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Introduction
Michael Keren

This issue of Kesher is dedicated to the discourse about Zionism
carried on in the past and the present through various media:
academic books, newspapers, periodicals, theater and film. It
is part of a series of special issues of Kesher that seek, inter
alia, to widen the scope of the study of the media, which we
define as the totality of formats and conternds by which people
communicate with each other, and which include more than
what is geperally regarded as means of mass communication,
Special issues that we have published in this context have been
devoted to such topics as high and low culture, the
representation and the role of women in the media, media and
economics, and others. Conceivably, they have contributed to
broadening the grasp of media by students in universities and
colleges who are aften exposed to a narrow and outdated
perception of them. At the same time, Kesher encourages
articles written from a historic perspective, on the premise that
the important issues worthy of research and study in the areas
of Jewish media and their relationship to culture, society,
economics and politics did not originate with the establishment
of departments of communications in universities in the last
few decades — which tend to focus on contemporary topics ~
but were present much before.

The present issue of Kesher appears in a new format: while
the articles in previous issues were published in Hebrew with
English abstracts, this issue presents each article in complete
bilingual (Hebrew/English) renditions, The articles were
originally suhmitied in Hebrew, English or German, and were
translated accordingly.

The issue opens with a symposium on Israel and Zionism
as reflected in the Israeli and world media, held in April 2002
at Tel Aviv University under the joint sponsership of the Andrea
and Charles Bronfman Center for the Media of the Jewish
People, and the Jewish Agency for Israel.

‘We then present a survey prepared by the noted American
researcher Joel S. Migdal about the media response to the
book he co-authored with Baruch Kimmerling, The
Palestinians: The Making of a People. The survey compares
the reviews of the book when it was published in the U.S. in
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1993 with those in Israel when it was published in Hebrew
five years later, as a way of tracing the historiographic response
1o the so-called “new” sociologists and historians. Migdal
identifies a moderation of the response during those five years
and perceives it as reflecting an Israeli society that is coping
with its past as a way of reinforcing its foundations in the
future.

Yaacov Yadgar analyzes the astitude toward the nationai
legacy by mainstream journalists writing for the Tsraeli
newspapers Ha'aretz, Yedi’ot Aharonot and Ma’ariv. Using
theories about the role of intellectuals in constructing and
preserving as well as destroying and altering traditions in
society, and applying these theories to journalists who, by
providing commentary on reality are perceived here as filling
an intellectual role, Yadgar describes the journalists’ treatment
of the national narrative. He discerns a transition from a
commonly shared narrative to a dissected national narrative,
which he links primarily to the fracture created by the Yom
Kippur War, although he argues that the Zionist statist
paradigm, which lost its primacy, was not replaced by any
other paradigm. Rather, it was dismantled into its various
components.

Dan Urian’s article on “Zionist theater” focuses on the play
Deconstruction, produced by the Haifa Municipal Theater in
1999, which is a harsh critique of the Zionist narrative. Urlan,
surveying the Zionist narrative in Israeli theater and its erosion
during the 1980s, emphasizes the distinctiveness of
Deconstruction, which is neither a Zionist nor a post-Zionist
piay but a play that, in his words, provides a platform for “the
Hebrew yuppies of the 1990s.”

In a simifar vein, Uri Klein, in his article “National vs,
Personal Cinema,” dismisses the premise of the existence of a
post-Zionist cinema, arguing tbat Israeli cinema never posited
an opposing narrative to the Zionist narrative. If the Israeli
cinema has a narrative at all, he writes, it is a narrative that
leads from a cinerna that was obedient to the dominant ideology
regarding reality, to a cinema that disconnected from this
ideology, although it itself then experienced a crisis.




Yuval Shahal surveys the status of the Jewish press in
Russia and the Zionist discourse in it during the period
following the fali of Communism. The survey reveals that the
major portion of the content of this press is devoted to the
Jewish community in Russia rather than o immigration o
Israel, and a major emphasis is laid on matters pertaining to
the present and future of the Jews of Russia rather than Jewish
history. The author views this as a reflection of the weakening
of the Zionist element in Jewish society in Russia today.

David Pur profiles the Yiddish Zionist newspaper Der Jude,
launched in Cracow in 1899 in light of the perception that the
Hebrew periodicats Hamelitz and Hatsefirah did not fill the
needs of the Yiddish-speaking masses. Pur describes Ahad
Hz'am’s interesting attitude to the paper. A believer in the
revival of the Hebrew language as a basis of Jewish national
revival, Ahad Ha'am was dissatisfied with the publication, yet
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he also realized that the Zionist idea could be propagated only
through the language of the masses. The author demonstrates
how the periodical published in the language of the Jewish
masses actually performed the function of articulating general
Jewish topics and did not necessarily function as a voice of
Zicnism.

