
Nationalism and Democracy: Another View 

Introduction 

I recently came across a brilliant, if long blog post/article by one Efraim 
Podoksik on the interplay between nationalism and civic democracy in 
Hebrew. As I believe it has import in the general discussion taking place 
regarding the legitimacy of Zionism, I have taken upon myself to 
translate it over the next few days. 

What makes this article so important is that it is written from a liberal 
(i.e. what is generally identified as "left-wing") point of view. 
Furthermore, it demonstrates a far-reaching and thorough 
understanding of nationalism in general and modern European history 
in particular. I believe Podoksik makes a very important contribution as 
one of a small, but crucial group of liberals who have not been cowed by 
the small, but vocal anti-Zionist minority. 

Two caveats before I start: 

1)      All responsibility for the accuracy of the translation rests on my 
shoulders alone. 

2)      Let it be known that I do not necessarily agree with everything 
written in the post. This goes especially for his portrayal of "Im Tirtzu". 
This is also the case with regard to his downplaying of the use of the 
"modernist" school of nationalism (Andersen, Hobsbawm &c) as a tool 
for delegitimizing nationalism in general and Zionism in particular. 
Whether said theories do so intrinsically or are used as such is, to my 
mind, a red herring. Put another way: not all modernists are anti-
Zionists, but all anti-Zionists are modernists. 

Enjoy! 

Avi/AIWAC 

 

How Not To Discuss Nationalism by Efraim Podoksik 

Profs. Carlo Strenger and Menahem Loberboim did well in attacking the 
false dichotomy between a Jewish state and a democratic state 



(19.11.2010 'Zionism Without Ethnic Romanticism').  Unfortunately, 
they immediately built a different and no less problematic dichotomy in 
its place – the dichotomy between 'the enlightenment tradition' and 'the 
romantic tradition' in politics. 

The line of argument of the authors is as follows. Two traditions exist in 
European politics. One is the romantic tradition which 'emphasizes the 
connection between the entity called the "nation" and the land'. The 
second is the enlightenment tradition 'which emphasizes universal 
human rights'. The politics of romantic nationalism dominated Europe 
in the 19thand the beginning of the 20th century and led to disastrous 
results.  As a result of the bitter experience, Europe came to the 
conclusion that the only way is 'to see the state as a legal entity which 
grants all its citizens the same rights, irrespective of their ethnic origin'. 
When the United Nations recognized Israel, they did so on the basis of 
this outlook and 'not on the grounds of ancient history'. But the 'Israeli 
right' tends more and more to adopt the anachronistic romantic outlook 
and thus threatens to turn Israel itself into an anachronism. 

The authors are correct about one thing. Indeed, there are today trends 
in the Israeli right (although, not exclusively on the right) which adopt 
an ethnocratic approach. These trends can be identified, for instance, in 
the campaign slogans of 'Israel Beiteinu' in the last elections or in the 
argument of the leaders of 'Im Tirtzu' that modernist theories of 
nationalism necessarily negate the Zionist world-view. These trends are 
indeed dangerous and worthy of severe criticism. 

However, in all other aspects the article suffers from many flaws, 
including simplistic arguments and use of clichés whose persuasive 
potential lies in being common in internal Israeli discourse. The same 
goes with their mixture of correct criticisms with a schematic structure 
so biased, it borders on caricature. All these are known characteristics of 
Israeli opinion journalism which are leading our public discourse into a 
dead end. 

