                              After the Nightmare

The only solution to Arab terrorism is the complete separation between Israel and the territories


- Prime Minister Yitzchak Rabin, 22 January 1995

             at the site of the Bet Lid terror attack in which                         
eighteen Israelis were killed

T

he dynamic series of events that have occurred since the signing of the Declaration of Principle (DOP) between Israel and the terrorist brotherhood called the Palestine Liberation Organization has accelerated a process that has been underway in Israel since the Yom Kippur War. It is what the kabbalists call “destruction of the vessels.” That is, the conventional wisdoms previously considered true and immutable have come into question and are even being denied. Political positions, historical myths, national heroes, and policy taboos which were once thought to be inviolate have fallen by the wayside. The philosophical and ideological ground upon which the Zionist enterprise known as the State of Israel is based, once considered solid and unquestioned, has undergone an earthquake.

Assuming that the present political leadership does not bring a military catastrophe upon the state - in which case the concepts discussed in this essay will be, at best, of academic interest only to future historians - it may be possible to emerge from the present crisis of uncertainty with a realistic working definition of the state upon which the future can be built. For Israel is unique in that it is the only nation in the world with undefined borders (we live within cease fire lines inherited from previous wars); with a population mainly composed of Jews but which has not developed a domestic, authentic Jewish culture; with a large Arab minority which is increasing both in numbers and in animosity toward the state; and with a Proclamation of Independence that contains egregious inherent contradictions that must be resolved if we are to have a meaningful future that reflects the hopes and prayers of the Jewish People.

Writing in 1920, Berl Katsnelson, a theoretician of the Hebrew labor movement in Palestine stated:

“We are in a period wherein we are engaged only on constructing the frame of the building. Our thoughts have not yet turned to furnishing the house, to its interior decoration. We are expending the greatest efforts to make the frame strong and spacious so that it will be able to accommodate all those who wish to come in. We ourselves do not yet know how to enjoy living in the building. We have not known such an edifice since the Babylonian captivity. We do not yet have the leisure for profound spiritual life. But the time will come. Someday there will be  many Jews in the country and they will give us no rest.. What’s made light of today because of hard labor and dulled spirits will become a cause of great spiritual stress for those who come after us. And as we now struggle with questions of Hebrew labor, in time to come they will struggle with questions of our cultural fate.”

The dynamics set into motion by the election of the present government in 1992 have shown beyond a doubt that the struggle for our cultural fate is fully underway. Although it will probably not be resolved in the immediate future, particularly since contests of this nature are dynamic and continuous, the direction that it takes in the next few years will be critical since our physical survival will be determined by the manner in which we view ourselves.

The War of Independence was the first necessary step in creating the physical vehicle for Jewish sovereignty in that it established a polity under Jewish auspices in (at least a portion of ) our ancient homeland. The Six Day War placed our ancient patrimony in our hands for the first time after a dispersion of almost two millennia, a feat unknown in the history of any nation. We are now struggling to answer the important questions of who and what we are, the meaning of the “Jewish” state, the relationship with both the Diaspora and the Arab and Moslem world surrounding us, the continuity of our tradition, and our responsibilities for the future.

This, incidentally, is not unusual in modern history since similar situations have occurred in other nations when historic discontinuity occurred.  This happened at the time of the French Revolution when an attempt was made to make a complete break with the past and to redefine the character of the society.  Again, the United States attained its independence from Great Britain in 1776 but continued the struggle for fundamental self definition for almost a century including a bloody civil war costing more casualties than any foreign war in its history. The United States had the luxury, after 1812, of working out its problems in isolation from Europe and foreign interference. Israel, on the other hand, is undergoing the throes of self definition while facing daily threats to its very physical existence and to the safety and security of its people. And the manner by which we define ourselves will, among other things, directly affect our security situation and our future.

There are a multitude of factors that must be identified and resolved in formulating the identity of the Jewish state. 

In this essay, I wish to isolate and address only one issue - the contradictions in the Proclamation of the State - that is, the conflict between the Jewishness of the state and its identity as the state of all  of its citizens. 

