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Nikki Haley
Address on Iran and the JCPOA

“Ambassador Nikki Haley’s Remarks on Iran and the JCPOA”
American Enterprise Institute
September 5, 2017

Remarks as Prepared for Delivery:

Thank you very much for hosting me here today. Arthur Brooks is
one of the coolest people | know. His book, The Conservative
Heart, was brilliantly written. | value his friendship and the
contributions AEl continues to make.

I am here today to speak about Iran and the 2015 nuclear
agreement.This is a topic that should concern all Americans as it
has a serious impact on our national security and the security of

the world. It's a topic that comes up frequently at the United
Nations.

And it’s a topic we have been looking at carefully, including
recently visiting with the Iran nuclear monitors at the
International Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna.

We were impressed by the IAEA team and its efforts. Director
General Amano is a very capable diplomat, and he is a serious
person who clearly understands the critical nature of his task. In
our discussion, Amano made an observation that stood out to
me. He said that monitoring Iranian compliance with the nuclear
deal is like a jigsaw puzzle. Picking up just one piece does not give
you the full picture.

That’s a very appropriate metaphor and it goes well beyond the
work of the IAEA. It goes to the entire way we must look at Iranian
behavior and American security interests.

Many observers miss that point. They think, “Well, as long as Iran
is meeting the limits on enriched uranium and centrifuges, then it’
s complying with the deal.”

That’s not true. This is a jigsaw puzzle.



Next month, President Trump will once again be called upon to
declare whether he finds Iran in compliance with the terms of the
deal. It should be noted that this requirement to assess
compliance does not come from the deal itself.

It was created by Congress in the Iran Nuclear Agreement Review
Act, also known as the Corker-Cardin law. That’s a very important
distinction to keep in mind, because many people confuse the
requirements of the deal with the requirements of U.S. law.

I am not going to prejudge in any way what the President is going
to decide next month. While | have discussed it with him, | do not
know what decision he will make. It is his decision to make, and
his alone.

It's a complicated question. The truth is, the Iran deal has so many
flaws that it's tempting to leave it. But, the deal was constructed
in @ way that makes leaving it less attractive. It gave Iran what it

wanted up-front, in exchange for temporary promises to deliver
what we want.

That’s not good.

Iran was feeling the pinch of international sanctions in a big, big
way. In the two years before the deal was signed, Iran’s GDP
actually shrunk by more than four percent. In the two years since
the deal, and the lifting of sanctions, Iran’s GDP has grown by
nearly five percent. That’s a great deal for them. What we get
from the deal is much less clear.

| am here to outline some of the critical considerations that must
go into any analysis of Iranian compliance. And | hope to debunk
some of the misperceptions about the decision the President will
face next month.

The question of Iranian compliance is not as straight forward as
many people believe. It's not just about the technical terms of the
nuclear agreement. It requires a much more thorough look.

Iranian compliance involves three different pillars. The first is the
nuclear agreement itself, the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action,
or JCPOA.



The second pillar is UN Security Council Resolution 2231, which
endorsed the nuclear deal, but also restricted numerous other
Iranian behaviors.

And the third pillar is the Corker-Cardin law, which governs the
President’s relationship with Congress as it relates to Iran policy.

Before diving into these details, it’s important to lay a foundation

for exactly what we’re dealing with when we talk about the
Iranian regime.

Judging any international agreement begins and ends with the
nature of the government that signed it. Does it respect
international law? Can it be trusted to abide by its commitments?
Is the agreement strong enough to withstand the regime’s
attempts to cheat? Given these answers, is the agreement in the
national interests of the United States?

The Islamic Republic of Iran was born in an act of international
lawbreaking.

On November 4, 1979, a group of Islamic revolutionary students
overran the U.S. Embassy in Tehran. In violation of international

law, they held 52 American Marines and diplomats hostage for
444 days.

For the 38 years since, the Iranian regime has existed outside the
community of law-abiding nations. Henry Kissinger famously said
that Iran can’t decide whether it is a nation or a cause.

Since 1979, the regime has behaved like a cause — the cause of
spreading revolutionary Shiite Islam by force. Its main enemy and
rallying point has been and continues to be what it calls the Great
Satan ... the United States of America.

And the regime’s main weapon in pursuit of its revolutionary aims
has been the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps, or IRGC.

Soon after the revolution, the IRGC was created to protect the
revolution from its foreign and domestic enemies. The IRGC
reported, not to the elected government, but to the Supreme
Leader alone.



Soon after its own creation, the IRGC founded Hezbollah to spread
Iran’s influence and its revolution abroad.

Then came the bombing of the U.S. embassy in Beirut in 1983. 63
Americans were killed.

Then came the bombing of the Marine barracks. 241 Americans
killed.

Then the kidnapping and murder of CIA station chief William
Buckley.

In 1985, a TWA airplane was hijacked. The body of a U.S. Navy
diver was dumped on the runway at the Beirut airport.

In 1988, U.S. Marine Colonel Robert Higgins, a UN peacekeeper in
South Lebanon, was kidnapped and executed.

Under the IRGC’s direction, Hezhollah then expanded its lethal

reach to Europe, Africa, Asia and the Americas in search of victims
to kill.

In 1994, a Jewish community center in Buenos Aires was bombed.
85 killed.

In 1996, a truck bomb blew up Khobar Towers in Saudi Arabia.
Nineteen U.S. airmen killed.

Throughout the Irag war, the number one killer of U.S. troops was
improvised explosive devices, or IEDs, the deadliest of which were
supplied by the IRGC. Thousands of American men and women
were wounded or killed.

In 2005, Lebanese Prime Minister Rafik Hariri was assassinated.

In 2011, the U.S. disrupted an IRGC piot to bomb an American
restaurant less than two miles from here. The target was the Saudi
Ambassador.

Today Hezbollah is doing the Iranian regime’s dirty work
supporting the war crimes of Syria’s Assad. And it is building an
arsenal of weapons and battle-hardened fighters in Lebanon in
preparation for war.



This is the nature of the regime, and its quest to overturn the
international order. Its power and influence has grown over time,
even as it remains unaccountable to the Iranian people. It’s hard
to find a conflict or a suffering people in the Middle East that the
Iranian regime, the IRGC, or its proxies do not touch.

In parallel with its support for terrorism and proxy wars, lran’s

military has long pursued nuclear weapons, all while attempting to
hide its intentions.

For decades, the Iranian military conducted a covert nuclear
weapons program, undeclared and hidden from international
inspectors. In 2002, Iranian dissidents revealed the existence of a
uranium enrichment plant and heavy water reactor — both
violations of Iran’s safeguards agreement with the IAEA.

The regime went on to break multiple promises to abide by
international inspections and limits. It hid its nuclear weapons
development and lied about it until it got caught.

In 2009, American, British, and French intelligence revealed the
existence of a secret uranium enrichment plant deep inside a
mountain, deep inside an IRGC base. The British Prime Minister
summed up Iran’s behavior well, calling it, quote, “the serial
deception of many years.”

It was soon after this that President Obama began negotiating a
deal with Iran. The deal he struck wasn’t supposed to be just
about nuclear weapons. It was meant to be an opening with Iran;
a welcoming back into the community of nations.

President Obama believed that after decades of hostility to the
U.S., the Iranian regime was willing to negotiate an end to its
nuclear program.

Much has been written about the JCPOA. | won’t repeat it all
here. Let’s just say that the agreement falls short of what was
promised.

We were promised an “end” to the Iranian nuclear program. What
emerged was not an end, but a pause. Under the deal, Iran will
continue to enrich uranium and develop advanced centrifuges.
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We were promised “anytime, anywhere” inspections of sites in
Iran. The final agreement delivered much less. The promised 24/7
inspections apply only to Iran’s “declared” nuclear sites. For any
undeclared but suspected sites, the regime can deny access for up
to 24 days. Then there’s the deal’s expiration dates.

After ten years, the limits on uranium, advanced centrifuges, and
other nuclear restrictions begin to evaporate. And in less than ten

years, they have the opportunity to upgrade their capabilities in
various ways.

The JCPOA is, therefore, a very flawed and very limited
agreement. But even so, Iran has been caught in multiple
violations over the past year and a half.

In February 2016 — just a month after the agreement was
implemented — the IAEA discovered Iran had exceeded its
allowable limit of heavy water. Nine months later, Iran exceeded
the heavy water limit again. Both times, the Obama
Administration helped Iran get back into compliance and refused
to declare it a violation.

If that’s not enough, the biggest concern is that Iranian leaders —
the same ones who in the past were caught operating a covert
nuclear program at military sites — have stated publicly that they
will refuse to allow IAEA inspections of their military sites.

How can we know Iran is complying with the deal, if inspectors are
not allowed to look everywhere they should look?

Another major flaw in the JCPOA is its penalty provisions. Whether
an Iranian violation is big or small — whether it is deemed to be
material or non-material — the deal provides for only one penalty.
That penalty is the re-imposition of sanctions.

And if sanctions are re-imposed, Iran is then freed from all the
commitments it made.

Think about that. There is an absurdly circular logic to
enforcement of this deal. Penalizing its violations don’t make the
deal stronger, they blow it up.



Iran’s leaders know this. They are counting on the world brushing
off relatively minor infractions, or even relatively major ones. They
are counting on the United States and the other parties to the
agreement being so invested in its success that they overlook

Iranian cheating. That is exactly what our previous administration
did.

It is this unwillingness to challenge Iranian behavior, for fear of
damaging the nuclear agreement, that gets to the heart of the
threat the deal poses to our national security.

The Iranian nuclear deal was designed to be too big to fail.

The deal drew an artificial line between the Iranian regime’s
nuclear development and the rest of its lawless behavior. It said “
we’ve made this deal on the nuclear side, so none of the regime’s

other bad behavior is important enough to threaten the nuclear
agreement.”

The result is that for advocates of the deal, everything in our
relationship with the Iranian regime must now be subordinated to
the preservation of the agreement.

The Iranians understand this dynamic. Just last month, when the
United States imposed new sanctions in response to Iranian
missile launches, Iran’s leaders threatened once again to leave the
JCPOA and return to a nuclear program more advanced than the
one they had before the agreement.

This arrogant threat tells us one thing. Iran’s leaders want to use
the nuclear deal to hold the world hostage to its bad behavior.