Even the justified negation of the ethnocratic approach is formulated in 
a stereotypical fashion which blurs the true picture. The romantic 
outlook is defined simplistically as adherence to 'the land'. Irrespective 
of the correctness of this definition (and as will be explained later, this 
definition is lacking), it does not accurately portray the ethnocratic 
politics of today's Israeli right. The only reason to use this definition is 
the context of Israeli politics between the 1970s and the 1990s, when the 
'land' issue ostensibly distinguished 'right' from 'left'. However, there is 
no necessary connection between the ethnocratic approach and 



sanctification of the land. Indeed it seems that the 'Im Tirtzu' people 
combine the two, but in high politics the force most identified with the 
spreading of the ethnocratic trend – 'Israel Beiteinu' – is indifferent to 
the value of the land (and one can say the same thing about Shas to a 
lesser degree). On the other hand, among the self-same minority of 
settlers for whom the land has indeed become a supreme value and not a 
rhetorical tool, the attitude that all Arab-Palestinian residents should be 
given citizenship or alternatively, a readiness to stay in Judaea and 
Samaria under Palestinian sovereignty is spreading (at least on a 
declarative level). 

Another example of the article's problematic nature is the sloppy use of 
historical comparisons. For instance, in the context of romantic politics, 
the authors write the following: 'Germans, Russians and Serbs used the 
exact same language to argue that they have some ephemeral right 
superior to the principle of political sovereignty, and that in any event 
that right is superior to any demand of the international community'. 

The authors had innumerable examples at their disposal which could 
have illustrated the use of ethnic romanticism in politics past and 
present, such as certain national movements in Croatia, Hungary, 
Georgia, Ukraine, Ireland, Greece, Turkey, Lebanon, India, Sri Lanka 
&c. Of all these possible examples, the authors chose to mention in their 
article three countries that didn't base their policies on purely 
ethnocratic considerations. This is due to the fact that these three 
examples are of imperialist, expansionist states (including Serbia, since 
it was not the yearning for Kosovo which motivated the Serbian 
leadership in the 1990s but rather the aspiration to control the multi-
ethnic territory of all of Yugoslavia or at least most of what was left of it 
– but I'll get to that later on). By their very nature, states which aim 
toward unlimited expansion cannot be based on the outlook which ties 
nation to land. After all, imperialism is based on the constant adding of 
territories, and an over-emphasis on any particular piece of territory can 
actually impede imperialist expansion (see, for instance, the old Israeli 
right, for whom it was easier to separate from enormous areas in the 
Sinai peninsula, as opposed to the very small area of Judea and 
Samaria). In addition, the imperialist venture goes hand-in-hand with 
creating a multi-ethnic reality, something which requires creating a 
super-ethnic concept of citizenship – as total preference of one ethnic 
group could destroy the ethnic balance which usually exists in empires. 

Let's take Russia, for example. To which Russia do the authors refer? 
The Russia of the 16th century which formulated the ideology of 'the third 
Rome', at which basis stood not the connection to land, but rather the 



outlook that Russia is the last defender of the true Christianity in the 
days after the fall of Constantinople, as well as the universal messianic 
aspiration to redeem the whole world in the future (and not ancient 
history)? Or the Russian Empire of the end of the 19th century which 
justified its expansion at the expense of the Ottoman Empire with the 
help of a super-national pan-Slavism? Or the USSR which from the 
outset was conceived as a federation of many nations on the basis of a 
universalist ideology, on the basis of which demanded for itself 'some 
ephemeral right superior to the principle of political sovereignty'? Or 
today's nationalist Russia which suppressed the rebellion in Chechnya? 
Unfortunately for the authors, it is precisely bellicose and aggressive 
Russia which supports the outlook which sees 'the state as a legal entity 
which grants all its citizens the same rights, irrespective of their ethnic 
origin'. Russia has no problem recognizing the rights of ethnic Chechens 
as individuals (Ethnic Chechens hold senior positions in Putin's Russian 
government), or even to agree to grant broad Chechen political 
autonomy, as long as it takes place under Russian patronage. 