This touches upon the relationship between Israel and the Arabs including those living both inside and outside the present boundaries of the state. In order to properly do this, it is first necessary to clarify several related background issues that have serious bearing on the nature of the problem and the options for solution. Much has been written on the subjects presented here and, for brevity, they will be discussed only in their essence.

I wish to make it clear at the outset that one of the conclusions arrived at herein is that the citizenship status of the Arabs presently living within the boundaries of the state must be modified. I am not unaware that an idea of this kind may offend the sensibilities of some readers, but I ask that judgment be withheld until the entire argument is presented.

                             The Problem

Simply stated, the Proclamation of the State of Israel contains a contradiction that must be resolved or the Jewish state has no future. The Proclamation declares that Israel will be the Jewish state and the creation of the State of Israel 

“ will ensure complete equality of social and political rights of its inhabitants irrespective of religion, race or sex...” and includes an appeal “to the Arab inhabitants...to participate in the upbuilding of the state on the basis of full and equal citizenship.”

The founders of Israel were apparently under the illusion that the creation of a Jewish political entity would result in and influx of Jews from all over the world and that there would always be an overwhelming Jewish majority. This has not come about and since, in a democracy, minorities can become majorities or significantly large enough to decide on the character of the state, the continuance of  Israel as a Jewish state with all that this implies (e.g., Law of Return) is presently very much in doubt.

In his first  inaugural address, Abraham Lincoln noted that “it is safe to assert that no government...ever had a provision in its organic law for its own termination.” It is thus reasonable to interpret Israel’s founding document by ascertaining the intention of its authors. It can be assumed that, based upon the religio-nationalistic nature of the Jewish People and the particular suffering that has been its fate over the centuries, the primary and only purpose was to establish a state for the Jews. All other aims are, at best, secondary and even tertiary; the founders included liberals, socialists and religious, all of whom had a different vision of the character of the state. But on one thing they all agreed - it was to be a state by and for the Jews.

This basic goal has come under attack from several sources. These include the growing Arab minority and its supporters on the left wing of Israel’s political spectrum who envision a bi-national state (which will eventually become an Arab state by sheer numbers) under the guise of the seemingly innocuous slogan of a “state for its citizens.” This goal is being abetted by a particularly activist judiciary personified by Mr. Justice Barak who stated that “our might is in...our steadfastness to democratic principles...Security is not an end in itself. Security is a means. The end is the democratic regime, which is the regime of the people which realizes individual liberties.”

Thus, the problem is to resolve the contradiction between the Jewishness of the state and its democratic nature.

         The Nature of the Arab- Jewish Conflict

The relationship of the growing Arab minority in Israel to the state is defined by the Arab self-image and the manner by which this minority relates to the surrounding Arab/Moslem world. Thus, in order to clarify the real nature of what is commonly called the Arab-Israel problem, it is necessary to place it in the proper historic and geopolitical perspective.

Nagib Azoury, an Christian Arab nationalist, wrote in his book The Awakening of the Arab Nation (1905):

“Two important phenomena of the same nature but nevertheless opposed which have not yet attracted attention manifest themselves at this time in Asiatic Turkey. They are the awakening of the Arab nation and the latent efforts of the Jews to reconstitute the ancient monarchy of Israel on a very large scale. These two movements are destined to fight each other until one prevails over the other. Upon the final outcome of that battle between these two peoples representing opposing principles, the fate of the entire world depends.”

In 1994, two leading spokesmen for the Moslem position made typical statements indicating that absolutely nothing has changed since Azoury’s prescient remarks almost a century ago. Ibrahim Ghawshal, head of Hamas in Jordan said:

“We think that the conflict between Arabs and Jews, between Muslims and Jews, is a cultural conflict that will continue to rage throughout all time.”