This threat is a perfect example of how judging the regime’s
nuclear plans strictly in terms of compliance with the JCPOA is
dangerous and short-sighted. More importantly, it misses the
point.

Why did we need to prevent the Iranian regime from acquiring
nuclear weapons in the first place? The answer has everything to
do with the nature of the regime, and the IRGC’s determination to
threaten Iran’s neighbors and advance its revolution.
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And that is where the other two pillars that connect us to the
nuclear deal come into play.

The second pillar directly involves the United Nations.

When the nuclear agreement was signed, the Obama
Administration took Iran’s non-nuclear activity — the missile
development, the arms smuggling, the terrorism, the support for
murderous regimes — and rolled it up into one UN Security Council
resolution — 2231.

Critically, included in this supposed “non-nuclear” activity is the
IRGC’s ongoing development of ballistic missile technology. You
can call it “non-nuclear” all you want — missile technology cannot
be separated from pursuit of a nuclear weapon.

North Korea is showing the world that right now.

Every six months, the UN Secretary General reports to the Security
Council on the Iranian regime’s compliance with this so-called “
non-nuclear” resolution.

Each report is filled with devastating evidence of Iranian
violations. Proven arms smuggling. Violations of travel bans.
Ongoing support for terrorism. Stoking of regional conflicts.

The Secretary General’s report also includes ample evidence of
ballistic missile technology and launches. The regime has engaged
in such launches repeatedly, including in July of this year when it
launched a rocket into space that intelligence experts say can be
used to develop intercontinental ballistic missile technology.

They are clearly acting in defiance of UN Resolution 2231 by
developing missile technology capable of deploying nuclear
warheads.

Unfortunately, as happens all too often at the UN, many member
states choose to ignore blatant violations of the UN’s own
resolutions.

In this way, we see how dangerously these two pillars of Iran
policy work together: The international community has powerful
incentives to go out of its way to assert that the Iranian regime is
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in “compliance” on the nuclear side. Meanwhile, the UN is too
reluctant to address the regime’s so-called non-nuclear violations.

The result is that Iran’s military continues its march toward the
missile technology to deliver a nuclear warhead. And the world
becomes a more dangerous place.

That’s where the third pillar of our Iran nuclear policy comes in:
The Corker-Cardin law.

As you recall, President Obama refused to submit the Iran deal to
Congress as a treaty. He knew full well that Congress would have
rejected it. In fact, majorities in both houses of Congress voted
against the deal.

Among the NO votes were leading Democrats like Senators Chuck
Schumer, Ben Cardin, and Bob Menendez.

Despite President Obama’s constitutionally questionable dodge of
Congress, the legislative body did attempt to exercise some of its
authority with passage of the Corker-Cardin law.

The law requires that the President make a certification to
Congress every ninety days. But, importantly, the law asks the
President to certify several things, not just one. The first is that
Iran has not materially breached the JCPOA. That’s the one
everyone focuses on.

But the Corker-Cardin law also requires something else;
something that is often overlooked. It asks the President to certify
that the suspension of sanctions against Iran is appropriate and
proportionate to Iran’s nuclear measures, and that it is vital to the
national security interests of the United States.

So regardless of whether one considers Iran’s violations of the
JCPOA to have been material, and regardless of whether one
considers Iran’s flouting of the UN resolution on its ballistic missile
technology to be “non-nuclear,” U.S. law requires the President to
also look at whether the Iran deal is appropriate, proportionate,
and in our national security interests.

Corker-Cardin asks us to put together the pieces of the jigsaw
puzzle.



Under its structure, we must consider not just the Iranian regime’s
technical violations of the JCPOA, but also its violations of
Resolution 2231 and its long history of aggression.

We must consider the regime’s repeated, demonstrated hostility
toward the United States.

We must consider its history of deception about its nuclear
program.

We must consider its ongoing development of ballistic missile
technology.

And we must consider the day when the terms of the JCPOA
sunset. That's a day when Iran’s military may very well already
have the missile technology to send a nuclear warhead to the
United States — a technology that North Korea only recently
developed.

In short, we must consider the whole picture, not simply whether
Iran has exceeded the JCPOA’s limit on uranium enrichment. We
must consider the whole jigsaw puzzle, not just one of its pieces.

That’s the judgment President Trump will make in October.

And if the President does not certify Iranian compliance, the
Corker-Cardin law also tells us what happens next. What happens
next is significantly in Congress’s hands.

This is critically important, and almost completely overlooked. If
the President chooses not to certify Iranian compliance, that does
not mean the United States is withdrawing from the JCPOA.

Withdrawal from the agreement is governed by the terms of the
JCPOA. The Corker-Cardin law governs the relationship between
the President and Congress.

If the President finds that he cannot certify Iranian compliance, it
would signal one or more of the following three messages to
Congress. Either the Administration believes Iran is in violation of
the deal; or the lifting of sanctions against Iran is not appropriate
and proportional to the regime’s behavior; or the lifting of
sanctions is not in the U.S. national security interest.



Under the law, Congress then has sixty days to consider whether
to re-impose sanctions on Iran.

During that time, Congress could take the opportunity to debate
Iran’s support for terrorism, its past nuclear activity, and its
massive human rights violations, all of which are called for in
Corker-Cardin.

Congress could debate whether the nuclear deal is in fact too big
to fail.

We should welcome a debate over whether the JCPOA is in U.S.
national security interests. The previous administration set up the
deal in a way that denied us that honest and serious debate.

If the President finds that he cannot in good faith certify lranian
compliance, he would initiate a process whereby we move beyond
narrow technicalities, and look at the big picture. At issue is our
national security. It's past time we had an Iran nuclear policy that
acknowledged that.

Thank you.
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Declaration by the High Representative on behalf of the EU
following US President Trump's announcement on the Iran
nuclear deal (JCPOA)

The European Union (EU) deeply regrets the announcement by US President Trump to withdraw from the Joint Comprehensive
Plan of Action (JCPOA).

The JCPOA, unanimously endorsed by UN Security Council Resolution 2231, is a key element of the global nuclear non-
proliferation architecture and is crucial for the security of the region.

As long as Iran continues to implement its nuclear related commitments, as it has been doing so far and has been confirmed by

the International Atomic Energy Agency in 10 consecutive reports, the EU will remain committed to the continued full and effective
implementation of the nuclear deal.

The liting of nuclear related sanctions is an essential part of the agreement. The EU has repeatedly stressed that the sanctions

lifting has a positive impact on trade and economic relations with Iran. The EU stresses its commitment to ensuring that this can
continue to be delivered.

The JCPOA is the culmination of 12 years of diplomacy which has been working and delivering on its main goal. The EUis
determined to work with the international community to preserve it.

The Candidate Countries Turkey, the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia®, Montenegro*, Serbia* and Albania*, the country of
the Stabilisation and Association Process and potential candidate Bosnia and Herzegovina, and the EFTA countries Liechtenstein
and Norway, members of the European Economic Area, align themselves with this declaration.

*The former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Montenegro, Serbia and Albania continue to be part of the Stabilisation and
Association Process.

Press office - General Secretariat of the Council
Rue de la Loi 175 - B-1048 BRUSSELS - Tel.: +32 (0)2 281 6319
ffice@ M ) -
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EU announces legal entity to maintain business
with Iran

AGENCE FRANCE PRESSE

UNITED NATIONS, SEPTEMBER 26, 2018 00:00 IST
UPDATED: SEPTEMBER 26, 2018 03:36 IST

The European Union (EU) said on Monday that its members would set up a payment
system to allow oil companies and businesses to continue trading with Iran in a bid
to evade U.S. sanctions.

Iran and the European Union (EU) announced their defiance towards U.S. President
Donald Trump’s administration after high-level talks at the United Nations among
the remaining members of the accord. They said in a statement that they were
determined “to protect the freedom of their economic operators to pursue
legitimate business with Iran.”

With the U.S. and the dollar dominating so much of global trade, the statement said
the new mechanism would “facilitate payments related to Iran’s exports (including
oil) and imports, which will assist and reassure economic operators pursuing
legitimate business with Iran”.
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Introduction: Israel as a
Social Laboratory

The State of Israel:
A Threefold Historical Background

The establishment of the State of Israel was a historical turning point
for the Jewish People, for the Land of Israel (Eretz Israel), as a territorial
entity, and for the Yishuv,—the Jewish community in Mandatory
Palestine.

For nearly two millennia the Jews in the Diaspora had lacked a
center of political authority and had been vulnerable to discrimination
and persecution. Their plight eventually led to a search for a solution to
what became known, in both Jewish and European Political discourse,
as “the Jewish problem.” Various solutions were put forward,! among
them Zionism—ideologically motivated Jewish immigration to Eretz
Israel2

The creation of the State of Israel had a major impact on the Land of
Israel as a territorial entity. The partition of Palestine and the exodus of
most of the Arabs from what become the State of Israel provided yet
another chapter in the turbulent history of this small land, and resulted
in a demographic and geographic upheaval that marked out the
boundaries of a new “Israeli” collectivity.

It was in this arena of Jewish history that the Jews renewed their
connection with the land as the Yishuv emerged in May 1948 as a
fully-fledged political community. The social and political character of
the Yishuv, a “state in the making” under the Mandate, enabled it to
succeed in the armed struggle between Jews and Arabs, and facilitated
the transition to statehood.

A
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TROURBLE IN UTOPIA

des of Israel’s existence, wars and waves

of immigration (aliyot) were the majot signposts of its m,m<m_ovamﬁ_~.
Apart from the War of Independence, the most _annm:: war was Hrm
Six Day War of 1967. This war brought about further changes in the
state’s territorial boundaries and demographic _um_.m.:n@ and Qmmpﬁmn_ a
significant gap between Israeli sovereignty m:.a military control.

These three historical entities—the Jewish _umom_m\. the land of
Israel, and the Yishuv—had global significance. Both Zionism and Arab
nationalism were stimulated by and modeled on modern European
nationalism. The initial intercommunal conflict between Jews and
Arabs in Eretz Israel was played out in aregion divided into British and
French spheres of influence. The emergence of Israel maa its :m_mw.&oa-
ing Arab states as autonomous protagonists in their own Middle
Eastern conflict resulted from the processes of decolonization after the
Second World War. Subsequently, the continuous involvement of the
superpowers in the Arab-Israeli conflict derives from the centrality of
the Middle East in the global balance of power, stemming from its
strategic position and its vast oil reserves. Zionism sought to transform
the Jewish people from a passive object of the historical process into an
acting subject whose sovereign decisions would influence global
developments. This goal has been realized with a vengeance, perhaps
more than is warranted for Israel’s own good.

