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Although Israclis view their Isracliness and Jewishness (i.e.. their sense of
being Jews) as interrelated. their understanding of Judaism. of what it means
to be a Jew, carries particular nuances that distinguish it from the Judaism of
Diaspora Jewry. Most Israelis. whether they are observant or non-observant
of Jewish law, place far greater emphasis on the national and territorial
dimenstons of Judaism than do Diaspora Jews. Indeed. the development of
distinctively Israeli conceptions of Judaism. a tendency that has become
particularly pronounced in the religious sector in the fast few years, is a
Lascmating topic fraught with conscquences for the future of Isracl-Diaspora
relations. These difterences allow Israelis to differentiate their loyalty to the
the Isracli-Jewish collectivity from their lovalty to the world Jewish colice-
tvity. In other words. the fact that Jewishness is a central component of
Iariaehness does not mean that Isracli Jews cannot conceive of conflicting

tovadties to Israel or to Diaspora Jewry.

Our concern is with two basic questions. First, are Israeli Jews becoming
more or dess nationalistic? Second. what are the difterent strands or compo-
nents that comprise their national identity? Neither of these questions ad-
mits of any simple answers. but they afford a convenient framework within

which to discuss Israeli nationalism in 1984,

Committment to Israeli Nationalism

The answer to the first question, whether Israeli Jews are becoming more
ot less nationalistic. depends on the meaning of the term nationalism. One
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mcaning is the lovalty or identity of an individual with his nation rather than
other collectivities. Examples of other collectivities would be ethnic, reli-
gious, regional. or social groups or. in the case of Isracli Jews, the Jewish
people as a whole—i.e.. the international collectivity of Jews.

Observers have pointed to the growth and increased militance of
Sephardic ethnicity in the last decade. It has been suggested that this cthnic
wentity comes at the expense of national integration and a sense of national
fovalty. The 1984 clection campaign and voting results suggest that the prob-
lem is less serious than was once thought. Tami, the only distinctively ethnic
party on the Isracli political map. won 2.3 percent of the vote in 1981 and
many fearcd that its vote would increasce in future clections. In 1984 Tami's
proportion of the vote dropped to 1.6 percent and its future seems doubtful.
1t 15 true that a new Sephardic party. Shas. won 3.1 percent of the vote. But
unlike Tami. Shas did not appcal exclusively to Sephardic voters. Some of
iy support came from very religious non-Zionist Ashkenazim who sup-
ported Agudat Isracl in the past but were unhappy with that group’s internal
tickering. Shas’s leadership is entirely Sephardic but unlike Tami its cam-
paign was not anti-Ashkenazic. Rabbi Eliezer Schakh, the outstanding figure
ot the Ashkenazic yeshiva world. quietly endorsed Shas and urged the enter-
tunment personality Uri Zohar. now a yeshiva student himsclf, to appear at
clection rallies on its behalf,

The National Religious Party, hoping to attract Sephardic voters. placed a
popular Sephardic candidate in a very prominent position on its list. Accord-
ing to an opinion poll. religious Sephardic voters voted or did not vote for
the NRP without regard to the presence of the Sephardic candidate
tHaaretz, 9 Scptember 1984, p. 14),

The most striking evidence for the decline of a distinctive ethnic as op-
posed to a national identity among all Israelis is to be found in the 1984 voter
survey conducted by Asher Arian and Michal Shamir. Forty-one percent of
native Israclis whose fathers were also native-born declined to identify
themselves as either Ashkenazic or Sephardic. The same is true of roughly a
third of the native Israclis whose fathers were Sephardic and a third whose
{athers were Ashkenazic.

A second alternative to a national identity would be identification with the
sub-community of rcligious Jews. Tensions between religious (i.e., observ-
ant and nonrehigious Jews have always characterized Isrueli society. But in
this realm as well there is evidence that a national identity is replacing a
nurrov. or exclusivistic religious identity among a growing segment of the
rehigious population. The proportion of religious voters who supported non-
rehgious parties first jumped in 1981, In that clection the NRP lost almost
halt of its voters, primarily to parties of the right. These voters did not return
in 1984 Indeed. excluding both Kach. the party of Rabbi Meir Kahane, and
Tami, which do aot conduct campaigns addressed exclusively to religious
voters, the proportion of the religious party vote was 9.6 percent in 1981 and
W49 percent in 1984, Not all of these voters were religious Jews. This low
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level of support stems in good measure from the religious voter's confidence
that his basic religious interests are secure. particularly under a Likud-led
government: but it also indicates a growing measure of concern and
identification of the religious voter with national issues that transcend par-
ticular religious interests.

Nationalist sentiment. then. has submerged ethnic and 1o some extent
even religiously particularist sentiment. In the latter case this is not the
result of a loss of religious commitment but its reinterpretation so that it now
encompasses some nonreligious Jews and excludes some ostensibly reli-
gious Jews.

In some societies regional identities are alternatives to national ones, but
this has never been true in Israel. Social class identity. once a force of some
significance among Israeli voters of the Left. has virtually disappeared. The
Labor party has eschewed the nominal socialism to which it once paid lip
service. The party system cut across the rather inchoate class structure of
Isracl. Appeals to class consciousness are likely to backfire against the party
that utilizes them.

Onec might suspect that Isracli Jews feel their primary political loyalty to
the Jewish people conceived as an international entity rather than to the
collectivity of Isracli Jews. Many Israelis felt this way in the early years of
statehood.

The Isracli media seem less attentive to world Jewry than they were in the
past. Aliva or the absence of aliva no longer evokes the excitement among
Inrachs that it once did. It was hardly mentioned during the election cam-
patgn. There are no satisfactory measures o support this impression, al-
though it should have been anticipated given the increase in the proportion
of native-born within the Israch Jewish population. Furthermore. the special
meaning of Israch Jewish nationalism. to be discussed below, further alien-
ates the Isracli nationalist from the Diaspora Jew.

A second meaning of nationalism would be a willingness to sacrifice or
give of oneself for the nation or its ideals, Nationalism, in this sense of the
term. means the submergence of self on behalf of the nation, A growth of
Israch nationalism in this respect would be contrary to tendencies through-
out the Western world. On the other hand, given lIsrael’s delicate security
sttuation. a decline in national loyalty bodes poorly for its future.

There seem to be no clear indications of trends in one direction or another.
For example. verida, emigration from lsrael. has remained fairly stable over
the past few years. A 1984 study commissioned by the National Council for
Research and Development on emigration of technical and professional
workers concluded that there was no trend toward greater emigration in
gencral or among professional and scientific workers in particular.

Even more encouraging from a nationalist perspective are responses to a
questionnaire administered in August 1984.10 a random sample of Israeli
Jews uged fificen to cighteen.’ Eighty-cight percent reported that if they
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were free to live wherever they wanted they would choose to live in Israel.
Twenty-three percent reported that they rarely contemplated the possibility
of verida and 42 percent reported they never did.

Another measure of the willingness of Israelis to sacrifice their own self-
interests on behalf of the nation is the number of soldiers who prefer to serve
in combat units. In the youth poll just cited. 49 percent of the males reported
they would prefer combat units. 29 percent said they did not care, and 17
percent said they would prefer to serve in noncombat units.