Germany is of course a more logical example. Indeed the intellectual 
language of 'romanticism' is very largely a German phenomenon, and 
the 'romantic' label which is often used for ethnic nationalism in general 
is no more than a transference of the specific German intellectual 
circumstances onto a much more varied phenomenon. However, even 
this case is not so clear-cut. First, in spite of rhetorical sayings like 'blood 
and soil', at the foundation of German romantic nationalism stood the 
language and not the land (since as opposed to the French, English and 
Spanish, it was less clear to the Germans what exactly is the ancient 
German area to which the German nation can be tied). Second, 
Germany's behavior prior to World War One and the rhetoric it used had 
less to do with romantic nationalism and more to power plays between 
empires and the struggle for distant colonies. Third, the spread of Nazi 
Germany was justified by a more universalist and less limiting world-
view than ethnic nationalism – namely, the racist outlook. 

It seems to me, then, that there is no reason to necessarily bring Russia, 
Germany and Serbia as examples unless you want to use the scariest 
historical examples, perhaps due to the justified concern that more 
relevant examples (Ireland, Greece, Slovakia?) won't make much 
impression on the reader. 

Perhaps they will say that my critique of the authors misses the point 
and that I am merely latching onto unsuccessful definitions. This is 
because the distinction between romantic politics which sanctifies 'land' 
and enlightenment politics which defines nation in legal terms need not 



be interpreted literally. They will perhaps argue that in truth the authors 
meant the tried-and-true distinction the two types of nationalism – 
'ethnic' nationalism (which is not necessarily connected to land but 
which stresses various cultural ethnic elements in defining the nation) 
and 'civilian' nationalism which includes in the nation all residents of 
the sovereign area of the state. However, if this is the author's intention, 
then I have two objections. 

First, from an historical point of view the dichotomous distinction 
between ethnic nationalism and civilian nationalism is, in my opinion, a 
problematic one. In most cases European national movements 
combined civilian and ethnic elements, and what swept Europe in the 
19th century was not the 'romantic' politics of nationalism but rather 
various types of civilian ethnic nationalism (with varying degrees of both 
the ethnic element and the civilian element). The region in which 
nationalism became a most urgent matter was Eastern Europe, this due 
to the complex ethnic mosaic which was created there. The nationalist 
aspirations in Eastern Europe were not the product of the wild 
imagination of the romanticists who were searching for an identity and 
roots (or at least not just that). The outlook that one must try and draw 
the political borders more or less along ethnic lines stemmed from the 
recognition that the ethnic complexity in the Eastern European region is 
a recipe for perpetual instability and the central obstacle in the process 
of modernization. It also stemmed from the hope that by dividing the 
region into nation states with a solid ethnic majority is the only way to 
organize this mosaic. 

It was not, therefore, only the romantic cultural aspirations which stood 
at the foundation of nationalist politics in Eastern Europe, but also 
aspirations for a freer, more civilized and equal life. Nationalism was the 
realistic strategy to bring these two aspirations to fruition. Therefore, 
just as there was no national movement in Europe that did not make use 
of cultural myths (often out of a conscious attempt to pour common 
cultural content into the national identity, and not out of a search for a 
mythic past), so it is difficult to locate any national movement which 
completely lacked elements of an 'enlightenment' outlook with regard to 
civilian equality and freedom. Did not Masaryk, the founder of liberal-
democratic Czechoslovakia, not make use of 'romantic' elements of the 
nation? And was it not in less liberal Poland where the national 
movement led to a more worthy and freer life than that which existed 
beforehand, when that country was ruled by the Russian empire? 

The distinction between ethnic-cultural nationalism and civilian 
nationalism looks convincing at first glance only if one examines the 



extreme cases, for instance – the USA and Germany although even here 
the distinction is not perfect (as one can identify cultural elements in 
American nationalism as well, even more so in English or French 
nationalism). The early study of nationalism did indeed focus mainly on 
those large states. However, these were not particularly suitable cases 
for deriving conclusions for nationalism as a whole (or at least were not 
so relevant for dozens of other cases, including the Jewish one). Both 
France and Germany had to deal from time to time with the question of 
the relationships between national ethnic groups, but these questions 
were relatively minor for them, at least compared to the role nationalism 
played in other areas in Europe. It was not nationalism but the power 
struggle between empires which characterized the politics of those 
states, and without any real national problems, nationalist rhetoric 
served mainly as an aid for rallying the patriotic feeling of the 
population. 