These unique historical circumstances have also attracted the
attention of social scientists seeking theoretical and comparative
lessons from Israel’s exceptional social development. Indeed, Israeli
society is unique in many respects but its uniqueness is a consequence
of a rare combination of features each of which is not necessarily
exceptional as such. However, some of these features are more
pronounced in Israeli society than in most other societies, thus
entailing more significant consequences for its functioning as a
collectivity. It is, therefore, the combined effect of marked features that
singles out Israel as a case worth studying in macro-sociology and
macro-politology. the enumeration of these features provide an
appropriate point of departure for the analysis of Israel’s social and
political system.

During the first four deca

Non-Congruence of Territory, Citizenship, and
National-Ethnic EQ_:.QQ ;

Most Jews live outside the State of Israel, while within Israel there is a
considerable non-Jewish minority of Palestinian Arabs. For the indi-
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INTRODUCTION 3

vidual, this creates a problem of identity; for society, that of defining its
boundaries. While the establishment of the state resolved some of the
issues of collective identity, it retained some of the contradictions of
bicommunal Mandatory Palestine. In particular, the identity of the
Israeli entity as a state and as an ethno-national community was not
fully defined’

“Palestinian citizenship” under the Mandate was described as
“nothing but a legal formula devoid of moral meaning.”s The State of
Israel, at least until 1967, was closer than Mandatory Palestine to the
model of an integral nation-state insofar as it had a clear-cut Jewish
majority (85-90 percent). Still, it had to contend with the problems
raised by the symbolic meaning of citizenship as opposed to national-
ethnic identity. This problem intensified as a result of the extension of
Israeli control after 1967 to territories inhabited by hundreds of
thousands of Palestinian Arabs, who in the West Bank were Jordanian
citizens, but in the Gaza Strip were stateless. Thus, the problem of
collective boundaries and identity links up with the broader Arab-
Israeli conflict: Any decision about the ultimate disposition of the
territories conquered in 1967 also entails a decision about the definition
of an Israeli collective identity and the ethno-political identity of the
Palestinian Arabs.

Mandatory Palestine deviated from the ideal type of the nation-
state in every conceivable way. First, the country was governed by a
foreign power through direct rule, without any representation of the
local population. Second, it was in effect a binational entity in which
one of the components, the Jewish community, established its own
semi-autonomous and legally-recognized network of institutions.
third, each of the communities in Mandatory Palestine maintained
ethnicnational, religious, and language ties to groups beyond its
borders. Each one of these deviations from the model involved

problems of identity and definition of boundaries of the collectivity.?

The primary loyalty of both the Jewish and the Arab communities
was to their own people. But neither of these communities had clearly
defined boundaries. For the Jewish community, there was the issue of
the degree of involvement of world Jewry in building a national home
for the Jewish people in Palestine, a role which was formally recognized
by the Mandate given to Britian by the League of Nations.2

In the Arab community, the problem of identity was expressed in
terms of the concepts of “kawmiya”—pan-Arab nationalist conscious-
ness, as distinct from “wataniya”—particularistic national identity
linked to specific Arab countries.® In the Arab community under British
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P

rule, different groups placed different mavvmmww o_“:?m panArab and
the Palestinian components of their n.o__mn”% me.“oaﬁm Sfmost of the

The partition of Mandatory Palestinea : . oy

. lted in a clear-cut Jewis
Arabs from the area under Jewish rule resu
ority i : . b ed State of Israel. The status of the Arab
majority in the newly established g e state could at
minority remained ambiguous and :m connection :w e matibnl
best be expressed through citizenship, but certainly not 1
ethnic terms. . .

The establishment of the state added a new dimension .N the
identity of its Arab residents, who, in addition to being ?M s or
Palestinians, became Israeli citizens. Israel’'s Declaration of uﬁ depen-
dence established the state as a “Jewish state m.: Eretz _mn..m, .,.zr__m
upholding “full equality of social and political rights to all its n._:NM:m
irrespective of religion, race or sex.”10 However, for the ?.mv minority,
the ethno-national and citizenship components of Hmn.mm__ a.mq::x were
never fully integrated. This is also reflected in their position in the
social structure. .

The nation-state is a modern concept implying a high degree of
congruence and harmony between territory, nE.um.:mEﬁ and mn.:sn-
cultural community.! Reality often falls short of this ideal type whichis
sometimes even further eroded by the existence of ethnic diasporas.!?
Thus, in many cases, ethno-national identity is not nomx"m:m?m .2::
the legal definition of citizenship. In principle, however, the criteria for
citizenship are formally defined and are unrelated to a person’s
attitudes toward a particular social entity or one’s cultural traits.
Criteria for ethnic or national membership are vaguer, and are based on
primordial factors and/or cultural-historical consciousness.! Although
the boundaries of ethno-national membership are more difficult to
define, in many cases such membership engenders a stronger sense of
group solidarity than does citizenship.

In Israel, ethno-national criteria lie at the base of the system of
national symbols that express the collectivity’s normative commitment
to the Jewish people and order the response to the problem of national
security anchored in the Arab-Israeli conflict. Oniits establishment, the
State of Israel took over the anthem and the flag from the Zionist
movement and adopted the seven-branched candelabrum of Jewish
religious tradition as the official symbol of the state, thereby express-
ing the link to the Jewish people as a historic cultural-national entity.
The specific commitment to the Zionist conception that places the
immigration and settlement of Jews in Eretz Israel at the center of the
Jewish national revival is embodied in the law of Return. This unique
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law mmm.:z.. v_._s_mmmm. to _m.:.,a who wish to become Israelis, but confers
no privileges on Jewish citizens as against non-Jewish citizens.!s

At the level of citizenship, the rights of non-Jewish groups to
celebrate their holidays and to cease waork on their traditional n_mn s of
rest are guaranteed by law, The adoption of the Arabic langua e w:.w
second official language of the state i also of symbolic &m Beas the

. ) gnificance,
The most prominent application of ethno-national principlesin the
sphere of national security is the exemption of all Israeli Arabs (exce
X pt
for the Druze) from compulsory military service.® The exemption of
Israeli Arabs from the draft is not s ecified in law, but
. : P In law, but implemented
through the a_mnn.mﬁ._osm_.w powers vested in the Minister of Defense.)?
In contrast, n_,.:_ 1m_..;ml§m formal equality of all citizens before
:._.m wmilmam defined In terms of citizenship. This fundamental
principle of democracy is enunciated in Israel's Declaration of Inde-
pendence and further elaborated in legislation,’8 as exemplified by
universal suffrage in local and national elections even from 1949 to 1966
when most Israeli Arabs lived in areas under military government.

Primordial affiliation has a significant direct impact on public life in
Israel through laws governing marriage, divorce, and personal status.
These are linked to specific religious communities, but without
granting preference to any particular community.”® As a result, while
there is no separation of religion and state, neither is there a state
religion.20 ‘

The territorial component of identity and membership that within
the armistice lines 0f 1949 had been clear-cut became blurred as a result
of the Six Day War. After 1967, the population to be included within the
territorial boundaries of the collectivity differed according to the
criterion used—sovereignty or military control.2 Moreover, the terms

used to define these areas (e.g. “liberated” vs. “occupied” territories)
reflected ideological preferences with regard to their ultimate fate:
Whether they should remain under ethnonational Jewish control and
be formally incorporated into the State of Israel, or whether they
should ultimately revert to Arab rule.

The range of affiliations or connections to the Israeli collectivity can
be represented by the various patterns created by the elements of
citizenship, ethnicity, and territory, some of which reveal only minimal
congruence. Maximal congruence is found among Jews who live under
Israeli sovereignty and hold only Israeli citizenship. Weaker con-
gruence is found among Israeli emigrants, Diaspora Jews, Arab citizens
of Israel, foreign citizens living in Israel, and Jewish permanent
residents of Israel who are not citizens.

~
P

Scanned by CamScanner



TROUBLE IN UTOPIA

ulted in an extension as well as in a

,_,,:.m._uom.io% wén mwmmwﬂnﬂrm annexation of East Jerusalem m:M
wimsm_mnm:ﬂﬂ%ﬂam wn:a :5. Israeli settlements in the occupied
MMMWMMMM maamm a new dimension to the problem. ,_.:m« mmzm_,m now in
areas under Israeli control several groups i:wmm mmmwmﬂ. _%5.@5 the
Israeli collectivity involved legal and politica am:w.m_. ab citizens of
Jordan and Syria residing in territones where ._mnmm._ aw applies, such
as Jerusalem and the Golan Heights, and Israeli Jewish settlers residing
in territories where Israeli law does :ﬂ. mv@_&. .

Even the nationality of Jordanian citizens in Judea and .mﬁsmzm and
residents of the Gaza Strip is potentially vaow_mmsm:n from the
viewpoint of Israeli identity.22 As wosm. as H.cmmm\ mmBmaP mm& the Gaza
Strip have the status of occupied territories their populations are not
participants in the Israeli identity. However, any change in the existing
temporary status of the territories apart from :ﬁ. return to full Arab
sovereignty, would raise the problem of the association between their
population and Israel

Lack of congruence between citizenship, ethnicity and territory is
not unique to Israel: Very few countries approach the ideal-type of
nation-state. However, Israel seems to be unusual in the range of
patterns of partial congruence that it presents, involving a multiplicity
of communities and diasporas, and vague definitions of religion,
ethnicity, and territory.