Other measures of national commitment are the willingness of young sol-
diers to enter officer training school and the proportion of junior officers
prepared to remain in the army after their initial military obligation is com-
plete. Such decisions are likely to be influenced by economic considerations
but given the identification of army service and national priorities. continued
service is also influenced by nationalist commitment. Precise figures in this
regard are secret but to judge from articles that regularly appear in the Lsraeli
press. there seems to be some decline in the willingness of young Israelis to
serve their country in this respect beyond that which is required of them.
The question is whether there has been a serious decline. Observers are
divided.

The most troubling sign for Israeli nationalism would be resistance on the
part of young pcople to the draft, although such resistance to army service is
not incompatible with a strong national loyalty. The reference here is to
voung people who seck to avoid the draft because it interferes with their
material well-being. From time to time. suggestions have been made that
such resistance is growing. Even if true it still does not appear to be a
widespread phenomenon.

A third meaning of the term nationalism, to which the remainder of this
essav is devoted. is the commitment to a set of public policies that affirm
national pride. territorial expansion. hostility to other nations. and the ¢lab-
oration of the national interest as a supreme social value. As we shall see,
the evidence is quite conclusive as to the growth of nationalism in this sense
of the term. Events over the course of the year. public reaction to these
events, the clection campaign, the election results. and public opinion polls
all point in the same direction.

In 1982 the Israeli writer Amos Oz interviewed Yisrael Harel, chairman of
the Counctl of Jewish Settlements in Judea, Samaria. and Gaza and editor of
its newspaper. Nekudah. a publication to which we attribute special
signtficance in this essay. Harel observed that the national-religious move-
ment used to be an imitation of the Labor movement but this changed after
the Six-Day War. Labor. gnawed by “vacillation. doubt, weakness, perhaps
by its own feelings of guilt at the victory™ declined while the national reli-
gious vouth led by Gush Emunim (tormed in 1974) spearheaded the settle-
ment in the newly captured territories. But, added Harel, “in recent months,
as a result of the destruction of the Yammit region [i.e., the last phases of
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Israeli withdrawal from Sinai in 1981] and the war in Lebanon, the “dovish
left” again finds itself on the offensive, while Gush Emunim and its followers
have.been pushed into a defensive position.™

The impression that Gush Emunim and the forces of Israeli nationalism
were on the defensive continued throughout 1983, Growing numbers of Is-
raeh~ seemed to question the wisdom and even the morality of the war in
Lebanon. Opposition to the war in Lebanon or Israel’s remaining in Leba-
non is not necessarily associated with opposition to settiement on the West
Buank tor YESHA. as first its proponents and since then the media increas-
ingly refer to the territories.’) Nor are both these positions necessarily linked
to the adoption of repressive policies toward Arab residents of the West
Bank. much less Arab citizens of Israel.* But in fact. .hey frequently are.
Hence the general impression as the year 1984 began was that forces favor-
ing better treatment of Arabs in YESHA or in Israel itself. and territorial
concessions in exchange for some form of a peace agreement with Jordan
were on the rise. The feeling was reinforced by announcement of the results
of an opinion poll conducted in January which indicated that 28 percent
more voters preterred the Alignment to the Likud.

In February the Karp Commission report was made public. Judith Karp,
assistant to Israel’s attorney general, headed a commission appointed with
the approval of then Prime Minister Begin to investigate incidents during
19%1 in which Jews on the West Bank committed criminal offenses against
Arubs trobbery, assault on property and on persons. including instances of
deathy that had gone unpunished. The Karp report was submitted in May
19%2 and kept confidental for twenty-two months. It was finally released in
February 1984 after the media and some of the opposition had raised a fuss.
The report. both directly and by implication. pointed to neglect by the army
and the police and to the unwillingness of settlers to cooperate with the
pohice: a policy that was apparently encouraged by certain circles within the
army. The report further concluded that one of the reasons Arabs refrained
from submitting complaints against Jewish settlers was fear of reprisals.

The head of the investigation division of the police department confirmed
that the report was written “with objectivity and described conditions in the
Neld™ tflaarerz, 10 February 1984, p. 11). But the minister of the interior, the
minister of justice, and other political figures attacked the report. They also
jwined representatives of YESHA settlers in impugning the motives of its
autnors and demanded Judith Karp's resignation. (It must be noted that not
all settlers beheve that Jews are blameless in their dealings with Arabs on the
Wesr Bank). In retrospect. the reaction to the Karp report—its denunciation
by & whole series of political figures before they had even had time to
crvamine 1S veracitv—suggested that the forces of nationalist chauvinism
were not entirely on the detensive. Two further events of a similar nature
cennrm this impression. In both cases. like that of the Karp report. one
micht have antictpated that public reaction would have strengthened the
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~dovish™ or reconciliatory clement in Israch political life. Instead. it demon-
drated the deep roots of chauvinist seatiment.

On 14 April four Arab terrorists hijacked an Isracli bus. The government
announced that all four were killed when Israeli security forces overtook the
bus. It subsequently developed that two of the terrorists had been taken
alive but were beaten to death by security personnel after they had revealed
vital information sought from them. The military censor sought to prevent
publication of the evidence that two terrorists had been captured alive.
Following a scandal of international proportions. the minister of defense did
appoint an investigating commission. The murder was condemned by all
Isracli leaders as both immoral and unprofessional. But anger in the “Israeli
Jreet” was not directed against those who killed the terrorists but rather
against the newspaper that published the photographs of the two terrorists
alive and in custody. A May sample found that 65 percent of Israelt Jews
opposed the appointment of an investigation commission. In another poll
taken among passers-by at the Central Bus Station in Tel-Aviv, a sample that
overweighs poorer and Sephardic classes. 85 percent of the respondents felt
that the security men who murdered the terrorists had behaved reasonably
whercas only 10 percent thought the matter was one for concern. (The poll
was taken by the paper Hadashot. 1t was reported some months later in a
story in Haaretz, 1 June 1984, p. 13).

The most sensational event of the year began with the announccment on
29 April of the arrest of a group of Jews suspected of undertaking terrorist
activity against Arabs. Twenty-seven men were eventually detained. Two of
those arrested were army officers charged with providing information in the
attempted murder of tive pro-PLO leaders on the West Bank (three of whom
were mayors). The army officers were tried by a military court. Five other
defendants plea-bargained their way to reduced charges. and they were tried
and sentenced to terms of imprisonment ranging from eighteen months to ten
vears. A variety of charges were leveled against the remaining twenty de-
fendants including: membership in a terrorist organization. illegal acquisi-
tion and possession of weapons. conspiracy to blow up Moslem buildings on
the Temple Mount in Jerusalem, attempted murder of five pro-PLO leaders,
placing booby-trapped grenades in a school playground in Hebron, planting
bombs in five Arab-owned buses timed to detonate during an hour of peak
usage. and premeditated murder in an attack on the Hebron Islamic college.

The trial opened in September 1984, Trial on the charge of premeditated
murder was to be conducted separately. Hence, the guilt, relative guilt, or
innocence of the accused was not the issue. As the trial progressed in Sep-
tember and October 1984 it appeared that the image of the terrorists and
some of the acts attributed to them had been distorted by “lcaks™ to the
press in the first month or two following the arrests. Not alf the accused were
charged with all the acts attributed 1o some of them. Questions were raised
as to whether they really intended to carry out in full the most heinous of all
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the acts with which they were charged. the explosion of ive Arab buses that
would have led to the indiscriminate kiiling of men. women, and children.
Apparently some of the terrorists were surprised by what others did or
intended to do. But the point that must be stressed here is that until the trial
opened., and certainly during May and June, virtually every Isracli believed
the accused were guilty of the charges thut had been leveled against them
based on cvidence obtained by Israeli security forces. By their own admis-
sion, all of the accused were guilty of a1 least some of the acts with which
they were charged.