Sayyid Muhammed Husayn Fadlallah, spiritual head of Hisballah in Lebanon noted that:

“the struggle against the Jews in which Muslims are engaged is a continuation of the old struggle of the Muslims against the Jews’ conspiracy against Islam. Israel is not merely a group that established a state at the expense of a people. It is a group which wants to establish Jewish culture at the expense of Arab culture.”

The realistic Jewish response to the Arab attitude was expressed pithily by Arthur Ruppin, a Zionist leader, in 1936:

 “The Arabs do not agree to our venture. If we want to continue our work in Eretz Israel against their desires, there is no alternative but that lives will be lost. It is our destiny to be in a continual state of warfare with the Arabs. This situation may well be undesirable but such is the reality.”

Thus, Arab hostility to Israel is not based upon any action or inaction on the part of the Jewish state. It is fundamental to the Arab/Moslem belief and self image. As such, it does not lend itself to the types of conflict resolution that are so favored by the Western world.

This is extremely difficult for the Western secular and rationalist world to accept since it finds it almost impossible to posit spiritual passions as independent primary forces in history. Yet they can be and in the Middle East, unfortunately, they actually are. 

       Semantic Infiltration and Antonio Gramsci

Another factor which has worked to the disadvantage of Israel and which deserves note in the context of this paper, is a phenomenon that Senator Patrick Moynihan named “semantic infiltration”. Semantic infiltration is the repetitive use of specific words to establish mind-sets. In the case of the Arab-Israel conflict the primary terms are:

(a) “Palestinians” to refer only to Arabs living in the area that was formerly the British Mandate. This gives the impression that these Arabs are native to the area while everyone else is an outsider or usurper. This disregards the fact that most of the Arabs living here came after the beginning of Jewish resettlement at the end of the nineteenth century in order to take advantage of the job opportunities as well as the improved health facilities that the Jews established. It also ignores the fact that during World War II, more than 95% of the personnel in the Palestine Brigade of the British army were Jews. The Arabs either were neutral or pro-Axis under the leadership of the notorious Mufti of Jerusalem, Haj Amin El Husseini.

(b) “West Bank” of “territories” to refer to that part of western Palestine historically called Judea and Samaria and illegally annexed by Jordan’s King Abdullah in 1951. Only Pakistan and Great Britain recognized this annexation. The term “territories” (as this area is commonly called by Israel’s media) gives the impression of some foreign land holdings in which the mother country has an interest (such as Great Britain’s Falkland Islands) rather than the heart of the historic homeland which is adjacent to the present boundaries of the state and include all our historic and biblical sites that have been the source of our prayers and yearnings for several millennia. The addition of the modifiers “conquered”, “captured”, ”administered” and “occupied” give the further impression that the Jewish People are alien to this region and their possession of it is somehow illegal or immoral. This obscures the fact that there was no legitimate government in this area in 1947 (i.e., no sovereign) and it has been argued by international law experts that this is mandated territory awaiting final resolution and the Jewish People have the strongest, if not the sole, claim to it.

(c)  “Refugees” to refer only to the approximately 450,000 Arabs  who left willingly or were forced out of the territory that became Israel in 1948-49. This ignores the 800,000 Jews who left Arab countries voluntarily or under coercion at the same time and were resettled in Israel. What happened, in fact, was a population exchange in which one side welcomed its brothers and integrated them into the new state. The other party chose to keep its brethren in abominable conditions for two generations in order to use them as a political tool against Israel. Of the millions of refugees that have appeared on the international scene since the end of World War II, the Arabs of the former British Mandate are the longest festering sore on the conscience of the world - and their suffering has been cynically extended by Arab leadership.

(d) “Settlements are an obstacle to peace” to refer to those Jewish communities built on the land that came under Israeli control in 1967. This slogan disregards the century long Arab hostility to Jewish settlement in any part of mandated Palestine and, in particular, completely ignores the fact that the terrorist group called the Palestine Liberation Organization was founded in 1964, almost a decade before the first settlement was built. It also avoids the fact that almost a million Arabs now living in Israel within the 1949 boundaries are citizens. It makes no sense for Arab towns within the 1949 armistice lines to be considered a normal phenomenon while Jewish towns in an area which the Arabs wish to become part of their state to be unnatural. What sort of peace would exist between Canada and the United States if neither allowed citizens of the other country to live within their borders?