Ideological Impetus

Prior to independence, the waves of immigration to Palestine were, for
the most part, ideologically motivated. Indeed, ideological commit-
ments fueled the separatist tendencies that made the Yishuv a quasi-
autonomous society.” The revival of Hebrew as a living language
which became the cultural common denominator in the Yishuv and in
Israel, was inspired by ideology. After the establishment of the State of
Hma—.m._\ Zionist ideology continued to inform some of its fundamental
political decisions, the most notable being the decision to facilitate and
encourage mass Jewish immigration in the 1950s.2¢ Despite the waning
m&.ﬁ:% .om ideology in more recent years, its impact is still keenly felt
In many important political controversies such as conflict over the
::5%3 disposition of the territories conquered in the 1967 war.?
e m,\“w_m_aﬁmﬂﬂm .nmn_zmz.a constant tension between commitment to
gical principles and the possibility of their realization
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ange—the subordination of
and preference for collective
However, when the bearers of
ssumed control of th

; e political
n of their ryle became an end in

vative tendencies inimical to the

current needs to future objectives,
interests over those of the individua] 2

itself. This, in turn, engendered conser
striving for social change.?7

Political dominance was a source of ma
power for members of the ruling elites. Re
various groups to meet their immedijate
future-oriented commitments and bred

The gap between ideals and reality was further widened by a political
framework that made compromise between parties and movements
the prime principle of political alliances.

The erosion of ideological commitment in Israel; society as a whole
and within its various political and social movements has several
aspects. First, it reflected an incomplete realization of ideology. this is
characteristic of attempts to foster revolutionary and utopian ideo-
logical commitments under conditions of institutionalization and
routinization, and is not peculiar to Zionism or to Israeli society.28

In Israel, the absence of a sharp transition from a prerevolutionary
to a post-revolutionary situation left a distinctive mark upon the
problem of routinization and institutionalization. The social aspect of
the Zionist revolution developed gradually with the shaping of a new
social order from the waves of immigration. Likewise, the political
climax of the Zionist revolution, the conclusion of the British Mandate
and the establishment of the State of Israel, was not the beginning of a
process of political institutionalization, but the culmination of institu-
tion-building that had started earlier.?? .

A second aspect of the erosion of ideology in Israeli society stems
from the tension generated by the influence of the general intellectual .
climate of the “end of ideology.” The pragmatic outlook of the new $
professional and technocratic elites that arose with the state was more
compatible with the conception of the “decline of ideology that
marked Western societies in the 1950s and 1960s® .:S: with the
ideological prescriptions of the veteran movement elites? This gap
between them resulted in compromises that at times meﬁ.m&mw:.:m
ideology to the need to get things done, or to merely paying lip service
to ideology.

terial rewards, prestige, and
sponding to the demands of
needs came at the expense of
acceptance of the status quo.
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The third soutrce of the erosion of Emo_om«.mﬁmmsm from M_”Mwﬂnm” Em_ﬁ.
Zionism, which sought to provide a vima_ basis 0 no:mﬂ__w:g al MMM L
society, in practice offered only a __B:.ma ncan.znﬁ _.m_ b ielaeit
fundamental issues as the shape of the _n_mm_mon_m <h nE\dE ot WE:._ 5
religion in society and the response to the Arab-] mi_w that “ Nm.oamB "
Amos Oz clearly grasped this _uaoc_Mw._ “ﬁ”m::wm _M\MM_.M o this :mm:_:u\_w

! ame, not a proper name, ..
MMMM“W=M as Labor _mmommma_ Religious N_o.z._mdr mm_a 20 amo:_.rs
Ideology thus became a divisive forcein ﬁ.rm politica w%m m_HM M:Emﬁ_»: M
source of polarization, whose disintegrative potentia nomc -be __5 €
only through bargaining that entailed a compromise o _u_nnm_ﬂmw |

Israeli society therefore provides an .mxnwzma example of the dua
role of ideology in fostering social mobilization, on the one hand, and
triggering political conflict, on the other.

Israel as a New Society

Israel is a “new nation” in terms of its population as well as its
institutions. The only common historical connection shared by mem-
bers of Israeli society is to the cultural and communal traditions of a
“people without a land.”3 This clearly sets Israel apart from most, if not
all of the new nations that emerged after World War IL Israel does not
represent a case of “an old society in a new nation,”3 but rather of “a
new society for an ancient people.” The social structure of Israel is
therefore not the culmination of historical processes stretching over
generations, but the product of recent developments related mainly to
the Zionist settlement endeavor. Israel thus differs from most develop-
ing countries whose traditional structures served as a source of
constraints on modernization.3

Nevertheless, Israeli society was not a tabula rasa: It is unique
among developing countries in that the diverse social and cultural
traditions influencing behavior and values were, for the most part,
imported with the immigrants from their countries of origin. Even the
common core of Jewish religious observance and belief was overlaid
with local or regional variations in lifestyle and behavior.%

Many of .ﬁrm immigrants had previously not been exposed to the
far-reaching influence of the secularization that accompanied indus-

trialization and political modernization in Europe and the New World.
For the most part, Middle Eastern and North

not directly affected by secularization,
alism until they came to Israel.” Once

African immigrants were
industrialization, and nation-
there, they had to adapt to a
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. . , i}
society whose institutions were sha

. Ped by elitec incw:
revolutionary processes and whg sought :.w, Bn”.%m __:mn:& by these
nation-state. \ € Israel as a modern

clearly socially and politically dominant % As Pt
particularistic traditions had little ; 2result, the immigrants’

2:79:quosc_mmogm_mmm»rﬁ appeared elsewhere in the pace of
development of the various spheres such as a

iculture, i
bureaucracy, the military, and the family. griculture, industry,

However, when the bearers of traditiona] ways of life began to

break out of their peripheral status in Israelj society and to demand a
more central role, their particularistic values began to exert a greater

Em._ﬁmsnm on public life.? Education was especially influenced by this
shift, as ultra-Orthodox approaches gained legitimacy and state
financial support and as traditional religious influences penetrated the
secular school system.* Some manifestations of particularistic religious
expressions that were marginal in the 1950s, such as folk medicine and
cults of pious religious figures, suddenly became popular.4

Asin other Western countries, it became apparent in Israel too, that
the traditional forces holding back modernization had a higher rate of
survival than was thought possible when the foundations were laid for
the modern nation-state.®2 Thus Israel, despite the fact that it is a new
society, has found that it cannot escape tensions between tradition and
modernity, as traditionalist enclaves chip away at the cultural and
political patterns that were dominant in the Yishuv and had shaped
the emergent institutions of the State of Israel.

A Small Society

Israel is one of the smallest sovereign states in the world. Its population
in 1985 came to about four and a quarter million, not including the
Arabs in the occupied territories.® In area, Israel ﬁmowrma with the
occupied territories of the West Bank, the Gaza ..,wﬁ.:ﬁ m:.m the Oc._mz
Heights comprise 7,391 square miles. The striking disproportion
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between lsraeli’s small size and its international prominence is most
apparent from the strategic vmnmvmn,?m. Zm_:ma_w,a_mnmm_ is considered
to be the most powerful state in the Middle East,* a region of central
importance in international affairs, and one fraught with Boaw Mmm_o:m_
military conflicts than any other since the Second EonE War. . _mamm._ s
combat-ready military prowess equals that of certain BmmEB-m_.Nm
powers, and exceeds that of some considerably larger and wealthier
states. Moreover, Israel is reported to have either :ﬁn_wm_. weapons, or
at least real nuclear potential, putting it in an exclusive category of
states. . .

Israel’s disproportionate international prominence 1§ m._mm linked to
the concern for the Holy Land shared by Jews, Christians, and
Moslems. Relations between the latter two faiths and the Jewish people
are somewhat problematic. Christianity’s ambivalence to the Jews has
deep historical and theological roots, while the Moslem world sees
Israel as an alien entity in the heart of a predominantly Moslem and
Arab region.

The centrality of Israel for diaspora Jewry implicit in Israel’s self-
definition as a Jewish state, assumes wider significance from the fact
that the largest Diaspora communities are located in the United States
and the Soviet Union.#” The prominence of Jews among the elites in
Western countries further underlines Israel’s importance.

These strategic and cultural factors have also influenced develop-
ments within Israel. A major consequence of the disproportion
between Israel’s size and its international prominence is the great
diversity and intensity of its international ties, particularly its eco-
nomic, political, and security dependence on the United States.®
Israel’s dependence on others has enabled it to mobilize resources for
economic development and political support in its conflict with the
Arabs#4 The adaptation of Israel’s institutional structure to the
country’s need for constant exposure to, and ties with, the outside
world is manifest in the security and scientific spheres, as well as in
culture and entertainment. Israel’s disproportionately extensive and
highly centralized bureaucracy owes part of its development to its role
as an intermediary between Israel’s institutions and citizens and
various Jewish and other international organizations abroad.

Occasionally, the disproportion between Israel’s size and its needs
has added to the burdens of an already overburdened system. These
burdens have not been borne equally: From the outset some sections of
the population have been alienated from Israel’s national tasks. For
example, the manpower that can be mobilized for security needs does

S AR §
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not include _mqmm_.m..fmw citizens and parts of the orthodox sector. This
reduction of effective :.:Bms resources further increases the &w 8,
portion between effective size and of population and overall ,ﬁ%ﬁmw

capabilities.

From Diaspora Communities to an
Emerging National Center

[srael’s existence as a national center alongside Diaspora communities
is not the result of migration from the homeland but the reverse
Modern Israel was created by ongoing immigration from the sam_w
scattered Jewish communities of the Diaspora.

Israel perceives the Diaspora as its hinterland, a source of human
economic, political, and moral support. Least problematic is the oﬂmH
way flow of funds, from the Diaspora to Israel, with the donor enjoying
symbolic rewards or political gains in return. These funds have enabled
[srael to finance the absorption of mass immigration, economic
development, and defense. This capital inflow made it possible for

Israel toinvestin economic growth, respond to the demands of various
pressure groups an

d at the same time increase the standard of living,*
It also had a direct political impact in helping to block the emergence of
pressures that might have threatened Israel’s democratic-pluralistic
character.

The political dimension of Israel-Diaspora relations is more prob-
lematic and, on occasion, is manifested in conflicts of interest between
Israel and Diaspora communities.3! For example, since the 1970s there
have been differences of opinion between Israel and the American
Jewish community over the immigration of Jews from the Soviet
Union. While Israel has sought to direct all the emigrants to Israel, even
to the point of making this a condition of their right to leave the Soviet
Union, the American Jewish communal leadership has supported
treedom of choice and the provision of aid to all irrespective of their
final destination.