Lastly, Thomas von der Osten-Sacken writes about the
Jiidische Weli-Rundschau, a newspaper published in 1939 as
a continuation of the well-known Jiidische Rundschau by
Zionists from Germany who immigrated to Fretz Yisracl. The
effort constituted a unique response to the closure of the Jewish
press in Germany, but the paper was subjected to sharp attack
by various elements in Eretz Yisrael, which the author attributes
to the opposition of the vishuv to German Zionisin due o its
political moderation.
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Israel and Zionism as Reflected in the Media in

Israel and Abroad: Symposium

The symposium took place on April 28, 2002, ar Tel Aviv University under the sponsorship of the Andrea and Charles
Bronfman Center for the Media of the Jewish People and the Jewish Agency for Israel.

Opening Remarks: Michael Keren, Head, Bronfman
Center for the Media of the Jewish People
Moderator: Efraim Lapid, Spokesman, Jewish Agency
Participants: Eli Eyal, Member of the Executive, World
Zicnist Organization
Dorit Gollander, Director, Radio Reka, Kol
Israel
Mordecai Naor, Editor, Kesher, Bronfman
Center for the Media of the Jewish People
Sarah Frenkel, Kol Israel
Gary Rosenblatt, Editor, Jewish Week, New
York
Yair Sheleg, Ha'arerz

Efraim Lapid: A group of 212 new immigranis from
Argentina artived in Tsrael on Independence Day; 200,000 Tews
held a solidarity rally on behalf of Tsrael in France in April;
16,000 postcards were sent Lo Israel Defense Forces soidiers
by Jewish youth from all parts of the world in the context of a
soldarity campaign with Israel; tens of thousands of students
visited Israel for ten days this vear for the first time as part of
the Birthright program, *“Taglit,” a joint project sponsored by
Tewish philanthropists, the Government of Israel and the Jewish
Agency; and anti-Semitic activity in Europe in recent months,
the most serious since World War I, was the main subject on
the agenda of (he World Jewish Congress held in Brussels in
April. These are five examples in recent weeks ol subjects
given media coverage in Israel and abroad - some more, some
less — which exemplify the scope of our symposium, “Tsrael
and Zionism as Reflected in the Media in Israel and Abroad.”

The Thirty-fourth Zionist Congress which will convene in

de

lerusalem in June will focus on the relationship between Istael
and the Diaspora at this difficult time. The information war,
which is part and parcel of the war of terror between the
Palestinians and ourselves, is being waged not onty in the Israeli
governmental arena. Every world Jewish body, and especialty
the Jewish Agency and the World Zionist Organization, is being
recruited to participate with all its force in the struggle for
public opinion. The feeling among Jews throughout the world
and in Israel is that Jewish identity is strengthened at times of
crisis and that more needs to be done in this respect. Kesher,
the journal devoted to research of the Jewish media, is clearly
a fitting venue for a symposium on media coverage of Israel
and Zionism.

The first speaker is Prof. Michael Keren, head of the
Bronfman Center for the Media of the Jewish People.

Opening Remarks
Michael Keren

About a year ago, when we planned this special edition of
Kesher on the Zionist debate in the media, we assumed that
the subject was such that it would be dealt with dispassionately.
Tt never occurred to us that it could becone, as the publication
date approached, a hurning issue. The recent entry by the Israel
Defense Forces into Palestinian refugee camps in the West
Bank raised important questions about the portrayal of Zionism
and the State of Israel in the world media. On the one hand,
the harsh criticism of Israehi policy did not remain within the
customary boundaries and at times acquired an anti-Semitic
and anti-Z:onist tone, On the other hand, some supporters of
Israe! tended to see anti-Semitic and anti-Zicnist overtones in




any criticism of Israel. This matter requires attention, as it
reflects a more profound confusion than that we have ever
faced since the establishment of the State of Israel.

The sovereign State of Israel arose as a result of the struggle
of the Jewish national movement - Zionism — for a national
home. Since its founding, however, Israel realized, as does
every national movement which achieves statehood, that there
is no perfect nation-state, for there is more than one nation
living within the borders of this sovereign state. Moreover, 4
substantial portion of the members of this nation lives outside
the country’s borders, in the Diaspora. This realization poses
a dilemma io every modern nation-state: will it conduct itself
as a sovereign state or as a national movement? Let me explain
the difference. A sovereign state wishes to be integrated into
the family of nations, while a national movement feels
continuously threatened by it; a soversign state recognizes the
power of living within secure aud recognized borders, while a
national movement has difficulty recognizing this; a sovereign
state accepts political compromises, while a national movement
sees them as infringing on the rights of future generations; a
sovereign state is strict about citizens® rights, while & national
movement is prepared to expropriate civil rights under certain
circumstances.

