-left can sleep easy—their rejection of Israel will find many followers in the months 
and years to come. 

Asking diaspora Jews to silence their doubts about Israeli state policy is, indirectly, to deny 
the very essence of the Zionist project. Zionism holds that every Jew has a special 
connection to the Land of Israel up to 1948, and with both the Land and the State of Israel 
since its founding in 1948. This is why a central tenet of Zionism and of the State of Israel is 
the Right of Return, which allows any Jew to become an Israeli citizen simply by deciding to 
settle in Israel. This right is denounced by anti-Zionists, who argue that the Jewish people are 
alien to that land and have no place there. But every Jew is a potential Israeli citizen, and 
what is done today may concern them tomorrow. To deny Jews the right to criticize is, 
implicitly, to say that they are not aQected by or connected to what Israel does as a country. 
It is to indirectly echo the argument of anti-Zionists, who claim that only indigenous locals 
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are legitimate on this land and who "explain" that Zionism is colonialism, involving the arrival 
of a foreign body in Palestine/the Land of Israel. 

This link between Jews and the State of Israel is (should it be said?) omnipresent. Israel’s 
national symbol is a Menorah, its public holidays are Jewish religious holidays, and 
Netanyahu invokes Jewish history to defend his policies. Israel is the state of the Israelis, but 
also of the Jewish people. If that were not the case, why would the Israeli government feel it 
is legitimate to denounce antisemitism in the diaspora, or even organize a conference on the 
subject in Israel? Continuing in this logic, why does the World Zionist Congress still exist? 
And why are two-thirds of its seats reserved for diaspora Jews if their only role is to visit the 
country once a year, defend it unconditionally, or send it money? 

Another criticism is that these Jews should be addressing Hamas rather than the Prime 
Minister of Israel to call for an end to the war, arguing that the war would end tomorrow if 
Hamas released the hostages. But this assertion can be flipped: Hamas has stated that the 
condition for releasing the hostages is the end of the war (yes, the war was indeed initiated 
by Hamas, no ambiguity there), which Netanyahu’s government refuses. In other words, it is 
far from certain that the war would end with the release of the hostages, given that the Israeli 
government’s stated objective is the eradication of Hamas. 

Moreover, one does not “call on” a terrorist group—one fights it. And it is not equivalent to 
compare an appeal to a democratically elected Prime Minister with the fight against a 
terrorist organization. Finally, does Hamas’s bad faith (and that’s putting it mildly) justify the 
use of starvation or the mass displacement of populations? Because the enemy is evil (and 
it is), does that give a democratic government carte blanche to do whatever it wants, without 
restraint? 

The worst thing in a family is not the arguments—even when they take place in front of 
outsiders—but when communication stops entirely. Today, this family bond exists, but if the 
relationship becomes one of Pavlovian support only, many members of this family will 
simply stop caring about the country and will distance themselves from it irreversibly. 

Eighty percent of American Jews believe the State of Israel plays an important role in their 
Jewish identity, but that number drops to 70% among those under 25. If the relationship with 
Israel must be one of automatic, unconditional assent, it will weaken, and Israel will cease 
to be a strong identity marker, becoming just another country on the map for these young 
Jews, who will no longer want to be associated with it—or even know it. 

The position that denies diaspora Jews the right to criticize Israel is, in fact, similar to that of 
anti-Zionists who vehemently criticize the pro-Israel lobby in Washington, where hundreds, 



if not thousands, of Jewish (and some non-Jewish) citizens lobby Congress to ensure 
continued U.S. support for Israel. 

Israelis have one right that diaspora Jews do not: the right to vote. Should diaspora Jews now 
also lose the right to form and express an opinion? If that were the case, not only would the 
defense of the country become less eQective, but the crucial and foundational bond 
between diaspora Jews and Israel—central to Zionism—would be significantly weakened, 
contributing to Israel’s growing isolation and vulnerability. 

 