Israel’s sense of responsibility for Jewish communities living under

non-democratic regimes has on occasion come into conflict with its

wider diplomatic interests, as was the case with the military regime in
Argentina. Likewise, Israel’s ties with South Africa, justified in terms of
the need to protect the interests of South African Jewry and its ties to

Israel, have made it difficult to establish relations with many black

African states.’? On another plane, Israel as a Jewish state was able to

— —
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12 TROUBLE IN UTOPIA

represent the Jewish people in claiming reparations from OQBE“_% on
the legal grounds that it had taken in :s:.a:..dm of *rwnmh: s of
Holocaust survivors, and brought Nazi war criminals mo Em_u

The premises of Zionist ideology that negate the Diaspora’s status
as an autonomous source of Jewish values and :.m capacity to ensure
Jewish existence, and that regard Israel as the :»zosm_..n:_.ﬁﬁm_ n.m_:ﬁ.
of the Jewish people, create problems for the symbolic dimension of
Israel-Diaspora relations. However, this issue has im:mn moBermﬁ
over the years with the weakening among _m_.mm__ _mmm_wnm om.:gmn
advocacy of the doctrine of the “negation of the Diaspora.” A mm.m__sm of
partnership and common destiny between Israel and the Diaspora
emerged in the wale of the destruction of the European Jewry in the
Holocaust. The course of events expanded the interaction between
Israel and the Jewish communities not directly affected by mrm war,
particularly the American Jewry. These ties, formerly maintained
mainly by the Zionist organizations, have widened and m.mmm..m:.ma to
encompass organizations previously identified as “non-Zionist. q..rm
“negation of the Diaspora” doctrine was further muted by the waning
of utopian aspirations and concomitant “normalization,” making Israel
less attractive to idealistic Western Jewish intellectuals.>

The symbolic and demographic dimensions of Israel-Diaspora
relations are interrelated. Israel’s lack of success in attracting significant
immigration from the West has impaired its central symbolic rate. Jews
from Western countries who were free to come and live in Israel simply
stayed away.’® To make matters worse, a growing stream of Israeli
emigrants began to head for the West, particularly to North America.

Emigration (yeridah, literally “going down”—the opposite of aliyah
or “going up” to Israel) is more problematic for Israeli society than for
other societies. Emigration, even more than a lack of immigration, is
viewed as undermining the fundamental goals of Zionism, and is
striking evidence of its failure.’ In a besieged Israel, emigration comes
close to being regarded as desertion from the front lines. The problem
of emigration gained particular prominence in the 1970s and 1980s with
the decline in immigration and the rise in the proportion of Israeli-born
and educated persons among the emigrants. It peaked in the mid-1980s
when the annual number of emigrants exceeded that of immigrants.?

Following the drastic decline in the potential for immigration from
the countries in Europe and the Middle East where Jewish communities
are threatened, Israel began to gather in the remnants of far-flung
Jewish communities which had been cut off from the Jewish main-
stream for generations. The best-known examples here are those

e
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tinctiveness from other Jews, th is
Israel or Falashas from Ethiopia 38 rael from India
Immigration to Israel of

ety made up of immigrants, nor is it the
only country that maintai connections with an ethnically-related
Diaspora overseas. Israel’s uniqueness is in the interaction between
these elements, and in th

elem e fact that Israel arose through immigration
from its Diaspora communities and not the other way around.

A Party to a Protracted Conflict

Israeli society functions under conditions of protracted external
conflict. This conflict has two aspects: The first aspect concerns the
national defense posture required in order to meet the strategic threat
of all-out war waged by the regular armies of Arab countries and the
immediate threats associated with the pursuit of security vis a vis acts
of terror and border clashes (defined as “current mmnE..EJ. To meet
this dual challenge, Israel has developed various mechanisms requiring
the mobilization of considerable resources for national security. ,_,.o
mobilize the manpower necessary to overcome the sharp amBomE_uE_n
imbalance between Israel and its potential enemies, ﬁmz..m_ has %_<m )
Oped asystem of military service based onasmall vncmmmm_wswwﬂcnmwww
supplemented by men and women doing their Eqﬂm wzmm d mow ce of
respectively, of conscript service, and a reserve noM.. at-r omwa by the
men serving until the age of 55.5 The economic bur mm_. _ﬂ_m oy the
conflict requires the allocation of a defense budget wz Mnm and partly by
highest in the world per capita, (covered partly by m_w ed the largest
American aid).% In addition, Israel has also aE <mn ov opulation and
military-industrial complex in the world in relation to p
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GNP The threats posed by current security ﬁ_‘.oc_mamn_ —”ma\mm .ﬂ%%.wnw
considerable impact on Israeli society. Israel was induce hB S
restrictions on civil rights such as the military mc<m§8ﬂ: M_. .
Arab areas until 1966 and take measures m_mn: as M _.m ﬂz:owm ow_
regulations that permit administrative detention an imita
freedom of movement within Israel or in leaving the .nocﬂnQ. litical

The second aspect of the conflict is rooted in t m@._uw n_m_:o_u_
ideological challenge to Israeli society posed by the nom_u % by
between Zionism, the Jewish national movement, and the M estinian
Arab national movement supported by the entire ?.ww world. sl

From this challenge stem the problems of delineating the :wa. oria
limits on Zionist ideological aspirations, protecting Hmamm_. mr .EJ‘..”.-
national legitimacy, and regulating Arab-Jewish relations wit _W the
state of Israel proper as well as in the territories onn.c_smm in 196 :

With regard to the first aspect of Israel’s involvement in a
protracted external conflict, there is a firm consensus, at wmmmﬂ within
the Jewish population, that this conflict poses a ﬁoﬁmz:m_ threat to
Israel’s very existence. This accounts for the willingness to accept a
high level of mobilization of resources for national defense and the
acceptance of the burden imposed by the sacrifices n_mme.amm by
frequent wars. This also accounts for the legitimacy accorded in Israel
to limited military actions initiated during periods of “neither war nor
peace” such as reprisal raids or the bombings of the Iraqi atomic reactor
in Baghdad and the PLO headquarters in Tunis.

On the other hand, the question of Israel's response to the political-
ideological challenge posed by the Arab-Israeli conflict has aroused
considerable controversy. This controversy has several foci. The first
concerns the recognition of Palestinian national rights, and the need to
reach a compromise on this issue. Does the Jewish people have an
exclusive right to “the Land of Israel,” or is this a confrontation
between two national movements, each with its own subjective
conceptions of rights? Second, what is more important from the
perspective of Zionist aspirations, the territorial integrity of Eretz Israel
or assuring the overwhelmingly Jewish character of the population of
the State of Israel? The positions taken on these two issues lead to
differing conceptions of the nature of the Israeli-Arab conflict. Is this
primarily a conflict between states, as it was perceived during the
period between the signing of the cease-fire agreements in 1949 and the
Six Day War of 1967, or is it primarily a conflict between national
communities, as it was perceived during the period of the Yishuv and
as perceived by the proponents of Greater Israel since 1967? Living
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with the awareness of an external threat is not unique to Israel, but the
gense of acuteness of the threat and its persistence is a characteristic of
sraelisociety. In these circumstances the conflict is perceived not only
asathreatto Israel’s existence, but also as a danger that can impinge on

everyday life through acts of terror or by the possibility of another
round of all-out war that could break out at any time.

Democracy under Pressure

lsrael is a democratic society subject to severe pressures due to
demographic changes, a protracted external conflict, and deep social
and political cleavages. What sets Israel apart from the vast majority of
the new states established after World War Il is that it has maintained a
multi-party democratic regime during its entire existence. Israel also
differs from most democratic states in the range and magnitude of the
pressures exerted on its political system resulting from a rare combi-
nation of rapid demographic expansion through immigration during
its early years, a prolonged external conflict marked by several major
wars, and a multiplicity of deep social and political cleavages.

The massive defense demands and the needs which arose from
mass immigration have required the allocation of extensive resources
to collective tasks placing Israel’s democratic system under heavy
cross-pressures. These collective burdens are augmented by the
particularistic demands of groups, a common characteristic of demo-
cratic societies. Defense, immigrant absorption, and social welfare thus
compete for the same reservoir of resources. Moreover, many of the
newcomers who arrived during the mass immigration had no previous
experience with democratic society, and were not acquainted with the
dominant political culture of the Yishuv that had shaped the institu-
tions and rules of the game in the new state.

Persistent involvement in an external conflict poses dangers to a
democracy beyond the need to allocate large amounts of resources to
security. Constant awareness of the external threat have helped push
the military and defense establishment into a position of centrality, in
terms of the share of the population directly and indirectly involved in
the defense effort and the special status of the defense establishment in
shaping national policy in spheres other than those concerned directly
with security. Such a permeation of civilian spheres by defense activity
wsa considerations poses a danger of what Harold Lasswell called a

garrison state,” or a government controlled by “experts in violence.”®

2 8 lomman.
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Even if such danger is averted, as it has been in Israel, and sucp ,
regime does not emerge, the mmm,::w mnrm_..m may, neverthelesg
become preponderantly Ezcmn:.m._‘ even ,.z:rci .a_amn, control
through manipulation of the civilian decision-making system, To
guard against this, the patterns of civilian control of the military
characteristic of democratic regimes at peace are insufficient; Israe|
needed special formal and informal arrangements to balance democ.
racy and national security.®* Thus is developed a unique mode] of
political-military relationships, that of “a nation in arms.” The partia|
militarization of the civilian sphere—caused by the role-expansion of
the military—is balanced by a partial “civilianization” of the defense
sphere, arising particularly from its penetration by an extensive system
of army reserve duty, and the linking of civilian and military elites in
common social networks.6>

The capacity of Israeli democracy to withstand economic, political,
and military pressures has depended, to a large extent, on social
solidarity and a broad political consensus, no €asy task in a society
riven, since its inception, by salient national, ethnic, religious, socio-
economic, and ideological cleavages. These five sources of cleavage
have weakened social solidarity by generating internal conflicts, some
of which are intensified by being mutually reinforcing, as in the cases of
the ethnic and socio-economic cleavages, and the religious and
ideological cleavages. The fundamental national cleavage between Jew
and Arab maintains constant potential for intense conflict.