(e) Of all the terms that have become part of the conventional wisdom in an incorrect form, the most abused is “transfer.” The concept of transfer to separate hostile populations and reduce bloodshed has been an accepted, and even honored, solution to many of the conflicts of this century. The first major use of population exchange was to resolve the Greco-Turkish conflict early in this century for which the author was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize.
 Subsequent applications of this method which received the approbation of world opinion have involved massive population movements particularly in Europe after World War II and in the Indian subcontinent in the late Forties. The Israeli Left, which made this term one of revulsion when applied to Arabs, found itself in a dilemma when it wished to apply it to Jews, so creative synonyms were coined which sound (to them) more palatable such as “removal” or “elimination” of settlements.
 However, regardless of the name, the underlying idea is the same - to interchange populations in order to eliminate friction and bloodshed.

In addition to semantic infiltration, there is another insidious phenomenon which has been occurring in many Western countries. In the early 1900s, an obscure Italian communist by the name of Antonio Gramsci theorized that in order for an idea to be victorious it is necessary to control the way that the whole society thinks about its problems. His theory was that it was necessary to capture the institutions that define the cultural values - the arts, the press, the entertainment industry, the schools, universities and libraries - and this would enable control of the language and framework of public debate and influence the way that people think about their problems.

During the last several decades, the major cultural institutions in Israel have increasingly reflected the humanistic, universalist and liberal beliefs of those who set the standards by which these institutions operate. Aharon Megged, an Israeli author and self-identified Leftist - but apparently an intellectually honest person - has made the first open challenges to those, especially in academia, the arts and the media, who have contributed to an undermining of Israelis’ belief in the justice of their own cause at a time when the very existence of the state is threatened. These forces have used manipulative means to censor, ridicule, and delegitimize those who disagree with them. Yosef Goell, writing in the Jerusalem Post states that

“the main danger comes not from the academics but from the media, the popular disseminators of ideas. A country that is still very much a mobilized society has a right to expect its communications media to mobilize in support of its broadly shared public goals. A country that is still under siege has a right to expect that the people who set the tone in its media will not adopt a stance of seeming objectivity between themselves and the enemy - certainly not one which openly supports the enemy. Regrettably, this has only too often been the case on Israel TV and in some of our newspapers.”

Television, in particular, by incessant imagery defines the common culture and establishes the language and character of public debate. And control of debate  leads inexorably to control of the results. Other than the fact that some programs are in Hebrew - the bulk of television broadcasting is either imported programs or imitations of foreign ideas - one cannot, by watching the major channels which are state operated or under nominal state control, easily conclude that Israel is a state of an ancient people with its own history and culture. The private cable channels are much worse in this regard.

 This situation is exacerbated by the fact that the news media and the government are intertwined in a vicious circle of mutual manipulation, mythmaking and self interest.
 Journalists need crises to dramatize news and government officials need to appear to be responding to crises. Too often, the crises are merely fabrications. The media and the government have become so ensnared in a symbiotic web of lies that the news media are unable or unwilling to tell the public what is true. The media and the government have created a charade that serves their own interests but misleads the public. There has thus emerged a culture of lying in which government officials seek to enlist the powers of journalism in support of their goals, and journalists seek to co-opt public officials into their efforts to find and cover stories of crisis and emergency response.
 A case in point was the week before the signing of the Oslo 2 agreement between Israel and the Arafat terrorist organization.  An agreement which will affect the future of the state and its inhabitants was treated by the media with all the seriousness of a soap opera or  serialized cliffhanger action story in order to ensure maximum viewership. At the same time, the participants were able to create media images of serious and tough negotiations in which the interests of the parties were fought for vigorously. The resultant agreement in which Israel waived its security and its rights to its historic homeland showed how false this impression really was.