The accused were all religious Jews, one of them a proselyte. Many were
prominent among the leaders of YESHA settlements. A number of them had
very distinguished war records.

Initial public reaction was shock and apparent condemnation of the ac-
cused and/or the acts attributed to them. This condemnation was often
coupled. as in the case of a statement by then Prime Minister Shamir, with
the assertion that the behavior of the accused in no way reflected on YESHA
settlements. "Sometimes love of the Land of Israel can result in very exag-
gerated expression,” Shamir was quoted as saying in early May. Only one
prominent political figure, Minister Yuval Ne'eman of the right-wing Techiya
party had some good words to say for some of the terrorists™ acts and even
he distinguished their “justifiable’ acts from the attempt to blow up the Arab
buses. Techiva's other Knesset members spoke in stronger tones. Geula
Cohen stated “there is no "Greater Land of Isracl” without morality™ and
Hanan Porat. a leader of Gush Emunim. denied that the notion of Jewish
sovereignty over the Land of Isracl means expulsion of the Arab population.
*I pray with all my heart.” he said, “that the evil doers will be uncovered,
that the land will be cleansed of evil doers of the left and the right. [ mean
Jews and Arabs . . . (Haaretz, 4 May 1984, p. 15).

Both Gush Emunim and the Council of Scttlements of YESHA were
critical of the acts. although the latter group announced that every YESHA
settlement should tax its members to support the families of the accused and
afford them legal counsel.

However, cven in the first month or two public opinion was not unani-
mous. Among the rank and file of the settlers. particularly among the vouth,
there was far greater sympathy for the terrorists and the acts that they had
allegedly committed. According to random impressions of religious school
teachers outside the territories, a majority of pupils (about 70 percent ac-
cording to one source) even justified the attempt to blow up the five Arab
buses. Although almost all rabbis who spoke out on the issue were critical of
the terrorists in one degree or another. there were those who defended them
and found religious justification for the acts attributed to them, including the
attempted cxplosion of the buses. (The journal, Tzfivah. published by
LAOR, an organization created to defend the terrorists and their behavior,
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was rich in such sentiment. The first issue is dated August 1984, Sec espe-
<tath pp. 24-25 und 30-31.)

During the summer months public dpinion seemed to shift even further in
tavor of the accused. As one regular contributor 1o Nekudah noted with
dismay (19 August 1984, p. 7). attitudes gradually chunged trom condemna-
ton to cfforts to understand and justify the acts attributed 1o the terrorists
and finally even 1o expressions of admiration. The “understanding”™ came
quite carly. The Dahaf Research Institute asked a random sample of Isruch
Jews in June 1984 how they felt about the Jewish underground. Sivteen
percent said they justificd them and an additional 50 percent said that
whereas they did not justity them, they related 1o what they did with under-
standing. LAOR. the group created to support the accused terrorints, was
permutted to house itselll in the offices of the NRP. In October. LAOR <pon-
sored a giant post-holiday (Simchat Torah) demonstration in Hebron attract-
ing thousands of Israclis including Ariel Sharon, who spoke. Yitzhak Shamir
iby then forcign minister) sent a telegram of greeting. By October some
twenty members of the Knesset formed a lobby to support the accused
terrorists,

On 28 October 1984 a rocket was fired at an Arab bus en route from
Jerusalem to Hebron. One passenger was killed and ten injured. The perpe-
trators also took responsibility for throwing a grenade into an Arab cottee
shop on 22 September, which injured four people. They left a note signed
“the Avengers” and threatened continued strikes at Israch Arubs because
the government’s policy toward them was 0o soft. The immediate impetus
for attacking the bus was the murder of two Israeli hikers by an Arab terror-
it a week earlier. The condition for ceasing the attacks. according o the
note, was freeing the accused Jewish terrorists. The initial reaction to the
atuck was condemnation by the political establishment, praise from
Kuahane, and “understanding”™ from circles close to the accused terrorists.
Rabbi Moshe Levinger called the act the result of government weakness
against the Arabs, leading “young men whose concern for the honor of Israei
and the honor of the nation is close to their heart™ to act in place of the
government (Haarer:, 29 October 1984, p. 2.). In one national-religious
school, the incident was greated with joy: disappointment was expressed
that only one Arab was killed (Haaretz, 2 November 1984, p. 1).

The election campaign offers further evidence of the increase in national-
1t sentiment. (Significantly. the Likud labeled itself “the national camp™ and
its newspaper ads pictured a cross section of Israclis identifying themselves
with the slogan “I'm in the nationalist camp™.) The Likuds list of Knesset
candidates was more significantly nationalistic than its 1981 list. Within the
Liberal party. one of the two major factions that comprise the Likud. two
leading moderates. Berman and Zeigerman were dropped from the list or did
not offer their candidacy. The candidates who did run on the Liberal panty
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list in 1984 are closer to the policy preferences of Herut, the more nationalist
faction in the Likud. than was true in the 1981 election. Columnist Dan
Margalit (Haarerz. 2 May 1984, p. 9 noted the marked influcence within
Herut of Ariet Sharon. the super hawk.

Within Techiva. a party to the right of Herut. Geula Cohen. who had
condemncd Jewish acts of violence in the territorics. was dropped from
second to third on the hist, though not for this reason. He was replaced by
former army chief-of-staft Rafael Eitan, who rivals Sharon in his hawkish-
ness and is equaled only by Kahane in his derogatory statements about
Arabs.

Eitan was an important candidate for Techiya. The party sought, through
him, to appcal to a populist base and break through its image as an Ash-
kenazi intellectual party, Eitan, for example. charged that “the Arabs of the
state of Israel are as hostile as their brothers in Judea, Samaria and Gaza and
perhaps worse than them™ tinterview in Haaretz, 19 May 1984, p. 11). In an
interview in Nekudah (23 December 1983, p. 26.) he said, “the root of the
problem lies in the readiness of the coming generation to fight. The solution
must begin now in kindergarten.” The most chauvinistic of all, however, was
the fourth candidate clected to the Knesset on Techiva's list, Rabbi Eliczer
Waldman, leader of the yeshivain Kiryat Arba, the Jewish settlement on the
outskirts of Hcebron. A lecture of Waldman's delivered during the war in
Lcbanon is printed in the book Al Daat Huzman V' hamakom. and the fol-
lowing quotation was excerpted in Haarerz (19 August 1984, p. 14.):

I don’t know if our leaders understand the matter. Order in the world will
be determined by us. After all. that is what God wants. The inner order of
the world, the moral order. the order of faith will be determined by the
Jews . . . But can one attain this internal order without concern tor exter-
nal order, opposing evil, military valor? And we shall determine this order
as well. We have alrcady begun to do so . . . There 1s no reason to be
embarrassed by this: it's a great responsibility. We will definitely establish
order in the Middle East and also in the world . . . After all, who will
establish order in the world? The leaders of the west with their weak
personalities? They will determine the order of the world?

Under the feadership of Prime Minister Yitzhak Shamir the Likud cam-
paign was less dramatic and flamboyant than it had been in 1981 when Begin
had set the tone. Shamir’s political position. however, is probably more
extreme than Begin's. He called upon “all the forces who believe in the Land
of Isracl to unite in one bloc in order to insure that the Land of Israel in its
entirety will be under Jewish sovereignty and under exclusive Jewish sover-
eignty” (Haaretz, 2 May 1984, p. 3).