Social conflicts and the frustrations of marginal groups have
impeded the functioning of Israeli democracy to the point of exposing
it to the danger of “ungovernability,”s making it difficult for the
system to mobilize material resources and collective normative com-
mitments. Varied mechanisms have been employed to cope with these
conflicts. The conflict arising from the overlap of ethnic resentment and
socio-economic inequality has been dealt with by allocating material
resources through the public welfare and educational systems. This
provided a minimal standard of living for the lowest strata and slowed
growth of inequality that would have resulted from the free play of
market forces without bringing about any basic change in social
stratification.®”

The severe conflict potential of the secular-religious cleavage has
been dealt with by accepting the principle of sub-cultural autonomy
for both the modern Orthodox and the ultra-Orthodox camps. Similar
to European “consociationalism,” the system of sub-cultural auton-
omy” granted group access to state resources.® This has been utilized
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in ﬁm_..:nc_mq to create and maintain a state religious school system for
the modern Orthodox, and independent school system for the ultra-
Orthodox and other religious educational institutions for children,
youths, and adults. The particularistic needs of the religious com-
munities have also been met by the exemption of religious women and '
yeshiva students from military service.5®

The ideological cleavages have been handled mainly by bargaining
and compromise:”0 cooperation between political parties in govern-
ment coalitions; deferring the resolution of divisive fundamental
questions such as that of the constitution in the 1950s, and of the
ultimate status of the administered territories since 1967; and the
adoption of ambiguous or vague legal definitions in various laws, as
occurred in the case of “Who is a Jew?” .

The Jewish-Arab cleavage and conflict has been handled mainly by :
the development of mechanisms for the control and manipulation of
Israeli Arabs, the most direct of which was military government. After
its abolition in 1966, control mechanisms became more subtle resting
mainly on the internal security services. Mechanisms of direct control
were again resorted to after 1967 with the establishment of military &
government in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip.”? N

The Israeli political system is not the only democratic polity that
has encountered difficulties in functioning while having to balance the &
effects of internal and external pressures. But it may be exceptional :
among democracies in the variety of sources of conflict in the system
and in the intensity of tensions with which the system has had to cope.

The Conceptual Framework and Major Issues b3

The characteristics of Israeli society and the course of its development U
from ideological movement to community and from community to
state, has attracted the attention of historians and social scientists. This
interest accounts, in part, for the large number of studies on Israel—out
of all proportion to its physical dimensions and population size. This
also explains the use, on occasion, of the term “social laboratory” to
describe Israeli society or the society of the Yishuv that preceded it.”2

This phrase, which appears bothin ideological tracts and academic
treatises, and which is metaphorical in any case, should nevertheless
be subject to certain qualifications. Experiments in a laboratory are 3
controlled and directed while social innovations are regarded as -
experiments only in retrospect. Nevertheless, this metaphor is apt in
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omplexity and intensiveness of Israeli socjey
tractive field of research for social mam::wﬁw
aracterized by a concentration of varied monm_

. small space, m_&gm_mmmm::Bonmm,\mEm
w_uwu_ﬂwmw%mm m%mh change within relatively short spans of time. [srael’s
w=§= dimensions permit these phenomena to be studied withoyt
,mxnmmmZm investment of research .mmo:m or _.mm.ocn.nm.m. Indeed, the more
a society resembles a community, :.rm easier it is, at least from 4
communications vmamvmnn?@ tostudy it usinga mcwm_-mzﬁ_.ovo_ommnm~
mEuBNn: based upon vﬁ:&vma oc.mmz\m:o:. this is mm.vmn_mE true for
the social networks of the elites E.:_nr occupy —,wm mwn_m_ and political
center. These may pe studied with the aid of .En: w:oi._mn.mmm: in

addition to the usual kinds of data, S&mEma mn.n_.:<m_ or statistical.
The special characteristics of Israeli society do not h.x.% lend
themselves to a variety of research methods but also facilitate the
that are relevant to the macro-

formulation of central questions : > t
sociological and macro-political study of society as a distinct collec-

tivity. These characteristics, as we recall, are that Israel is a small and

new society; that it arose out of an Emo_omwn.m_ movement that
stimulated migration from a Diaspora to an emerging :.m:onw_ center;
thatit maintains a weak congruence between territory, citizenship, and
ethnic-national identity; that its functioning is influenced by its
involvement in a protracted external conflict; and that its democracy
operates under the pressure of tensions generated by social ideological
cleavages and by an :mbalance between collective goals and available
resources. These characteristics define the major problems of Israeli
society, and provide our point of departure for examining the events
and processes which have shaped it. A major question worthy of
examination in the context of Israeli society is the degree of social
cohesion and functional efficacy of a national collectivity whose
boundaries are ambiguously defined and whose social and political
institutions are overburdened with tasks and crosspressures. A number
of topics derive from this question all of which merit thorough
attention.

The first topic concerns the integrative and disintegrative pro-
cesses operating in Israeli society under conditions of social and
political pluralism which is rooted in multiple social cleavages laden
with tensions. These processes are also related to the structure of elites
and their role in shaping the consciousness of both social group
affiliations and the national collective identity. This issue is discussed
in chapter 2.

<everal respects. The ¢
has turned it into an at

Moreover, Israelis stillch
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The second topic deals with the role of ideology and the character-
istics of political culturein Israeli society. Ideology and political culture
influence the commitments and loyalties of the various groups in
[sraeli society. These commitments and loyalties focus on the Israeli
collectivity as such and also on particularistic entities such as national
or ethnic communities, classes, ideological movements, and political
parties. Chapter 3 deals with ideology as a both unifying and dividing
factorina political culture shaped by the genesis of Israeli society as an
ideological movement.

The third topic deals with the rules of the game facilitating the
fulfillment of the political system’s functions of resource mobilization
and conflict regulation. The rules of the game determine the extent to
which Israel as a democratic polity is governable; or, in other words, the
extent to which the over-burdened political institutions can deal with
external pressures and internal conflicts without losing their ability to
function. These matters are dealt with in chapter 4.

The fourth topic deals with Israel’s involvement in a protracted
external conflict, its strategic response to this threat to its security and
the influence of this response on Israeli society as a democracy.
Chapter 5 focuses on these security-related issues.

The impact of the transition from the Yishuv to the state, socialand
ideological cleavages, political culture, patterns of conflict regulation,
and the involvement in a protracted conflict on the social cohesion of
the Israeli collectivity and on the functional capacity of its institutions
are examined in chapter 6. This chapter, which summarizes the
arguments in the book examines not only past developments but also
the major trends apparent at the end of Israel’s fourth decade. Since the
latter developments are still in flux, this chapter also discusses several
alternative paths for Israeli society that could emerge from these
trends.

These issues and questions may be examined in two ways that are
not necessarily mutually exclusive. They may be dealt with in the
manner of those historians who examine events and processes as
unique phenomena. They may also be dealt with by social scientists
who define, describe, and analyze basic structures and processes in the
light of theoretical issues. This approach requires analytical concepts to
help bridge the gap between the historical treatment of unique
phenomena and the generalizing and comparative tendencies of social
science. Hence the reliance on conceptual frameworks to introduce
order into this type of inquiry. These frameworks do not, as such,
constitute comprehensive theories that enable the researcher to
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provide 2 complete explanation for social phen.
omena. However conceptual grameworks are usually anchored in

; rlying assumptions do not have to
ical approaches whose ::@mﬂ
m...wm.ﬂmwm mx%mz as long as a particular conceptual framework serves

only as a set of coordinates for mapping social phenomena.

predict or even to

Center and Periphery

The selection of a conceptual framework for the vE,._uOmm .M m:m_wu.msm a
particular society is naturally influenced by the :En__cm c mnmnﬁmm._mznm
of that society. Thus, for example, 2 no.znm_ugm amewor that
assumes an identity between the boundaries of a collectivity and the
boundaries of a sovereign state would not be appropriate for analyzing
the transition between the Yishuv and the State of Israel, nor for
analyzing the boundary problems of Israeli society after the Six Day
War of 1967 which created a gap petween the boundaries of political
sovereignty and physical control73 The approach that Sm.im the
boundaries of a society as co-extensive with the boundaries of a
nationstate, employed in many macro-political studies, would be
appropriate for Israel during the period of 1949 to 1967 but, even then,
only with serious qualifications. In order to study the changes that
have occurred in Israeli society, we require a conceptual framework
that permits a flexible definition of the boundaries of a given social
system for various analytical purposes. For example, there may be
groups with a partial attachment to a society placing them outside
society according to one definition of its boundaries and inside it
according to another definition”® In other words, we require a
conceptual framework based not on rigid criteria for societal bound-
aries such as citizenship or territory, but rather based on the flexible
notion of differential attachments of Various groups to a society.

The concepts of center and periphery, taken from the model used
by Edward Shils toanalyze the development of new societies, meet this
requirement.”> These concepts permit the researcher to examineg
various groups’ relations to the collectivity of the Yishuv and to the
Israeli collectivity, since the concept of “center” entails political,
institutional, and normative-cultural dimensions. The “center of
society” is not necessarily co-extensive with the government ofagiven
state since the center’s sphere of attraction is not necessarily contained
in the formal definition of governmental authority over a given
population or territory. Moreover, the concept of center implies that
the government is not necessarily viewed as the sole center of

_ (il.k.
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Jegitimate authority. It is clear that a concept of a political and cultural
center that is not identical with the formal structure of government is
more ambiguous than the formal definitions of political institutions
and roles in a sovereign state. Since this concept of center is not
grounded in any sort of constitutional framework, it tends to resemble
concepts such as the “establishment” or the “elite,” which also lack
clear-cut definitions. The significance of the center thus entails both .
institutional and normative dimensions. The center performs inspira-
tional and representative functions, interprets and creates values, and
serves as a locus of authority that rests on formal and informal sources
of legitimacy among the collectivity that is attached to it and attests its
loyalty to that center.