At this point it might be worthwhile to mention a few other matters 
regarding German nationalism, especially due to the common tendency 
to bring it as a (negative) example for ethnic nationalism and to forget 
the dozens of other cases where nationalism had a less clear-cut history. 
When one discusses German nationalism, an important fact is often 
skipped: The ethnic-linguistic (although not religious) homogeneity 
which characterized German life in the Geographic and cultural core of 
what was to become the German empire. German nationalism dealt 
primarily with the problem of the fragmentation of German-speaking 
states and not the question of how to accommodate the demands of 
different ethnic groups. Such questions did indeed arise (mainly on the 
periphery), but because of its demographic, political and economic 
strength, Germany preferred to ignore these questions and at most saw 
them as a nuisance not worthy of serious attention (Even if that 
nuisance feeling led at times to hysterical outbursts such as, for instance, 
Heinrich Treitschke's article 'The Jews are Our Misfortune'). This was 
one of the reasons that the national discourse among German 
intellectuals became disconnected from reality and absorbed the self-
same 'romantic' and 'mystical' characteristics which today are 
mentioned so often. The same is true of Zionist thought in Germany. 
While Zionist thought in Eastern Europe was characterized by political 
realism and a desire to bring about the modernization of the Jewish 
people, Zionism in Germany was often the refuge of Jewish intellectuals 
who wished to flee modern civilization and found refuge in what they 
interpreted as mystical elements of ancient Judaism. Anyone interested 
in knowing what 'romantic' nationalism which sanctifies 'the land' really 
looks like is invited to read some of Martin Buber's writings and wonder 
how such a mystical romantic approach led him not to the right but 
rather to 'Brit Shalom' which espoused bi-nationalism. Another 



interesting example for romantic nationalism in Zionism as a flight from 
modernity is the 'Shomer Hatzair' group which was founded at the 
inspiration of the German youth movement. This group too moved 
leftward and eventually adopted Marxist ideology. 

In general, therefore, it can be said that the national discourse in 
Germany was unique in many respects, since it evolved in the specific 
intellectual context of German history, and the attempt to see it as the 
archetype of European nationalism distorts the complex historical 
reality. European nationalism had many faces – sometimes nicer and 
sometimes less so. But it is not nationalism in general that is not 
responsible for the horrors of the 20thcentury, but rather the unique 
racist mutation thereof (German national-socialism). 

In that context, it can be said that the authors' argument that 'the Jews 
were counted among the most prominent victims' of 'the romantic 
movement in politics' is not accurate. The Jews were the victims of 
imperialist totalitarianism, even if it is clear that German 
totalitarianism, which tried to physically destroy them, was a super-
national racist mutation of extreme nationalism. In addition, Jews were 
also victims of Soviet totalitarianism, which did not drive to destroy 
them physically, but nevertheless suppressed Jewish culture and 
murdered many Jews. In the other cases, romantic nationalism (i.e. 
ethnic nationalism) may not have always been comfortable for the Jews, 
just as it wasn't comfortable for other ethnic minorities (although the 
situation of the Jews was perhaps more problematic as they were a 
minority everywhere). Their relationship with the majority changed 
from region to region. Thus, for instance, a strong bond was forged 
between the Czech national movement and the Jewish national 
movement. On the other hand, the national movements in Poland and 
Slovakia were characterized by a large degree of anti-Semitism, as 
opposed to the attitude of the Bulgarians and the Hungarians which was 
relatively neutral. But in general, Jewish life in the independent 
countries in Eastern Europe was not that of victims, and the brief period 
between the World Wars was characterized by a Jewish cultural 
renaissance. It can be speculated that without World War Two, this 
renaissance would have continued, even if many Jews later immigrated 
to Israel or the US. 