                              Democracy

The appellation democracy is probably one of the most abused terms extant today. It is used by all those who wish to defend, rationalize or justify any political act that they are undertaking. However, the expression has a very simple meaning. It is based on two Greek words: demos meaning “people” and kratos meaning “power or authority.” A democracy is simply a system of government in which the governed have some say in how they are governed.

Let me make it clear: there are no democratic values. There are only rules and regulations by which democracies operate and they are all different depending upon the culture and the history of the particular democratic nation. The United States formally (although not actually) separates religion and state while in England the constitutional monarch is also the head of the official church. The United States president is elected by an Electoral College which, to a large extent, makes little sense since it can distort the will of the majority (and has indeed done so in the past) yet it is an accepted and honored feature of the American system.  

The value system with which the populace is imbued will determine the success or failure of the democracy. The Weimar Republic  had one of the most liberal constitutions of modern times and under it Hitler was democratically elected.

In the United States, a system of government predicated on checks and balances was instituted but those who controlled the levers of power were expected to be endowed with a character that would ensure that the system operated properly. The writings and public statements of the American Founding Fathers demonstrate that they eschewed undefined phrases such as the now commonly used “democratic values”. As serious students of history, they feared uncontrolled democracy and the tyranny of the majority. They believed that the function of government is limited to governing, and that the building of character and spirit had to be based on sources other that the state institutions. A democratic system of government will only work if the people have learned their morals and obtained their values elsewhere. 

Who was to supply the necessary character building? The source, which may come as a shock to avowed secularists, was religious belief. Although there was to be no state religion, each person had a duty to worship G-d according to the dictates of his own conscience. The Founding Fathers saw no contradiction between opposition to an official state religion and aversion to a secular society. Hundreds of statements by America’s founders attest to this opinion. For example, George Washington’s Farewell Address, famed for preaching the avoidance of “entangling foreign alliances”, contains the following pertinent passage: ”Of all the dispositions and habits which lead to political prosperity, religion and morality are indispensable supports...Let it simply be asked where is the security for property, for reputation, for life, if the sense of religious obligation desert the oaths which are the instruments of investigation in the courts of justice. And let us with caution indulge the supposition that morality can be maintained without religion... reason and experience both forbid us to expect that national morality can prevail in exclusion of religious principle.” The man who became the first U.S.President looked at religion from a political viewpoint.  From this perspective, he saw reason to doubt that a civil society founded on the rights of man or on undefined and relativistic humanistic principles could sustain itself without the extraneous support provided by religious belief.

Alexis de Tocqueville, an astute observer of American democracy, goes so far as to claim that this view was embraced by all Americans. In his classic Democracy in America he wrote, “Indeed, it is in this same point of view that the inhabitants of the United States look upon religious belief. I do not know whether all Americans have a sincere faith in their religion - for who can search the human heart - but I am certain that they hold it to be indispensable to the maintenance of republican institutions. This opinion is not particular to a class of citizens or to a party, but it belongs to the whole nation and to every rank of society.” Interestingly, American history has never given Tom Paine, whose writings were instrumental in inspiring the American Revolution, a place in the pantheon of the Founding Fathers. Paine’s outspokenly atheistic beliefs disqualified him.

Democracy is thus not a system for teaching morals. It is a system for governing. The American Founding Fathers understood this quite well and were adamant in stating that the Constitution would work only in the context of a moral society. In the context of their time and situation, this meant that what later was to become known as the “Judeo-Christian heritage” was to be the framework within which representative government could successfully function. Israel, as a democracy, must reflect the fact that the state is a project of the Jewish People and, as such, must be constructed upon a value system that is consistent with this fact.

              Peoplehood and Gemeinschaften

Since Israel is a project of the Jewish People, the concept of peoplehood should be examined and understood.