The second component of the center-periphery concept also .
requires some clarification. The periphery includes those sectors of
society that are subject to the authority of the center, whether
voluntarily or not, but have no active role in shaping the cultural and
political contours of society. The concepts of center and periphery, in
their basic sense, are not sufficient for analyzing complex social and
political phenomena. This macro-structural concept does not provide
an adequate guide to a complex society, particularly one containing
many cleavages and subject to intensive processes of social change.
The main shortcoming of this concept lies in the assumption that
authority and enterprise in society are the exclusive province of a
narrow elite identified with “the center,” with the rest of society
assuming a passive posture. Rejecting this elitist assumption requires
us to abandon the simplistic model of center-periphery and to adopt a i
more sophisticated one in its place. The first modification required is to
introduce the concept of sub-centers or secondary centers oriented toa ;s
societal center, but partially autonomous.”s These secondary centers
can act as partners in a national coalitionary center, or canact as partial )
sources of authority for groups emerging in the periphery. It is also
possible that a counter-elite may crystallize around a secondary center
with the aim of taking control of the national center or seceding from it
(for instance, in the case of an ethnic or linguistic minority community
seeking to attain sovereignty). Moreover, sectors, groups and indi- @
viduals can be included in the sphere of influence of several secondary .
centers that may cooperate with one another. Groups ‘can also :
maintain attachments to external centers outside the boundaries of
their society (for instance, to motherlands exerting an influence on
their diaspora communities, transnational centers such as churches, or
ideological movements such as Communism.)”’

.,w.
.
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The second modification required in the basic nmamﬂ-vmnv_..mé
model relates to the differential attachments of sectors, Broups, anq
individuals to the center. H.r.mmm .m_mﬂ.:m:»m should :on. be seep as
identical in terms of their participation in cultural and politica activity
or in their acceptance of the m.cwro:Q of the nmﬂnmq.. <_mS”mm from thjg
perspective, different mmm.a:o:m of membership in society may b
distinguished. Certain peripheral groups, therefore, such as diasporas
or populations of occupied territories may in mmﬁm_: circumstances pe
considered part of the social system while in others they coulq be
considered as external to it. The Gosdmm_..% @mwimms center ang
periphery is also ambiguous. Roles and institutions may, for certaj,
purposes, be viewed as part of the center mdm for others may be vieweq
as outside the center. For example, the elites that run the systen of
mass communications may in certain contexts be included in the
center, while in other contexts they may serve to articulate the views of
the periphery vis a vis the center as representatives of secondary
centers.

The third modification in the center-periphery model concerng the
distinction between two aspects of the relationship between the center
and groups and sectors in the periphery. The first aspect refers to the
allocative function of the center, as the entity that determines “the
authoritative allocation of values in society.””® The second aspect refers
to the center’s function of mobilizing commitment and resources in
order to realize society’s collective goals.” In other words, the first
aspect is related to the differential regulation of the needs of groups
and individuals while the second aspect concerns what social scientists
refer to as social and political participation.8

From the foregoing discussion it is clear that the difference
between the original model of center-periphery and the revised model
is that the latter deals with central and peripheral qualities along a
continuum, rather than with center and periphery as dichotomic
entities. The revised model which recognizes the vague boundaries of
the center and the differential involvement of the periphery, can also
be expressed in terms of the concept of “field of authority.”8 This
concept refers to a center’s sphere of instrumental attraction and/or
charismatic inspiration. Subject to such attraction or inspiration are
those groups that need its services or feel loyalty toward it to one
degree or another. In cases where groups have attachments to more
than one center, we may speak of partial overlapping of fields of
authority, as in the case of a diaspora community that maintains an
attachment to a center outside the society in which it lives. Over-
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lapping fields of authority usually o

moﬂm_mm to external monmmeza voﬁsmmwwwwﬁwhmzmwm”u mzmn.:am:a
sovereign political systems where a distinction mxim ,cm,“mw in non-
munal authority and sovereign authority, as in g colonial me: com-
entire system is located within overlappi gime, the

Sat Ing authority fields.
also situations where a national center 4 There are

either delegates authorit t
secondary centers or permits a high degree of autonomy on their Nm%

In these situations, Em central authority field will exist alongside
mmnozma .mﬁ.ro:G fields which comprise social enclaves subject to
the ﬁnmﬁ__E.m mbmcmznm of the secondary centers. Such situations occur
in deeply divided multi-communal societies in which the primary
loyalties of members of a community are focused on the communal
secondary center and noton the common center of formal sovereignty.
On the owrm_,.. hand, In societies with a consociational structure,
mcan.EHmm enjoy only limited autonomy and recognize the supremacy
of E.Q.n common center, which is usually coalitionary. Under these
conditions, the enclaves or authority fields of the secondary centers
will be limited in the scope and nature of their authority.

The concepts which distinguish between sectors and groups on
the basis of the extent of their central or peripheral characteristics, are
appropriate not only for analyzing the boundaries of the collectivity
and the concentration and dispersion of authority within it, but also for
studying integrative and disintegrative processes in society. Such an
analysis does not focus on mapping the field of authority at any given
moment, but rather on the dynamic processes of change in the relation
of secondary centers and groups to their common center. In other
words, a secondary center may change its position on the center-
periphery continuum in relation to other secondary centers. We may
thus distinguish between centrifugal movements that weaken the
instrumental or normative attachment to the common center, and
centripetal movements that strengthen these connections.® Since the
central or peripheral characteristics of secondary centers are expressed
in two dimensions—in relation to either the allocative or commitment
mobilizing functions of the center—shifts in a secondary center’s
position may also occur in several patterns. The secondary center may
move either toward the common center or away from it in both
dimensions simultaneously. Thus, the demands of the secondary
center from the common center may either increase or decrease , and
the willingness of the secondary center to respond 8.:6 common
center’s call to identify with and participate in the collective effort may
also increase or decrease.
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It is also possible for changes in only one of thege dimeng

. . mcﬂm
occur. For example, a change in the extent to which the sec to

fth Ondary
center makes claims on the resources of the common center, may eithe
. crease or decrease the overall burden om. %a.s:n_m for TeSOurces
the common center, depending on the direction of change, O the

other hand, a change in a secondary nmsﬂ.mw.m commitment
common center and it willingness to be Bo?.__umm for collectiy
will either enhance or detract moﬂ_ ﬂrm.m.cn:ozg om. a..m commo
and either increase or decrease its ability to Bo?_ﬁ.m resour
secondary centers and the vm.:ﬁ?mau. ”._,Em mmmn::.m the
center’s overall capacity for maximum utilization H.um society’sr
In extreme cases, opposing trends in these two dimensiong may oceyy
thereby intensifying the effect on Em common center. Changes i,
orientations to the social and political center on the part of the
secondary centers representing groups and sectors thus influence the
overall burdens assumed by the common center. If too many demands
are imposed on the allocative functions of a center whose mobilizing
function has been weakened, it may become over-burdened; while the
opposite trend will enhance its capabilities and provide more room for
maneuver and open up new options, without having to resort to
coercive political measures. The latter situation usually promotes
social cohesion, whereas an over-burdened center poses a threat toit.
An over-burdened center tends to create problems in the functioning
of the social system. These difficulties are reflected in the impaired
ability of the center to deal with the consequences of social change or
with conflicts between the needs of the entire system and the interests
of various sub-systems. An imbalance between the allocative and
mobilizing dimensions will thus harm the effectiveness of the political
system. In societies afflicted with an extreme degree of instability, this
imbalance may even lead to the disintegration of the center, thereby
creating a revolutionary situation or widespread anomie.

to the
€ goals,
n ﬂmﬂwmﬂ
ces from
Commop
€sources

The Impact of Social Cleavages

The conceptual framework of a common center, secondary centers, and
periphery deals with the dispersion of authority and charisma among
the various groups and sectors in society. However, it cannot explain
the lines of social division that shape these groups and sectors. These
social contours or lines of division may be relevant to questions of
distance from the center, but they also relate to society’s stratification

. o
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structure and its components such as clas
not necessarily identical with the cent
hierarchy and the center-
points of departure for ex
functioning of the soci
according to their pos

s and status groups which are
. er-periphery axis. The strata
vm_.._vrmnw continuum represent two different
amining the impact of social cleavages on the
.m._ System. The mapping of social groups
1tion in the status structure refers to the
differential allocation of social rewards: economic rewards (class),
prestige awards (status groups), and power rewards (position on the
center-periphery axis).#3 There are two aspects to the center-periphery
continuum, one which represents the dispersion or concentration of
authority and influence in society, and the other which represents the
extent of participation and social involvement. These two dimensions
of social inequality are only partially related, so that one may not be
reduced to the other. In pre-modern societies, with less differentiation

between ownership of property, social status, and political power, the

relation between these two dimensions is much closer than it is in

modern societies. For example, it is possible in modern society for low
status groups in respect of property, income, and prestige to have a
dominant voice in public affairs as reflected in the concept of populism.
Another point of departure for analyzing social divisions, also not
necessarily co-extensive with the center-periphery axis, is division
according to belief systems and ideologies. It is possible, as in the case
of consociational societies, that membership in classes, status groups,
religious communities, ethnic or linguistic groups, or ideological
movements will be expressed in a dominant attachment to a secondary
center such as a trade union, a church, or a political party.

Two sets of concepts deal with the division of society into groups,
one related to the concept of social cleavages and the other related to
the concept of social pluralism. These two concepts are, to a certain
extent, interchangeable. Nevertheless, the usage of each of these terms
in different countries to reflect different aspects of social divisions is
still justified, since this follows the meaning originally attached to these
concepts by certain social scientists.* The term pluralism was originally
used to analyze social divisions based on ethnic, religious or linguistic
membership, and not social class or ideological groupings. On the
other hand, the term cleavage refers, as does pluralism, not only to
primordial lines of division, but also to ideological and class or status
divisions. Social classes are of course more amorphous than primordial
or cultural groups, and in modern society they are also more open from
the perspective of social mobility, but they cannot be ignored where
such social divisions exist. This also applies to voluntary membership
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groups such as political movements and v.m::mm that 8.:2; ideo
cleavages which are a major source of tension and conflict. The
of social cleavages therefore must refer to the entire range of
dividing society into groups and sectors.