The Alignment muted its differences with the Likud during the campaign.
It reminded the voters that Jewish settlement in YESHA began during its
administration, whereas the Likud had surrendered territory to the Arabs
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snd demolished settlements in Sinai as a result of the Camp David ugree-
ments. The major compluaint against Likud policy in the territories swas tha!
the settfements were too costy. The argument that Likud scttlement pohos
was an obstacle to peace with Jordan or resulted i radicalizing the focal
Arab population was expressed in simall gatherings but was not a campaign
theme. Slogans {rom the 1981 camipaign such as “the Jordanian option™ or
“territorial compromise”™ disappeared in 1984 and the Alignment’s program
tor an accommodation with Jordan received hittle publicity. The campaign
noted that the Alignment had supported the war in Lebanon and only be-
came critical of the war after Israel advanced bevond the first tweaty-five
mules. The Karp report and Jewish terrorism were almost totally ignored. A
prominent advertisement by the Alignment appearing a number of times in
the newspapers stated that “The Alignment says no return to the "67 bor-
Jders, no uprooting settlements. no negotiations with the PLO. no Palestinian
state,” but “yes to a democratic Jewish state, yes to defensible borders, ves
1o responsible Zionism, yes to peace and security.” The reader will observe
that the “no’s™ are specific, as specific as the promise made by the Align-
ment candidate for defense minister, Yitzhak Rabin. that “the Jordan will be
our castern border.” The “yes's ™ are vague. They are code words that prom-
ine nothing but that do hiat to feftist voters who so wish to interpret them
that the Ahgnment favors full rights for Arab citizens. is prepared for terrto-
tial compromise based on Israel’s security needs, and opposcs annexation of
a territory with one million Arabs, preferring a more vigorous pursuit of
peace negotiations with Jordan. The reluctance of the Alignment to state all
this explicitly tells us a great deal about its estimate of the country’s mood.

The clection returns must be interpreted in light of the campaign. The
Aligament’s slight margin of victory cannot be interpreted as a defeat tor the
nationalist forces in view of the effort on its part to blur its differences with
the Likud on nationalist as distinct from economic issues. There were four
Jewish parties whose campaign might be interpreted as favoring territorial
compromise. They won 42 percent of the vote. Five parties supported the
Likud’s stance or stood to the right of it: they received the same percentage.
kach bloc also received the same number of scats in the Knesset—fifty-
three. However, of the fifty-three mandates of the “left. almost four were
contributed by Arab voters. In other words. within the Jewish sector. the
nattonalist parties gained a clear majority despite the economic blunders for
which the country held them accountable. despite the fact that they had
moved further to the right than in 1981 and despite the fact that the Align-
ment’s campaign assured the voter that its nationalist policies would resem-
ble those of the Likud. Soldiers casting their ballots in army precincts gave
noticeably more support to nationalist than to dovish parties. As Nekudah
phrased the results: over half the soldiers voted “for the government, “for
wur’, for the Land of Israel, for national as opposed to private goals™ (10
August 1984, p. 24).
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The Components of Israeli Nationalism

As has been pointed out. onc meaning of the term nationalism is national
chauvinism. and it has been argued that this sentiment is present and grow-
ing in strength in Istael. There are three analy tically distinct streams 10
chauvinist Israeli nationalism. These streams arc converging although, as we
shall see, not every partisan of one stream approves of another. In some
cases they constitute outspoken antagonists.

Territorial Nationalism

The most widely known and most popular strand of Isracli nationalism is
territorial: the conception of the Greater Land of Israel (literally the whole
Land of Israel). The political expression of this nationalism is the demand
that Israel annex the West Bank. Its minimal demand is that the status quo
be retained: i.e.. that Israel retain sovereignty over the West Bank and the
Gaza Strip and not withdraw any further from territory captured in the Six-
Day War, cven in exchange for a peace agreement with Jordan. The max-
imalist territorial position is the annexation of Jordan and Jewish settlement
in southern Lebanon both of which are part of the Biblical Promised Land.
In October 1984 an organization was created to further these aims, but it has
not engendered serious public support.

A variety of arguments are offered in favor of annexation or, at the mini-
mum, retention of the status quo with respect to the West Bank. Minor
arguments include Isracl’s need for land and population dispersal. The argu-
ments most frequently heard focus on Isracl's security needs and the reli-
gious argument. Buta number of observers have pointed out that the reason
so many Israelis object to returning any part of the territories is that after
seventeen years of sovereignty (almost half the age of the State), many of
them—younger people in particular—have become accustomed to thinking
of the West Bank as their land. The election campaign and voting returns
confirm the impression that large numbers of Israclis object to any kind of
territorial compromise. However, Isracli willingness to compromise has
never been put to a real test. Although the majority of Israclis report that
they are opposed to returning any part of YESHA. they are responding to a
theoretical question. Jordan. for example. has never presented Israel with a
concrete proposal for a peace agreement. It has declared that any settlement
with Israel must include Israeli return of all the territory captured in the Six-
Day War which includes East Jerusalem. The support that the Israeli-
Egyptian agreement originally evoked among the Isracli pubhic suggests
there may be a latent conciliatory sentiment that does not find expression at
the present time. But the public’s sense that Isracl paid an enormous price
for a pcace agreement that is not “real” peace may have hardened attitudes.

Bearing this in mind. public opinion samples suggest that Israclis are
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TABLE 1. SOLUTIONS TO ISRAEL'S TERRITORIAL PROBLEM

PERCENTAGE FAVORING EACH PrROPOSAL

Youth Sampie

March ‘83 July "83 Jan. ‘84 Junc "84 Aug. ‘84
Return 40.0 38.9 R.6 31.4 22.0
Annex 19.0 30.8 20.0 36.6 32.6
Status Quo 37.3 25.7 37.4 36.9 39.5
No Answer 3.7 4.6 4.0 5.1 5.9

tecoming increasingly more resistant to territorial compromise. Mina
Zemach, Director of the Dahaf Rescarch Institute. regularly presents her
respondents with three (at one time four) proposals to resolve “the'long term
problem of Judea, Samaria and the Gaza strip”™ and asks them with which
proposal they most agree. The first is: “In exchange for a peace agreement
return most of YESHA with concern for secunty arrangements acceptable
to Israel.” (In earlier polls, respondents were also offered the possibility of
“a Palestinian State in exchange for a peace agreement.” So few respondents
agreed with this response that it was dropped from later questionnaires. Qur
analysis combines both responses.) The second proposal is “Annex
YESHA™ and the third is “Status quo (leaving the situation as it exists).”
The table that follows compares returns between March 1983 and Junc 1984
and the August 1984 youth sample tfifteen- to cighteen-year-olds) to which
w¢ have already referred.

The youth are more nattonalist than adults. Among adults there is a steady
dechine in the proportion prepared to return any territory in exchange for a
peace agreement. Therc is a gradual increase in those who favor annexation.
An exception to this trend occurs in the July 1983 sample with an unexplain-
able jump followed by a drop in January 1984 of those favoring annexation.
The jump comes at the expense of those favoring the status quo.

Respondents who favor the status quo are asked whether, if Israel has
unly two options, they prefer returning most of the territories in ¢xchange
for a peace agreement or if they prefer annexation. Over the past year and a
half those who chose annexation range from three-quarters to two-thirds of
those whose first choice was to retain the status quo.