“The People” has two primary meanings. When we speak of popular sovereignty, we must know whether we are referring to the people as voters, or about The People as a community of the entire living population with their predecessors and successors as an historic corporate entity

It is often assumed, but without warrant, that the opinion of the people as voters can be treated as the expression of the interests of The People as an historic community. One of the crucial problems of modern democracy and representative government arises from the fact that this assumption is false. The voters cannot be relied upon to represent The People. The opinions of voters in elections are not to be accepted unquestionably as  true judgments of the vital interests of the community. A prevailing plurality of voters is not The People. There is a school of political thought that claims that the interests of the community is the sum of the interests of the several members who compose it at any instant of time. This sounds reasonable but it is patently incorrect. For the community is never the same even from one hour to the next. New members of the community are being born and old members are dying. The community is thus not the aggregate of living persons. The community is the stream of individuals, the connected generations of changing persons who comprise The People as a corporation, an entity which lives on while individuals come into it and leave it.

Thus, the interests of the community - The People - is not identical with that of those individuals of whom it is comprised at any particular moment. It is also the interests of those of whom it will be composed generation after generation. That is why young men die in battle for the sake of their country and old men plant trees under which they will never sit.

The question, therefore, is how and by whom the interest of an invisible community over the long span of time is represented in the practical work of governing a modern state. The question is even more salient in the case of the Jewish People which exists not only over time but also over space since modern political Zionism is the result of the faith of tens of generations and the State of Israel is the physical corporate headquarters of a dispersed people. The State is the repository of the longings, faith, and hope of both the past and the future. This is a responsibility that is not to be taken lightly and certainly not to be considered the mandate of a happenstance majority. The interest of the  Jewish People is mixed with, and is often at odds with, the private and special interests of that portion of it that lives in the State of Israel. Further, not all of the citizens of the State are Jews with the corresponding kinship and emotional affinity with world Jewry, past and present.

To elaborate: sociologists, who are fond of taxonomy, have classified social groupings as gesellschaften and gemeinschaften. A gesellshaft is a group whose membership is essentially voluntary and one can enter and leave at will. An incorporated firm, for example, is a gesellschaft that one joins by purchasing stocks and leaves by selling them. A gemeinschaft, on the other hand, is a group whose membership is much tighter and defined in such a way that there is no real option for leaving. A family, for example, is primarily a gemeinschaft. A father and son may not get along with each other but the father/son relationship is a fact that cannot be denied. In-laws, on the other hand, can opt out by divorce. The lines are not clear cut and this writer does not arrogate to himself the mantle of an expert on these definitions. Suffice it to say, in general, that a gemeinschaft is a grouping that one is, or feels, bound to beyond the possibility of opting out.

The question then is how to define nationality on these terms. An American citizen can, for example, renounce his citizenship. On the other hand, there are Americans who feel so closely bound that they are willing to die for their country. So the group classification based on nationality may be a function of both the individual and his relationship to the group to which he belongs as well as the manner by which the group defines its relationship to him. The Jewish People, until the Emancipation, looked upon itself as a gemeinschaft and this is reflected in Jewish law (halacha) and certainly in Jewish history. One can, perhaps, go further and say that, particularly in the case of Jews, the relationship to the group is affected by the way outsiders see them. Hitler, for example, saw the Jews as a gemeinschaft regardless of how the individual Jew looked upon himself.
The Arabs look upon themselves as a gemeinschaft. That is, they see the Arab world as an integral unity regardless of the internal differences among themselves. In particular, they feel united as an entity against the non-Arab world. The Arabs who live in Israel consider themselves part of the Palestinian people who happen to hold Israeli citizenship. Their basic loyalty, as has been proclaimed repeatedly recently by their leadership is “to their Arab brethren”. The word brethren here is the key phrase defining where the really basic, gut loyalty lies.

Thus, in addition to the religious aspect of the problem as described previously, the issue is complicated by the fact that this is also a struggle between two gemeinschaften whose members live both in and outside of Israel. To state it somewhat differently, as far as the state is concerned there is a deep-seated,  mortal conflict between two constituencies, both of which have  two components - one with voting rights in Israel and one without them.