Second, from a contemporary point of view, the argument regarding the 
anachronism of 19th century European nationalism (which, as I said, was 
characterized by a combination of ethnic and civilian elements in the 
definition of the nation) is inaccurate, to say the least. Let us look at the 
present map of Europe. The similarity between it and the European map 



in 1919 (when the principle of nationalism was recognized as a central 
principle in the new order) is greater than the similarity between the 
European map of 1919 and that of 1900. The major changes which took 
place since then (in the region of Czechoslovakia and the Balkans) point 
precisely to the continued implementation of the [national – AW] 
principles established after World War One. Indeed, today there are 
more independent nation-states in Europe than any other time in 
history. Not bad for an anachronism! The main thing which has changed 
is the ethnic composition in a number of states which became more 
homogenous, largely due to the acts of genocide during the Second 
World War and the ethnic purges immediately after its end. In such a 
situation – of a lack of large ethnic minorities – it is easier for many 
states to pretend that their conception of nationality is purely civilian (in 
other words, that ostensibly the nation and the residential civilian 
population are one and the same), but when major ethnic friction 
occurs, it immediately turns out that this is not the case. 

Here are two examples. First, Kosovo. The abolition of the autonomy of 
the Kosovo province in 1990 created a dynamic which lead to the 
disintegration of Yugoslavia and ethnic wars in the region. Slobodan 
Milosevic and the Serbian leadership were the ones who bore primary 
responsibility for these wars. But the Serbian nationalism they espoused 
was closer to what the authors call enlightenment politics, while the 
demand for autonomy by Kosovo, as well as the demands for 
independence of Slovenia and Croatia were characterized much more by 
ethnic considerations. The reason for this is clear. Milosevic wanted a 
multi-ethnic but not federal Yugoslavia. In such a Yugoslavia the Serbs 
had an advantage. But even so this required recognizing the rights of all 
Yugoslavian citizens, and Milosevic did precisely that. Here are parts of 
his speech in Gazimestan from 1989, the same speech which is 
considered a central event in rallying Serbian nationalism: 

'Serbia of today is united and equal in rights to other republics and it is 
willing to do everything in order to improve the economic and social 
conditions of all its citizens…Serbia was never inhabited solely by 
Serbians. Today, more than ever, citizens which belong to other peoples 
and nations live in it. This is not a disadvantage for Serbia. I truly believe 
it is an advantage…[A society base on – AW] Socialism being an 
advanced, just and democratic society cannot allow people to be 
separated ethnically and religiously…Therefore, all people living in 
Serbia through work, decency and with respect towards other people and 
peoples – live in a republic of their own…" 



This part of Milosevic's speech fits perfectly with the self-same 'politics 
of the enlightenment' which Profs. Strenger and Loberboim advocate 
and which grants 'all its citizens the same rights, regardless of their 
ethnic origin'. Many leaders in the Western world thought the same 
thing, including the US which actually supported Serbia (Yugoslavia) in 
the beginning of the war,and saw those in Slovenia, Croatia and the 
Albanians as ones who stressed the ethnic principle (Even in the last 
stages of the war, when only Greater Serbia was spoken of, the Serbians 
didn't deny Serbian citizenship from the Kosovar Albanians). However 
the results of this "enlightenment" were a blood-soaked war and ethnic 
slaughter. Having learned from their experience the Western states 
intervened in 1998 on the side of the Albanians. This intervention 
stemmed of course from the commitment to the principle of human 
rights. However, it turned out that in this specific case it was precisely 
support of the ethnic Albanian logic which was the most reasonable 
solution to promote the universal principles of human rights in the 
Balkans, even if it lead in the beginning to the expulsion of most of the 
Serbs and gypsies from the province and a rather miserable existence for 
those who stayed. Were the Europeans wrong in doin this and did they 
thus stray from the principles of 'enlightenment'? Np, in my opinion 
their policy was justified. As it turned out that in the complex ethnic 
circumstances it was precisely the attempt of Milosevic the socialist to 
fulfill the vision of Serbia as 'a state of all its citizens' without ethnic 
autonomy which lead to horrible tragedies and the strengthening of his 
semi-dictatorial rule. Meanwhile it was precisely the ethnic approach 
which contributed more to the promotion of European ideals and the 
democratization of Serbia itself after the war. 