Territorial nationalism, however, is not simply an objection to surrender-
ing territory to Jordan or creation of a Palestinian state. Rather. the term
Land of Israel by which nationalists mean the Greater Land of Israel has
become a symbol that evokes resonances among its adherents that could
hardly be explained by economic or even security requirements. Amos Oz
has noted that the issue of the boundaries of the Land of Israel is “the only
tssue that brings the masses into the street™ (Haaretz, 30 January 1984, p. 9).
The formulation may be overstated but correctly points to the importance of
the issue to Israclis.
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During the election campaign, partics of the right—both religious and
nonrchgious—called themselves “the faithful to the Land of Israel”. A
lengihy editorial in NeAudah following the election (10 August 1984, p. 4)
called for a unity government comprising the Alignment as well as the
Likud. Like many articles in Nehudah. the editorial was rich in connotative
language—tor examplie: “house of Isracl.” “patriotic Jews.”™ “people of Is-
ruel.” but mostly “Land of Isracl™ as expressed in such terms as “interests of
the Land of Israel” or “lovers of the Land of Israel.” Clearly. Land of Israel
is more than a territorial designation.

The connotations evoke religious or quasi-religious sentiments and it was
not <urprising that territorial nationalism found its most ardent supporters
among religious Jews. In the July 1984 opinion poll. respondents were asked
if they observed all or much of the tradition. a litile of the tradition. or none
of the tradition. Only 20 percent of the first group. compared to 31 percent of
the second group and 51 percent of the third group were prepared to surren-
der most of YESHA in exchange for a peace agreement.

The settlement movement in YESHA was led by national-religious Jews.
The wdeology of Gush Emunim and the vast majority of ideological discus-
ston within Nekudah had been formulated in religious or quasi-religious
termmology. The significance of Nekudah rested on the fact that it was a
pubhication of the Council of all the settlements in YESHA. religious as well
as nonrcligious. Furthermore. although Nekudah's audience was found
primarily in the territories, the journal had also been writien for a wider
audience and noted explicitly that it was concerned with reaching its antago-
nist~ as well as its sympathizers. However, an adequate understanding of
what the Land of Isracl symbol connotes to leaders of Gush Emunim and
many YESHA settlers would require an analysis of the literaturc emanating
trom veshiva circles. The essays of Rav Zvi Yehuda Kook (1891-1982), the
spinstual father of Gush Emunim. were particularly important in this regard,
thourh an cnormous literature. much of it far more radical in orientation,
could be found in some of the esoteric pubhications produced in national-
rebiious circles. In summary, Land of Israel. its conguest and settlement by
Jew <, points to the immincent redemption of the Jews if not all mankind. "The
wholeness of the Jewish people cannot be obtained without the wholeness of
the fand ™ is the way Gush Emunim’s spokeswoman phrased it in a television
interview. Or, as another leader of Gush Emunim observed in a newspaper
interview: (Haaretz, 18 May 1984, p. 17):

The central point is the understanding that the object of our generation is
to settle the Land of Isracl not as a refuge for a people who only secks a
place to hive but as the redemption of the chosen people. . ..

Not all national-religious Jews were territorial nationalists. Those who
were not. und they once constituted the mainstream of religious Zionism,
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viewed the return of Jews to the Lund of Isracl, whether to all the land or
only part of it. as an instrumentin the rebirth and ultimate redemption of the
Jewish people. For territorial nationalists inspired by both Rabbi Abraham
Iavaac Kook €1865-1935) first Ashkenazi chief rabbi of Palestine. and his son
Rav Zvi Yehuda, the Land of lsrael is more than an instrument. In its most
radical formulation the Land of Israel is both the object and the content of
the Jewish rebirth. According to one settler. the object is to turn “the Land
of Isracl into the sole content of Judaism and Judaism into the sole content of
the Land of Israel™ (NeAudah, 23 March 1984, p. 9).

This extreme position came to be challenged within Gush Emunim circles.
After all. what had been propounded was more than a political program, it
was theology of Judaism. The immediate response to the arrest of the ac-
cused terrorists among some YESHA spokesmen. in addition to condemna-
tion. was a measure of soul-scarching. According 1o one rabbi. the problem
may have been “that we became one sided in our values. Land of Israel
above all” (Nekudah, 25 May 1984, p. 11).

Ethnic Nationalism

Ethnic nationalism, the radical hostility 1o non-Jews, dramatically sur-
faced in 1984, It was not simply enmity toward Israel’s neighbors or even the
demand that Israel adopt a tougher stance toward PLO sympathizers within
the territories or in Israch itsell. The ethnic nationalism under consideration
mvolved hostility and prejudice toward all Arabs (less frequently toward all
non-Jews), and was expressed in a number of ways. These included rising
tensions in contacts between Arabs and Jews within Israel, increased in-
stances of Jews (including the police) indiscriminately cursing and beating
Arabs, and the growing numbers of Israeli Jews who favored restricting the
avil rights of Arabs and/or of expelling them. Very few political figures
adopted this view publicly. Its only ideological legitimacy came from reli-
gious circles, though the sentiment was by no means confined to them.

Five cighteen-year-olds, all from middle-class homes. were interviewed
on a variety of topics shortly before they commenced their military service
(Haaretz, 26 Sept. 1984, p. 7. One of them said: “Around us we hear more
and more statements like: we have to finish the Arabs. We have to kill them.
That's the style today. 1 don’t know what once was true but this is discussed
openly today.™ A second voungster confirmed this. No one. he said. is
embarrassed to say it anymore. "And when you see what's going on around
you . . . people begin to understand that this may be the best answer.”

1984 was the first time the attorney general recommended charging a
newspaper (a small Russian-language paper) with violating Israel’s law
agafnst racial incitement because of the hostility it expressed toward Arabs.
The growth of anti-Arab prejudice among Israeli Jews led a number of public
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institutions including the army and the ministry of education to combat what
is sometimes called “challenges to Israeli democracy™ and popularly re-
ferred to as Jewish racism.

Much of the public concern arosc from the election of Rabbi Meir Kahane
to the Kncesset. Kahane's party, Kach. received 1.2 percent of the popular
vole entitling it to one seat. A poll conducted a month atter the election
revealed that if the elections were held again 2.2 percent of the voters would
support Kahane. This increase. assuming the accuracy of the poll. might be
accounted for by the enormous amount of pubhcity Kahane received after
his election. It might also stem from the fact that many of his supporters did
not vote for him since they did not believe he would obtain the | percent
minimum vote necessary to secure Knesset representation. Kahane was the
only candidate openly to espouse expulsion of Israel’s Arab citizens. [is
campaign slogan “give me the power—I'll deal with them™ shocked many
Israelis but spoke to the hearts of at least a small minonty. Most of his
support came from small development towns (3.3 percent of their vote)
populated by poor Sephardic Jews. He also did well in poor urban neighbor-
hoods (2.7 percent in poor neighborhoods in Jerusalem) and in religious
moshavim {non-cooperative agricultural settlements where Kahane received
3.2 percent of the vote). Among YESHA scttlers one estimate put his pro-
portion of the vote at § percent and another at 3 percent. But most surprising
was that 2.5 percent of the soldiers balloting in army polls gave their vote 1o
Kahana.