Conor Cruise O’Brien
 notes that from the time of the State’s foundation, Israeli leaders, especially Ben-Gurion, viewed the Arabs in Israel as a potential fifth column. He told comrades that “we cannot be guided by subversion that the Arab minority has not engaged in. We must be guided by what they might have done if they had been given the chance.” Professor Rafi Israeli states that “the Arabs of Israel, whose national loyalty to their people is beyond doubt, stand in the front line of the all-Arab effort to overwhelm the Zionist polity”. Israeli frankly advocates disenfranchisement of most Arabs in Israel. Professor Yehoshua  Porath has stated that “a day will come when it will be difficult to maintain the character of Israel as a Jewish State by democratic means.” 

Dr. O’Brien concludes his review of the subject by stating that 

“The Jewish State has its logic and the siege of that State [by the Arabs] has its logic. The Arab population of Israel constitutes that part of the besieging forces which is actually installed inside the citadel. It seems unlikely that the besieged will ever allow the resident section of the besiegers a decisive say in the conduct of the defense of Israel.”

There is no other conflict in the world which contains these complicated and potentially explosive components. 



The Situation Today                                         

The government of Israel in 1995 rests upon Arab votes and is using them to weaken Israel militarily, increase vulnerability to terrorism and to dismantle the Jewish state and create a terrorist state in the historic heartland of the Jewish People. The government claims that it is based upon a democratic system and thus can do as it likes as long as a majority cannot be gathered to counter his coalition. But his support is based on the votes of the gemeinschaft that wishes to see the termination of the Jewish State. Arab Knesset Member Daroushe admitted
 that he took orders from Yassar Arafat not to support a non-confidence motion that would bring down the government. There is also ample evidence that funds from outside sources, including the terrorist organizations, are being funneled into the Israeli Arab community for both political as well as other activities aimed at undermining the Jewish state. The presence of an Arab Knesset member at a terrorist rally in Gaza at which the destruction of Israel was called for and the fact that an Arab Israeli citizen is the advisor to the head of the PLO is indicative of the trend in the entire community. This simply cannot be allowed as it is in contradiction to the reason for the founding of the state and its position as the project of the Jewish People. At this point and under the pressure of rapidly occurring events  nothing can be done other than to let the events take their course and hope
 that the state will survive and that this nightmare will end. If it does, then it is obvious that changes are required in the electoral system in order to prevent this kind of crises from recurring.

The simplest solution is to alter the citizenship rights of the Arabs so that they can never again endanger the state by means of the ballot. This does not mean, of course, that they should have no rights. Their rights should be so defined that they have say in local issues but not in national ones. Those purists who will claim that this smacks of “second class” citizenship, should be reminded that every nation and often every subsection of the same nation define varying qualifying criteria as well as  rights and responsibilities of citizenship. The qualifying parameters can typically include age, literacy and domicile requirements and the rights vary. 

Again taking the United States as an example since it is one of the most successful and imitated systems of representative government: residents of American Samoa are U.S. nationals with all the obligations thereof, they elect a delegate to the House of Representatives in Washington who has a voice but no vote except in committees and they have no vote for President; the same is true for Guam and the Virgin Islands; inhabitants of the Commonwealth of the North Mariana Islands are full citizens with no representation in Washington and no vote for President; Puerto Rico (with a population of 3.5 million) is also represented by a non-voting delegate  in the House of Representatives, has no vote in national elections but, oddly, Puerto Ricans can vote in national primaries.

A review of the citizenship rights and obligations of every nation will show that there are gradations, even oddities, based on local conditions and needs.
 Israel need not and must not be an exception to this principle. On the contrary, as a nation whose very existence is denied by its neighbors and a portion of its own citizenry, we have a special obligation to ensure that democracy is not a tool to destroy us. At present we are going through a period where that possibility is quite real. 