Another example – Estonia. If there is a case which is entirely opposite 
to 'enlightenment' as per the authors' definition (the same 
enlightenment, which according to them sees 'the state as a legal entity 
which grants all its citizens the same rights, regardless of their ethnic 
origins) it is the Citizenship Law in Estonia, which did not grant 
automatic citizenship to the ethnic Russian minority and established a 
conditional process of naturalization. Did Europe see this as an 
anachronism? Not really. Estonia was accepted into the European Union 
and NATO. In my opinion, also here Europe did not retreat from its 
enlightened principles, but rather they simply understood the specific 
circumstances which led to the adoption of the Citizenship Law and the 
dangers to democracy that were embedded in a refusal of Estonia's 
request to join Europe. 

However even those who disagree with the European states in these two 
cases, must recognize that when it turned out that the continent had to 



deal with ethnic problems in its backyard, the considerations of ethnic 
nationalism were not foreign to it. This is not only in Eastern Europe, 
but also in Western Europe (as is made clear, for instance, I the granting 
of political autonomy to Catalonia and the Basque province or to 
Scotland and Wales, or the complex structure of the Belgian state, a 
structure which derives directly from ethnic considerations). In any 
event, Israel does not emerge as an 'anachronism'! After all in 
comparison to the two examples stated above Israel is a model for 
moderate and enlightened ethnic politics. The situation of the Arab 
minority in Israel is much better than that of the Serbian ethnic minority 
in Kosovo, and as opposed to Estonia Israel granted automatic 
citizenship to all residents in its sovereign territory (except for East 
Jerusalem, where even there naturalization involves less conditions than 
in Estonia). 

When the authors use the term 'anachronism', they fall into a rather 
common trap among Israeli intellectuals: They interpret literally what 
their European counterparts are telling them. Indeed, it is customary in 
certain European circles to warn Israel about becoming an 
'anachronism'. However behind this statement lies hypocrisy 
(sometimes conscious). These Europeans are fully aware of the national-
ethnic logic that stands at the foundations of the structure of their 
society. They simply aren't willing to apply to this principle to the Jews 
out of a cultural tradition with anti-semitic roots which is not prepared 
to see the Jews as a national group with the same rights given to other 
national groups. Therefore people who tend to speak of Israel as an 
anachronism do not object to this or that policy of the state of Israel, but 
rather they object entirely to the existence of Israel as a Jewish nation-
state. It is a shame that many Israeli intellectuals are not really aware of 
the nuances in this European discourse. 

But perhaps I have erred here as well regarding the authors' intentions? 
Maybe they didn't mean to refer to the distinction between ethnic and 
civilian nationalism? Maybe they recognize that most nationalisms have 
an ethnic aspect, and agree that there are types of ethnic nationalism 
which belong to 'enlightened' politics? How else can one interpret the 
following sentence: 'The UN and the international community 
understood that the Jews have a right to a state that would be their 
homeland, in which they could fulfill their need for national self-
determination'? Surely it is clear that the right of Jews to a homeland 
involves something more concrete than the meager outlook of civilian 
nationalism? 



If this is the case, then the distinction needs to be between an ethnic 
nationalism ('enlightened') which grants citizenship and individual 
freedoms to individuals belonging to ethnic minorities in the state and 
an ethnic nationalism ('romantic') which denies these rights to their 
minorities. In the former case the state exists on the basis of a social 
contract in which the majority recognizes all the individual rights of all 
the citizens, and the ethnic minorities on their part suffice with these 
freedoms and do not challenge the national public character of the state 
as determined by the majority. 