A case could be made that none of these figures justified the furor that his
elcction provoked. His Knesset membership did provide him with a national
and even international forum and access to people and places heretofore
denied to him. But what troubled many e¢ven more was that support for
Kahane among the youth—religious youth in particular—was far stronger
than the voting returns suggested. Furthermore, many who de not support
Kahane were sympathetic to his point of view.

A trial poll of summer camp leaders in the national-religious youth move-
ment (Bnei Akiva) found that 20 percent supported Kahane (Haaretz, 10
August 1984, p. 15). The director of one of Isracl’s largest religious high
schools reported in a private conversation that up to half the student body in
his and similar institutions supported Kahane. Among a random sample of
Israelis polled in January, 1984, 53 percent objected to Jews and Arabs living
in the same building (Haaretz, 31 January 1984, p. 1). In the poll of Israch
youth cited earlier. 69 percent objected to living in the same building and 53
percent to studying in the same class with Arabs. In a Dahaf poll conducted
in July. 1984, 15 percent of the respondents favored expulsion of the Arabs in
the territorics. Among those aged eighteen to twenty-two the figure was 25
percent.

Among the fifteen- to cighteen-year-olds, 42 percent thought that the
rights of all non-Jewish citizens within Israel including the right to vote
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should be restricted. Fifty-five percent felt that Arabs in Israel should naot
huve the night to erticize the government and 48 percent that Muslims und
Chrstians shouldn™t be permitted to hold important public offices. Sixa-
IR pcrccr’xl felt that if YESHA were annexed to Isracl. Arabs Iving there
should be denied the right to vote in Knesset elections.

The youngsters were asked to identify themselves as “religious.” Ctrads-
nonul” or Usecular.” Religious youth were consistently more hostile to non-
Jews: secular youth were the least hostile. For example, 28 percent of the
religious—in contrast to 54 percent of the secular—obijected to denying non-
Jew s aimportant public office.

As has already been suggested, the batile over the legitimacy of anti-Arab
prejudice was taking place in religious circles. In September 1984 the
teachers of one religious high school felt they had to confront the behiet held
by most of their students that Jewish law permits the murder of non-Jew .
When asked by the head of the school how they differed from Navis. their
reply the reported in private conversation) was that the Nazis killed Jews in
the name of a madman whercas they will kill Arabs in the name of Jewish
law. Given the influence that religious Jews have exercised over Israchi
public life in the fast decade and a half, the conflict within religious circles
may have important conscquences.

The gencrally unstated assumption of religious Jews, particularly in Isracl,
was that the characteristic of being a Jew., and therefore of being 4 non-Jew,
was relevant to all of one’s attitudes and behavior, Hence it would be reu-
sonable to fegistate for Jews and non-Jews on a group basis. and it would
furthermore be reasonable 1o assume that non-Jews were hostile to Jewn.
Since the “Arab people as a whole declared war on the Jewish pcople who
ive in Zion they must be judged as a people™ (Nekudah, 12 December 19X3,
p- 23). Even when the argument was phrased in sccular terms it proceeded
from assumptions that are deeply rooted in the religious tradition, particu-
larly in the Isracli understanding of the tradition. This assumption is shared
by many religious leaders such as Rav Yehuda Amital who sometimes e
pressed repugnance for the specific conclusions which the ethnic nationalists
drew. The notion of permanent gentile hostility to the Jew that is also fed by
the perception of the Holocaust. and the continual reminders of the
Holocaust in Israeli culture provided an internal logic to the ethnic national-
st position which made it more persuasive to a neutral observer than man)
Israclis would care to admit. Finally. classical religious texts also provided
specific support 1o the ethnic nationalists.

An author in Nehudah, defending his argument that in accordance with
Jewish law Arabs need not be granted equal rights, noted that “Rav Kahana
looks like a sweet playtul poodle compared to Maimonides™ (13 Januan
1984, p. 14), and a sccond author cited contemporary religious authorities 10
prove that Arabs were to be treated as the biblical nation of Amalek; in other
words, wiped out (7 June 1984, pp. 32-34). Indeed, in an interview with a4
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leading rabbinicul figure among YESHA settlers who was critical of the acts
attributed Lo the accuscd Jewish terrorists. the respondent was asked: “Why
did our rabbis say "kill even the best ot the govim " The Rabbi answers that
“this was said only in time of war . . . since even someone w ho doesn’t fight
directly may help the war eftort indirectly” (Nekudah, 21 June 1984, p. 20).
Otherwise. he explained. it is forbidden to kill a non-Jew.

The summer 1984 issue of Kivunim, the quarterly Hebrew lunguage publi-
cation of the World Zionist Organization published an article by Mordecai
Nisan called “A New Approach to Isracli Arab Peace.” According to Nisan.
only Jews can determine the order of national life in the Land of Israel. “The
son of the servant [a biblical allusion to Ishmacl] doesn’t belong 10 the tribe
of Abraham™ (p. 34). Relying on Maimonides™ Mishneh Torah which is an
authoritative document for all religious Jews, the author stated that Jews
may tolerate the presence of non-Jews in the Land of lsrael as long as non-
Jews acknowledged their inferior status. Otherwise Jews will have to expel
them. “The simple meaning of the term “Land of Isrucl’ points 10 the domi-
nance of Jews in their land and there is no room for homiletics on this point”
(p. 34).

The author. a member of the Hebrew University's School for Overseas
Students. was a religious Jew. But the article’s venue. the journal of the
World Zionist Organization, testified how unexceptionable the expression of
such views had become throughout Isracli culture.

Many YESHA leaders became disturbed by the growth of ethnic national-
ism. Some Nekudah editorials were critical of Kahane and of acts of indis-
criminate violence against Arabs although the editorials invariably ended by
blaming the government for not adopting tougher measures against hostile
Arabs. The Isracli vacillation and weakness, they charged. encouraged Arab
violence. Most troubling of all, they claimed. were the regular instances of
rock-throwing by Arab youths at vchicles driven by Jews on West Bank
highways: an act that on at least one occasion resulted in the death of a
passenger. But there have also been cases of Jews who were deliberately
killed. This led settlers to believe that they must take the law into their own
hands. according to Nekudah's line of reasoning.

Territorial natioaalists who are critical of ethnic nationalists have chal-
lenged them on two grounds. One is pragmatic. Jews and Arabs can and
must. they say. live together in peace. even in the territories. The ethnic
nationalists and their acts of reprisals disturb the good refationships between
Arabs and Jews.

The second line of criticism was based on religious sources. Critics did not
advocate extending the liberties or rights of Arabs beyond what they already
had. but did oppose further restrictions of their rights. the indiscriminate
harassment of Arabs and proposals to expel them. An interesting expression
of this second line of criticism was offered by a non-observant Jew. Eliakim
Haetzni. who was both an advocate of Arab rights as well as a rather ex-
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ireme spokesman for territonal nationalism. (e had virtually urged civil
revoltaf the government should attemipt to surrender any of the West Bank.
see Nhadah, 31 Augest 1983, p. 8-9.)) According to Haetzni, the one com-
meon denominator among all the YESHA scttlers is that the Land of Israel
Pelongs 1o the people of Lsrael. He then observed that most of the condem-
astion which YESHA scttlers voiced against the accused terrorists was ther
halakhic error of “talse messianism.™ The real issue. he savs, is “thou shalt
aot murder,” Rabbis, he charges. have become indifterent Lo crimes thut
Jews commit against other Jews on a nonpolitical basis as w ell as to the
cnmes committed against Arabs. “Those who live among us and the sancuty
of their hives require a great defense on the part of the teachers of halukhu™
tNehudah, 21 June 1984 p. 23).