The use of the pejorative “second class” citizen runs against the grain of liberal thinkers. However, the semantic issue is a false one. It can be seen that in almost all representative societies there are different classes of citizenship, not necessarily higher or lower but rather applicable to different realities. Further, without being cynical, it can be argued that Jews in Israel are “second class” citizens since they are required, for example, to serve in the military for many years while Arabs are free from this particular obligation of citizenship. The point is neither unreasonable nor unheard of for various types of citizenships to exist in the same society.  Besides, whatever form of citizenship that would be appropriate for the Arabs in Israel, they would be infinitely better off than in the twenty two countries of the Arab League where there are no free elections for the state’s executive positions. Neither Mubarak in Egypt, Assad in Syria, Gaddafi in Libya, Hussein in Iraq, to name a few, was chosen in anything other than a travesty of the word “election.”

In every democratic society a tension exists not only between the rights of the individual and the rights of the public as a collective of individuals, but also between individual rights and those of the society as an organized entity based upon a creed. All free societies struggle with this tension which is patently evident even without resorting to the words of Thomas Jefferson: “To lose our country by a scrupulous adherence to written law would be to lose the law itself with life, liberty, property...thus absurdedly sacrificing the ends to the means.” The written law in Israel must be changed to express exactly who we are and what our state is all about.

In summary, the Arab minority in Israel is a real problem that affects our very existence with concomitant effects upon world Jewry.  One of the most humane ways to resolve it is to restrict the Arab voting strength in a manner that allows the individual Arab certain basic freedoms while denying him the capability to use the ballot to destroy the state. As Jews, we must choose a path that fulfills our obligations to the stranger within our midst - on the condition that his actions do not endanger us - without compromising our obligations to our People, our past and our future. To do otherwise would be a betrayal of the trust that has been placed in our hands by the G-d of history.
� Professor Izhak Englard, The Faculty of Law, Hebrew University, writes “I qualify the State of Israel as a secular state, since the political government does not consider itself to be charged with a specific religious mission. Its aim is not the realization of the religiously defined ultimate purpose of human existence, but the achievement of worldly welfare, in its broadest sense, of its citizens. As a liberal state, its objective is the maintenance of public order so as to enable the individual to pursue his striving for personal fulfillment.” [Israel Law Review, Vol.28, No4,1994]


�The fact that the Peace Prize subsequently was awarded to two aging Israeli politicians and an Arab terrorist for a questionable, incomplete peace effort should not denigrate the value that the prize once had.


� The latest creative definition to describe removal of Jews is “desettlement”, coined by Susan Hattis Rolef, a leftist political scientist opposed to transfer of Arabs but in favor of doing the identical thing to Jews (Jerusalem Post, 2 October, 1995)


� In this respect it should be noted that for several years the Government controlled radio and TV have studiously ignored the anniversary of the Six Day War, the greatest victory of Jewish arms in almost two millennia, since the Left viewed it as a war of conquest rather than of salvation.


�Another example, a glance at the list of faculty members of Koteret, the communications school associated with Tel Aviv University, shows that the teaching staff is composed in its entirety of persons known to be from the center to the far left of the political spectrum


� This description of the media/government relationship is informed by an article in the Harvard Business Review, May-June, 1995 by Peter Vanderwicken. This article articulates quite accurately and substantiates my own impressions of this phenomenon. The situation is Israel is more exaggerated than the United States because it is a smaller country and there is a greater familiarity and access between the politicians and the opinion setters.


� This phenomenon was greatly exacerbated in Israel after the introduction of a second television channel and cable TV. The name of the game became “ratings” and all sense of honesty and proportion has been sacrificed in the struggle for the viewing public.


� O’Brien, The Siege, Simon and Schuster, NY, 1986, page 422ff


� Maariv, 22 May, 1995


� and pray


� In Germany, it can be far easier for a child whose family lived in Russia for 200 years to become a citizen than it is for the German-born child of a Turkish “guest worker”, even if that child speaks no Turkish and has been educated in German schools. Germany defines citizenship by bloodline. So Russian descendants of the ethnic Germans whom Catherine the Great brought over to farm the Volga River Valley can come back to Germany as citizens under Germany’s Law of Return. Most others wanting to acquire German citizenship might find it easier to pass through the eye of a needle,
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