The concept of social cleavage refers to :.5 c_dmam: Parame
social divisions, and not necessarily to the lines of division be
specific groups. This distinction is important when there arean
of groups along a certain continuum, as in :ﬁ. case of vo_:._nm_
aligned on a left-right continuum or of social classes aligned op, a
stratum hierarchy. In these cases too, we will Hm%m_. to .:n._mmm n_mmﬁmmm:
or “ideological cleavages,” even though sometimes it is clear that e
are referring to a number of cleavages based on single broad parameter

Two sets of distinction have to be made in the mapping of socy)
cleavages; between overlapping and crosscutting cleavages 54
between dichotomous and non-dichotomous cleavages.® The gjs.
tinction between overlapping and crosscutting cleavages refers to the
relationship between different parameters of social divisions. Modern
societies are usually characterized by partially overlapping cleavages
expressed statistically by correlations showing a partial association
between membership in two or more cleavage groupings. On the other
hand, the distinction between dichotomous and non-dichotomouys
cleavages refers to divisions within one basic parameter. The question
here is whether the divisions along this continuum refer to just two
groups or to more than two groups. The set of concepts related to socia
cleavages facilitates the mapping of social structure in terms of the
relations between the various cleavages and the divisions al
specific lines of cleavage.

In order to analyze the impact of social divisions on the extent of
separateness or interconnectedness between groups we shall employ
the set of concepts associated with the term social pluralism. The

scholars who developed these concepts distinguished between institu-
tional pluralism, cultural pluralism, and social pluralism.# It should be
noted that these concepts refer to the interrelationships between
various groups along one line of cleavage, such as members of various
religious or ethnic groups. The distinction between institutional
pluralism and the other two types is most important: Institutional
pluralism is characterized by the co-existence of separate groups
within the same system that are either antagonistic or estranged from
one another. Moreover, institutional pluralism usually means that the
contacts between the groups are regulated by norms and sanctions
enforced by formal legal means. To describe those instances where the
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clear-cut separation of groups is regulated by norms lacking formal
legal status, we employ the term “quasi-institutional pluralism.”
Cultural pluralism is reflected in differences in lifestyles or ways of
life, including differences of language or accent. This concept can also
reflect differences between ethnic groups or differences in patterns of !
socialization that are found, for example, between religious and secular ,
groups. Social pluralism refers to more subtle differences between
status groups usually related to the stratification cleavage. The
distinction between social and cultural pluralism can be vague at times .
because social pluralism is also characterized by differences in life-
stylesand behavioral codes. Social pluralism, however, is usually char-
acterized by the restriction of group interrelations to secondary-
instrumental contacts, as opposed to intimate personal relations. Still,
such differences also appear in cultural pluralism. It seems, however,

that the differences between social and cultural pluralism result from .
the differentiation that has occurred in modern societies between
strata divisions and subcultural divisions. In pre-modern societies and b
those characterized by little or no social mobility, the two types of 3
pluralism overlap to a large extent. ¢

The nature of pluralism in a given society and the extent to which
the cleavages provide a base for political mobilization are determined
by the degree to which intergroup relations are ideologically articu- Y
lated. The concept of ideology employed here is broad, and refers to a _
belief system linked to organized social action. Ideology is composed of
three components: cognitive, normative, and prescriptive. In other
words, an ideology contains a cognitive perception of the social or
natural order, a normative evaluation of social phenomena, and
prescribes what should be done to change or maintain that social order.
This broad concept of ideology also entails a distinction between the
fundamental and operative levels of discourse. The fundamental level
contains basic positions and beliefs concerning the social and political
order, while the operative level contains policies to be applied in a
given time and place.88 We may also distinguish between the sub-
stantive dimension of ideology, which refers to ideological issues
arising in concrete historical settings, and the dimension of basic
orientations of a more universal nature.®’ The first dimension refers -
mainly to positions concerning the allocation of social resources, type
of regime, civil rights, religion and state, the boundaries of the national

4

collectivity, and its relations to other national collectivities. The second L
dimension includes basic orientations to time, the relation between s
man and nature, and between the individual and society. These basic
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orientations usually emerge on the fundamental ~m<.m~ of ideology, but
the fundamental level also determines the normative assumption to
which the substantive positions are anchored. The substantive posi.
tions can also include evaluations and prescriptions of an operative
nature.

The Political Regulation of Social Conflict

The impact of the tensions originating in social and ideological
cleavages on social cohesion is determined to a large extent by the
regulative capacity of the political system. The political system
mobilizes and allocates resources and commitments and regulates
social conflicts.?®® The political regulating frameworks are parties,
pressure or interest groups, and ideclogical movements that are not
full-fledged parties. Politics conducted by institutionalized parties in a
democratic system are called “party politics” or “parliamentary
politics.” Politics conducted by organizations representing organized
interest groups which are not parties, particularly in the economic
sphere, are referred to as “corporatist politics.”*! Politics conducted by
ideological movements that are not parties are defined as “movement
politics” and are usually extraparliamentary. The latter term is used
here in a neutral sense without the connotation often attached that
implies conduct violating the democratic rules of the game.

Another set of concepts relates to the forms of political regulation
in democratic regimes. A distinction can be made between two
basically different patters of political regulation: one based on majority
rule in which there is a clear distinction between the government,
which is politically homogeneous, and the opposition, which provides
an alternative ruling group; and the other based on bargaining and
compromise in the framework of coalitionary arrangements as exempli-
fied by the consociational model which allows considerable autonomy
to subcultures. In this model, social enclaves tend to form around
movements which acts a secondary centers that mobilize and allocate
resources and commitments, receiving continuity through socializa-
tion and indoctrination.

The effectiveness of the political mechanisms of conflict regulation
and resource allocation are determined mainly by the load placed on
the political system. The load or burden borne by the system is an
outcome of the balance between collective goals and group demands
on the one hand, and available resources, on the other. A polity over-
burdened with goals and demands tends to become ungovernable.

i&
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However, the proper functioning of the system can be maintained by
mobilizing the resources and commitments required to meet the needs
determined by the collective goals and group demands. Group
demands can be instrumental, and can therefore be satisfied by the
allocation of material resources. However, these demands can also be
normative, demanding fundamental decisions concerning the nature
of society and its central symbols. Contradictory demands of a
normative nature imposed on the political system can undermine the
basis of political legitimacy.

A factor making for an over-burdened polity—as a result of an
imbalance between group demands, collective goals and available
resources—is involvement in a protracted external conflict. In this
context the question arises as to the ability of the democratic regime to
handle the tensions arising between a highly-developed military and
the institutions of civilian government. Two of the factors that
determine the relations between these two systems are the extent to
which the boundaries between the military and civilian sectors are
permeable and the scope of their interrelations. The conceptual
refinement required to examine this issue is based on distinctions
between permeable and integral boundaries, with fragmented bound-
aries serving as an intermediate category.”? Fragmented boundaries
allow for permeable boundaries in certain areas of a system and
integral boundaries in others. A typical case of fragmented boundaries
between the military and civilian sectors is provided by a convergence
between the civilian and military sectors which characterizes what has

come to be known as the “nation in arms” model. % This is in contrast to-

the “garrison state”* in which there is a tendency to separate, in the
normative and institutional sense, the military and civilian sectors and
the elites that control them, thus creating more integral boundaries.
However, in the “garrison state” model we find another important
aspect of the relation between the military and civilian sectors, entailed
in the concept of role expansion. This describes the tendency of the
military to broaden the areas of its activity beyond strictly military
roles. Such tendencies are less pronounced in the case of the “nation in
arms” where role expansion is often countervailed by political civil-
ianization of the military.

Culture, Class, and Polity

In this chapter we have described the main characteristics of Israeli
society. Central questions about Israeli society have been raised and an
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outline of a conceptual framework has been _u_...,,mm:”ma in which the
case of lsrael may be understood in a comparative perspective, ¢
though this particular task is not undertaken in this book. The sets of
generalizing concepts that form the nosnm_u,:m_ ?mawic_.r contaip
wcga_ theoretical assumptions that are not m_imwm.nm»m__ma or explicit
A central assumption relating to problems of n.o__mn:.,wm identity and :_m.
boundaries of the collectivity, and to the ideological dimensiop of
social divisions, posits the autonomy of the n:._::m_ factor. Theoreticy)
approaches that offer reductionist mxw_mzm:o:m of .n.=:E.m_ factors,
viewing them as reflections of economic or even ﬁo_:._nm_. factors, cap
explain neither the primordial components om.no:mn.ssw identity nor
the power of ideology as a motivational force in social movementg %
However, our conceptual framework is not based on the opposite
assumption that views economic and political phenomena as deriva.
tions of cultural factors. Our conceptual framework assumes only that
in a situation where a new collectivity is in the process of formation, the
emergence or existence of common cultural ties must precede the
creation of political institutions, which, in turn, is subject to constraints
imposed largely by economic factors. These assumptions also permit
the autonomous development of the political sphere and of power
which serves as the medium of exchange in this area.”” For example, the
relation of the Arab population in the occupied territories to Israel is
based on the exercise of military and political power and not on a
consensus based on a sense of common primordial identity. Another
area where the partial autonomy of political power holds concerns the
activity of elites. Among the various institutional elites, and especially
the political elite, considerations based on bureaucratic cliques and
personal power play a considerable role. Nevertheless, this area of
activity often evades conceptual analysis, and the only reasonably
valid generalizations about it concern rules of the game and styles of
leadership and management.”® Class interests rooted in economic
factors can of course play an autonomous role in social mobilization,
but in contrast to Marxist assumptions, there can be societies, periods
or situations where this factor plays a secondary role. However, even
under such conditions, economic motivations can reinforce the cultural
or political factors that stimulate people to engage in organized social
activity. Access to economic resources can therefore influence the
outcome of social and political conflicts.

Another assumption entailed in our conceptual framework con-
cerns the importance of consensus for determining the boundaries of
the collectivity and for explaining the extent to which particularistic

ven
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identities based on social cleavages are ideologically articulated. This
assumption is related to another which maintains that the level of
social cohesion is an appropriate point of departure for macro-social or
macropolitical analysis. Social cohesion does not necessarily imply
social homogeneity or harmony or absence of social tensions. Cohesion
can at times be achieved through the effective regulation of conflicts.
Moreover, the decision to focus on social cohesion and on processes of
social integration and disintegration as a point of departure for this
analysis does not imply a value preference for cohesion over lack of
cohesion, or for stability over change. The preference in this case is
methodological and not ideological.®

The definition of the characteristics of Israeli society, the identifica-
tion of its central problems and the elaboration of a conceptual
framework based on certain theoretical assumptions has thus prepared
us for an analysis of the varied social phenomena and historical

changes that have made Israel into a veritable “social laboratory” and a
fascinating field for research.
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