A realistic article on the topic of Jewish moral obligations to non-Jews
vbserved two tendencics in the tradition, one universalistic and the other
particularistic. The former taught that a Jew was obliged to help others
regardless of whether they are or are not Jewish.

In days when hollow chauvinism also raises its head in our camp, it is well
to remember that it is written [in the Bible] “and God created mann His
imuge, in the image of God he created him.™ (Nehuduh, 21 September
1984, p. 33)

One looks in vain for a forthright defense of the rights of Arubs rooted in
rehigious sources and written by a religious authority acceptable to the ter-
riorial pationalists. The ethnic nationalists relied on rehigious authontes
and brought proof-texts to prove that Arabs did not fall into the categony of
“strangers™ whom the Torah orders the Jews to protect. They were rein-
forced by religious opinions chalienging the rights of Arabs to live 1 the
Land of Israel and cited chapter and verse to justity their expulsion (for
example, T3fivah, 1 August 1984, pp. 32-35). But no less important, the spirit
of the tradition in national religious circles emphasized Jewish choseness,
Jewish uniqueness, innate Jewish virtue, which was contrasted to gentile
hostility to Jews and gentile vice.

Defense of Arab rights. by way of contrast, was often rooted in pragmatic
and apologetic arguments that by their very nature were unattractive 1o the
proud and assertive Jew in the national-religious camp. For example. Is-
racl’s first Ashkenazic chief rabbi. the widely admired Isaac Herzog ( 1888—
1959) offered just such an argument when he declared that denying freedom
of religion to Christians and Muslims would be impractical because the
United Nations would not tolerate it. Liberal statements when emanating
from religious sources have tended 1o be vague rather than specific in their
citation of text. Indeed. rabbinic defenders of the terrorists even accused
Gush Emunim of distorting Jewish law when they proclaimed that the settle-
ment of the Land of Isracl by Jews was not intended 1o deny Arabs their
nghts. It was not by accident, they noted, that Gush Emunim cited no
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sources for this assertion whereus there was abundant rehigious opinion to
the contrary (72fivah, 1 August 1984, p. 363, The Chief Rabbinical Council
was under some pressure 10 1ssue a statement condemning Kahane atter he
and his followers conducted a victory march through the Arab market in
Jerusalem shouting “Arabs out of here.” The Council’s statement did not
mention Kahane by name but did reject his program, saying that “the Torah
perspective” calls for “paths of peace and brotherhood™ in dealing with the
Arabs. Such statements may have had some public relations value but car-
ried little weight among religiously committed Jews.

Cultural Nationalism

The Knesset minutes record a fascinating debate that took place in De-
cember 1983 and January 1984 (reprinted in Nehudah, 2 March 1984, pp. 22-
31). The debate was opened by Rabbi Chaim Drukman. a leading figure
among the nationalists. He charged that the theater in Israel “assaults the
basic values of Judaism. the nation and the state.” He observed that art has a
purpose but instcad of fulfilling that purpose the theater, television, and
press disseminate pornography and material offensive to religion and harm-
ful to Israel’s sccurity. “Is everything permitted in the name of freedom of
expression?” he asked rhetorically. His answer was that everything pub-
lished or presented to the public “must be in accordance with moral and
educational standards.” Drukman’s speech was not the first in that vein over
the past year or two. Nor were all those who advocated this position neces-
sarily religious. Indeed. the most widely known accusation that artistic ex-
pression in Isracl undermined national values came from the deputy minister
of education and culture who was not herself religious.

Drukman’s speech did not go unanswered. In the course of the Knesset
debate a variety of speakers endorsed a variety of positions. Those who
challenged Drukman included some who felt that the artistic cxpressions
offensive to religion that he cited were intrinsically meritorious. Others de-
murred from the content of the art but opposed any effort at state censorship
or even. as Drukman had proposcd. the withdrawal of public funds to sup-
port the presentation of such material. No voices challenged Drukman in the
name of Jewish rather than Zionist values. The observer was left with the
impression that Zionism and humanist libertarian values were equated.
Indeed. as one author reminded his readers in Nekudah, not only did Euro-
pean humanism owe nothing to Judaism, it did not even derive its roots trom
the Judeo-Christian biblical heritage (16 April 1984, pp. 32-33), 1t was the
exclusive affirmation of Jewish or Judaic values. the exclusion of all others.
and the assumption that Jewish norms and values evolved independently of
or uninfluenced by the norms and values of other cultures that we call
cultural nationalism. According 1o the cultural nationalists only Jewish na-
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trenad culture and only its norms and values need concern members of the
Jewash nation,

OF the three strands of nationalism that we have identified. cultural
aatonalism 1s the least rooted in Israch society. Nevertheless, it was es-
tiemely important within religious circles since it served to insulate the
reitgrous nationalists against opposing arguments and defended both tet 1to-
nal and ethnic nationalism ugainst charges that they violated standards of
unn ersal morality.

In 1977 Zevulun Hammer of the NRP was appointed minister of education
in the newly formed Likud-dominated government. During his seven vears
in oftice the number of hours devoted to teaching the Jewish tradition in
nonreligious schools were substantially increased and the post of rabbi was
established in many schools. The hours devoted to studies of scientific <ub-
yexts declined. An adviser 1o Hamimer was quoted as sayving that it “we must
vut an hour from nature study or an hour from math study in order to offer
Judaism, it won’t bother me™ (Haaretz, 7 October 1984, p.- 9.

Itis difficult to judge what impact the enrichment of the Judaic curricufum
had on nonreligious students. It would be facile 1o attribute the rise in
terntorial and ethnic nationalism to this although there may be some rela-
tonship. But there is no evidence that the general public or even the
nationalist youth shared the radical sentiments of the cultural nationadists. In
the sample of fifteen-to cighteen-year-olds referred 1o carlicr, only I8 percem
wanted more hours devoted 1o Judaic studies: 23 percent wanted fewer
hours. By contrast 64 percent wanted more hours devoted to technical or
saentific subjects and only 7 percent fewer hours. On the other hand. 3}
percent wanted more Jewish history and only 14 percent less.

In fact. cultural nationalism is an almost exclusive commitment of reli-
#1ous nationalists, and not all of them echoed this cry. However, their num-
ber seemed to be growing.

The growth of cultural nationalist tendencies among religious nationalists
1 i fairly recent development. One of the distinguishing features of religious
Zionists as opposed 1o religious anti-Zionists in the past was that the former
were receptive to Western culture, affirming both its outward forms and
cyen some of its values. Even among the religious anti-Zionists. the German
school of neo-orthodoxy affirmed the value of Western civilization and the
possibility of religious Jews benefiting from its fruits.

Of course, Western culture today—and the values it projects—is not the
Western culture of one hundred or even fifty vears ago. Second. the mass
media. television in particular, have disseminated popular rather than high
culture, whereas it is the latter rather than the former which religious Jews
aftirmed. Third, the Holocaust experience as interpreted by Israeli society
has been an important factor in encouraging cultural insulation among reli-
gious Jews. A favorite argument of cultural nationalists has been to point to
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the behavior of the Nazis as the natural product of political isolation which
Israeli nationalists feel. has fed them to reject not only the political and
moral criticism leveled against them but the cultural basts upgn which such
criticism rests.