However if this is the position of the authors, it comes into conflict with 
their scathing critical rhetoric. After all, it seems that such a position 
reflects the Israeli political concensus stretching from Meretz to Likud. 
Only Moshe Feiglin's 'Manhigut Yehudit' negates this outlook on a 
declarative level, to which we can add the 'Ichud Hale'umi' and the Balad 
party. Even 'Israel Beiteinu' and 'Im Tirtzu', in spite of the tremendous 
damage they are causing to inter-ethnic relations in the state, support 
this 'enlightened' position at least on the declarative level. If the authors 
are referring to the settlers who wish to hold onto all of the land of Israel 
(as is hinted at times throughout the article), then that right is not new 
but rather old, and in recent years its power has not increased – it has 
shrunk. The disengagement from Gaza will suffice to demonstrate its 
helplessness. 

Towards the end of the article this line of argument starts to sound more 
and more dominant. It is not the ethnicity of the Jewish state that 
bothers the authors, but the question of the occupation. This is what 
turns the policy of the Israeli right into a 'romantic' one. This 
interpretation can be deduced from the following passage: 

'The reason Israel is so isolated is not that the world doesn't recognize 
the legitimacy of its existence, but that it doesn't accept Israel's 
violations of international law and the ongoing Israeli occupation, which 
denies the Palestinians rights which are perceived in the world as self-
evident to everyone.' 

It is difficult to conceive a sentence which would be as removed from 
reality as the one quoted above. It uses clichés without trying to see if 
they have a foundation (such as the rhetorical argument that Israel is 
violating international law), and as in the in case of [the] 'anachronism' 
[argument] the authors uncritically accept the the routine justifications 
of critics of Israel. A more critical article would pose questions. For 
instance, why is it that as the size of the territory and number of 
residents without Israeli citizenship under Israeli occupation shrinks, 



the isolation of the state of Israel actually increases? An even deeper 
article would deal with the fact that most of the forces on the Israeli right 
(such as Likud, Shas and 'Israel Beiteinu') are actually trying to create a 
situation in which Israel will not control a population without Israeli 
citizenship. In other words, they are striving to the very goal the 
international community ostensibly laid down (if we believe the authors 
that the world completely accepts the legitimacy of the existence of the 
state of Israel as a Jewish state). It may be that their desire that Israel 
retain part of the [post-'67] territories is not wise or just, but there is no 
contradiction between the Israeli attempt to shift the border and 
enlightened politics, as long as those borders do not include a 
population which will not be given Israeli citizenship. Furthermore, if 
according to enlightened politics, there are no sacred territories, then 
that principle applies to the Palestinians as well. 

So what did we get out of this long discussion? Was it really necessary to 
discuss one short article in such depth? After all, the arguments I 
attributed to the authors was an analytical deconstruction, and the story 
is actually much simpler. It seems to me, that authors are motivated by 
the desire to promote a moderate Zionist world-view. They blame the 
right (which adheres to 'the land') in that it weakens the standing of 
Zionism. However they adopt a slanted terminology and historical 
analysis which leads the article to the very direction they wished to 
avoid. This is because in the end instead of being an example of 
moderation and careful thought, the article degenerates and uses clichés 
which characterize the extreme position which sees Israel and Jewish 
nationalism as the parties responsible for the Middle East conflict. 

In my analysis, I wished to uncover the internal dynamic which is 
pushing the moderate left to the sphere of the extreme left, even when 
its intentions are the opposite. This dynamic is made possible by 
intellectual vagueness hiding behind ostensibly simple schematics, a 
vagueness which is caused among other things from an intellectual flight 
from the complex reality, or by uncritical acceptance of problematic 
patterns of thought and slanted historical analyses offered by those with 
anti-Israel agenda. Only when our discourse frees itself from these 
clichés will it be possible to discuss the problems facing the state of 
Israel in a rational and responsible manner. 