The differences in practice, of course, are not as significant.
Few understood the importance of sovereignty as welk as David
Ben-Gurion, who agreed to the partition resofution of 1947
despite the fact that Israel’s borders were not in accord with
the historical yearning of the Zionist movement. Yet, Ben-
Gurion was not satisfied witb the sovereign state in the sense
that he attempted to impose its sovereignty on the entire Jewish
people. This was expressed in numerous arguments that he
had with Jewish, Zionist and non-Zionist bodies, such as the
World Jewish Congress and the American Jewish Committee.
Following Adolph Eichmann’s capture, for example, these
bodies objected to the sovereign State of Israel’s right to act as
the champion of all Jewish people, including those murdered
before the State of Israel even came into being. Ben-Gurion,
in contrast, held firmly that thanks to the mecans available to a
sovereign state, such as criminal taw, the Jewish people could,
for the first time in their history, put Jew-haters where they
deserve to be put: in the courtroom. In the words of the poet
Natan Alterman, who expressed Ben-Gurion's views on this
issue at the time:

The crime of murdering a solitary Jew was.. hitherto a mat-
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ter that could have been encompassed in the realm of crimi-

nal law. But the murder of many Jews was, for many hun-

dreds of years, ever since the Jewish people wentinto exile, a

matter that belonged to the realm of social historical proc-

esses and was a topic for research into the causes and sources

of hatred of the Jews. The Jerusalem (rial, for the first time in

Jewish history, raised and shifted the murder of Jews, and the

decrees and taws involved in it, from the realm of history and

tesearch to the realm of criminal law,
in addition, Alterman argued, a practical purpose was served
by the trial. Following the verdict, the murder of Jews might
evoke in the hearts of those who yearned for it not only a feeling
of revelry in these vile deeds, but also a sense of the bitter
taste involved in being seized from a country of refuge to await
the gallows {Davar, June 7, 1962).

As somecne who grew up in the earty days of the state and
believes in the power of political sovereignty, I must admit
that these statemnents still move me when 1 read them before
you, but they also evoke great sadness at the fact that the State
of [srael is perceived today by many as a burden rather than an
asset as regards the personal safety of the world’s Jews.
Moreover, the State of Israel did not achieve peace with its
enemies in all its 54 years, and despite its military strength,
the personal safety of its citizens is today at s lowest point.

1 would like to raise the thought that this condition is caused
to a great extent by the self-image of many Israelis as
incumbents of a national movement rather than as citizens of
a sovereign state. I [ may be permitted to pose a challenge to
the participants of this symposium, it might be worthwhile to
examine the role played by the media in encouraging this self-
image. The difficulty in defining ourselves as a strong and
stable sovereign state, and as a member of the family of nations
willing to accept the limitations that this entails, 15 caused o a
large degree by impassioned media reports on the conflict in
onr region which use terms like “slaughter,” “blood lihel,”
“annihilation,” “war of survival,” “the destruction of terror”
and other terms taken, in Alterman’s words, from the field of
“historical social processes” and not from the realm in which
sovereign states bandle international disputes, difficult and
complicated as they may be, and stabilize their borders.
Therefore, one of the interesting outcomes of the symposium
that we might hope for is a renewed definition of the role of
the media in the present conflict, as opposed to the impassioned
media reports that we are presently witnessing in Israel and
abroad,

he
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Efraim Lapid: Eli Eyal, a member of the Zzonist Execu{ive,
is a former journalist and a writer with a broad perspective on
the Zionist discourse and the media. We look forward to
hearing his observations on the subject under discussion.

Criticism Slides info Anti-Semifism
Eli Eyal

After the Six-Day War, there was a growing perception that
with the deepened sense of unity of fate felt hy the Diaspora
toward the Jews of Israel, the concept of self in the history of
the exile had died out. Intellectuals tended to emphasize this
perception as engendered by the disappearance of the argument
of dual loyally, which, they argued. had been nothing more
than the product of emotional self-entanglement from the start.

This was the first tirne that the State of Tsrael was perceived
by the world as possessing power, a phenomenoen that
strengthened the feeling of Jewish pride among the Tews of
the Diaspora. In the United States, some liberal intellectuals
crossed lincs and shifted to the moderate. conservative camp.
An especially notable example was Norman Podhoretz, then
editor of the prestigious journal Commentary. A number of
years later, however, it became clear that this shift did not
involve all or even most Diaspora Jews, nor even most Jews
who were involved in Jewish life.