The intensification of Judaic studies and the rejection of non-Judaic cul-
ture has been espectally pronounced 1n the national-rehigious school system
in the last few vears. With the encouragement of the Ministry of Education,
a new network of religious schools, Noam. has emerged. Noam is critical of
the national-religious school system because it accepts pupils from nonreligi-
ous homes and refuses in some cases 1o separate boys and girls in the
classroom but primarily because, Noam charges. the system devotes too
little emphasis to Torah studies, too much to gencral studies. The founders
of the Noam schools are close to Gush Emunim and instill tn their pupils the
notion that Jewish standards and Jewish ethics and morality are the only
standards by which they or Isracl can be judged. Although an organization
has been formed within national-religious circles called Neemaunet Torah
V' Avoda (The Faithful to Torah and Labor) to counter this idcology and the
creation of much such schools, Noam has influenced the established na-
tional-religious school system even as it created its own competing network
of schools. One principal of a religious high school noted that the belief
among his students that cheating on such “unimportant’ subjects as math is
appropriate since this is not a Jewish subject (Haarerz, 7 October 1984, p. 9).

According to Rav Yaacov Filber, a central personality for the leaders of
Noam, Jews are enjoined to maintain themselves in isolation from other
peoples. “We are commanded to raise barriers and not to destroy barriers”
(Hatzofe. 26 September 1984, p. [7). Foreign culture is a particular anathema
when its standards are used to criticize the territorial or ¢thnic nationalists.
“Betwecn the Torah of Israel and atheist humanism there is no connection.”™
There is no place in Judaism, says an author, “for a humanistic attitude n
determining responses to hostile behavior of the Arab population™ (from an
article in Nekudah, 9 March 1982 cited in Haarerz, 11 May 1984, p. 15).
“Jewish national morality,” says another YESHA settler, “1s distinct from
universal morality.” Notions of universal or absolute justice "may be good
for Finland or Australia but not here. not with us™ (quoted in Haaretz, 24
May 1984, p. 7).

One standard that Jewish morality does not include is democracy. at feast
according 1o one of the heroines of the YESHA settlers. Democracy is “a
ritual that is of value for Gentiles . . ." (from an interview with Miriam
Levinger in Haaretz, 16 September 1984, p. 2).

As we already noted. the denigration of non-Jewish culture. the exclusive
concern with norms and values that emerge out of the Jewish tradition is a
commitment which the cultural nationalists share with non-Ziomist religious
elements. Where the cultural nationalists part company with them is in the
assumption that the true. authentic, legitimate Jewish culture can only flour-
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~hor s only properiy comprehended in the Land of Isracl, By implication.
meretore. even the Jewish tradition in galuy (Diaspora: literally, cxiley 1
womehow flaved.

A detter in Nehudah from the wife of an accused terrorist asked w hy
eversonc. including YESHA sctilers. does not recognize the merit of what
the terrorists did. Her answer was that . . . only a few have as vet sugc-
ceeded in freeing themselves from the two thousand vear old galut tfear of
“what will the goyim say™ . . . (21 September 1954) p. 2). The charges
reached their ultimate—though logical enough—conctusion in a biographical
shetch written by one accused terrorist of another. Rav Dan Beeri., Beeriisva
pruselyie and the writer suggested that Beeri's non-Jewish origins “alfowed
him to absorb the Jewish system without the complexes of the palu:”
t.NeRudah, 19 August 1984, p. 29).

The three strands of Jewish nationalism that have been identified scem 1o
denve from very disparate sources, The first modern territorial nationulisi~
were the revisionists, a militant secular Zionist party trom which Herut
c¢merged. The revisionists maintained Jewish rights 10 both sides of the
Jordan river and affirmed the necessity for developing a martial spirit among
Jews. But they also believed that despite the national conflict of interest
between Jews and Arabs, Jews must respect their opponents and mctivu-
lously honor their civil liberties within a Jewish state. Culturally, under the
leadership of Zeev Jubotinsky the revisionists were among the most ¢os-
mopohitan of the Zionist partics.

The archetypal ethnic nationalists were the Isracli lower classes. typicalhy
Sephardic. living in urban slums and development towns. It was the seement
of the population among whom Kahane campaigned most intensety. Theyv
did not settle in the territories and there was some question as 1o how
welcome they would be if they sought to do so. They had no particular
territorial commitments nor did they harbor an antagonism to foreign cul-
ture. On the contrary. they were stercotypically the mujor consumers of the
homogencous mass culture purveyed by television and video-tape. Their
letsure time was more likely to be devoted to sporting events than to study of
sacred texts with which they had little familiarity.

Cultural pationalism defined as an exclusive concern with Jewish culture
and rejection of anything of gentile origin derived from that segment of
Judaism which rejected modernity and Zionism. It flourished in sections of
Jerusulem and Bnei Brak, among the "Community of the Pious™ 10 whom
even Agudat Israel was suspect for the intensity of its dealings with the State
of Israel. It harbored no love for non-Jews but its major antagonists, those
against whom it displuayed most marked hostility, were secular Jews.

These three strands of Jewish nationalism have yet to become fully
merged ideologically. They do not speak to a single constituency of an
significant proportion. They are most firmly anchored in three difterent seg-
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ments of Isracli socicty. The most vigorous exponents of one strand include
those who are indiftferent and sometimes even hostile to the others. But, as
we have seen. there are signs of their convergence. Their legitimation and
ideological expression is rooted in a new conception of religious nationalism
that owes its inteliectual foundations to the teachings of the late Rabbi
Abraham Isaac Kook. first Ashkenazic chief rubbi of Palestine. but primarily
to his son Rav Zvi Yehuda Kook. This idecology has not gone unchallenged in
religious Zionist circles. Organizations such as Oz V'shalom (Strength and
Peace) and Netivot Shalom {Paths of Pcace) arc two national-religious or-
ganizations founded to combat the ultra-religious nationalists. But the latter
organizations are weak. They have had an abundance of support from distin-
guished religious academicians but lacked the support of outstanding rabbin-
ical figures essential for the success of any religious organization. Chauvinist
nationalism seemed to be gaining influence within the country as a whole and
within religious-Zionist circles in particular. Should the trends finally con-
verge and a firm constituency develop for their spokesmen, heightened ten-
ston 1 Israel may be expected in the coming years.

Notes

1 The questionnaire was designed on the data collected by Mina Zemach. director of the
{2ahaf Rescarch Institute for the Van Leer Instituie and the youth magazine Hamizan. 1 am
indebted to Dr. Zemach, who made the data available to me. and 10 Shlomit Canaan. editor of
H..»iezan, who permitied the early release of the figures 1o me.

2 Amos Oz, Inthe Land of Israel (Huntington, N.Y.: Fontana. 1983), pp. 114-15.

3OYESHA s anacronym for the Hebrew names of the territories Yehuda, Shomron and Aza.
The word vevha also means salvation. In the remainder of the essiay we will use the terms
YESHA Wesr Bunk or just the word territories as synonvmots terms lo refer to that area
vaptured by Isriel in the Six-Day War, still under Israch military occupation, but not annexed to
the state, as for example East Jerusalem or Ramat Hagolan were annexed. There is no value-
neutral term for thas area in Hebrew. Arabs call it “the occupied territory™: Jewish settlers
orefer the term YESHA and consider even “West Bank™ or “territory™ as indicating hostility.

4. Arabs who hive in the territories are not citizens of Israel. They are subject to military rule.