Israel’s image had begun to tarnish, the result of a wave of
hostile propaganda emanating from several directions: the Arab
and Islamic countries; the Soviet bloc, which adopted a totally
pro-Arab, anti-Israel stand; some of the Protestant churches;
and part of the new Left. Nevertheless, the main aim of this
propaganda was not achieved, i.e., attributing the blame for
not making progress toward peace exclusively to Israel.

Apparently, the deterioration of Israel’s image in the West
stemmed from an objection to the notion of Israel as a
“conguering power”; dissatisfaction with Isracli
“intransigence,” or what was perceived as such; and criticism
of punitive measures taken in the administered territories. The
criticism of Israel in the West, however, was also prompted by
concern over the renewal of war in the region, which would
tikely cause international complications, and the fear of losing
infleential Western bases of influence in the Middle East. Even
in the 1970s the West wondered with concern: How will it
end? Where is it leading?
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Then as now these concerns were expressed by public
opinion molders in the leading newspapers and in TV and radio.
Moreover, objections to the Jewish right to this couniry began
to surface in academic circles, and especially among the new
Left, which was generally preaccupied with the Palestinian
guestien.

Public opinion and the media are always influenced by
political and ideological crises in the world, and they tend to
curb or siow down the reaction of international powers. This
was the case after the Six-Day War and is still the case today.
Then, the prevailing crises were the American trauma of
Vietnam; tension between the U.S.S.R. and China and unrest
in Eastern Europe; ideological ferment in the Catholic Church;
the first attempts to Christianize the Holocaust; and other signs
of inteflectual turmoil in Western society.

These ideotogical crises eased the search by Jews for self~
identity, but in universities and other circles the revolt against
the consensus provided an opening for Arab propaganda with
regard to the issue of basic justice in the [sraeli-Arab contlict.
Bven today, in our information efforts, we must bear in mind
that the Yogic of the existence of a strong Israel is not always
self-evident in the thinking of certain circles in the Western
world, especially in Europe.

At the time, the late historian Prof, Jacob Talmon
disparaged the deep conviction in various Jewish circles that
“the glory of Israel will not [ail)” and the sense of reverence
and exaltation regarding the secret of history and the Jewish
mission. I moderated a symposium at that time on the image
of Israel in the Diaspora and throughout the world, and Jacob
Talmon, who was one of the participants, introduced a nuance
into the discussion that is viewed by some as apocalyptic, by
others as rational, and by stit! others as both. As a historian of
the modern period, he said, the most compelling experience
for him is the shock and fear engendered by the insanities and
the horrors of the 20th century, of which the Jewish people
were the main victims; and the gnawing consciousness that
humanity has been poised at the edge of an abyss ever since
the fashioning of the atomic and hydrogen bombs.

The Jews are at the very heart of the Christian Mystery.
They are the chosen people who produced Jesus and the
disciples. The words “Israel,” “Zion™ and “Jerusalem” resound
in every Christian prayer. But the Jew is also the murderer of
Christ, and he evokes the tmages of Judas Iscariot and Shylock.
After the walls of the ghetto were breached and the Jews




emerged to join society at large, these former pariahs were
found to be phenomenally successful and industricus, This
caused the gentile displeasure. While wisdom and }iberalism
taught the modern non-Jew to (reat the Jew as an equal, he
instinctively rebels and refuses, and prejudice gets in the way.
Feelings of hostility toward the Jews, therefore, mingle with
feetings of guilt and shame. Nevertheless, it is incorrect to
say that all gentiles everywhere were wolves plotting to savage
the Jewish sheep.

A strong Israel is still new and unreal to the world,
something the world has not yet gotten used to. The gentiles
love to pity the Jews but not to fear them. During the 1982
Lebanon War demonstrators in Paris carried placards with
slogans such as “Isracl ~ Murderers” and “Death to the Jews.”
For a number of days, French TV repeatedly showed footage
of an Arab man carrying a child in his arms whose head was
lotling sideways and who appeared to be dead. As it turned
out, the footage had been filmed in 1967 in Damur (Lebanon),
a fact that was not noted at the bottom of the frame, as is
customary. As the original footage progressed, the child is seen
sitting upright, hale and hearty, but that segment was cut from
the film screened on TV. The earlier segment was screened
repeatedly as background to the current reportage during the
Lebanon War.

At the height of the most recent campaign, Operation
Defensive Shield, Kof Israel broadcast that a Silesian priest
by the name of Jacomo was killed in Bethlehem while saying
Mass. According to the description, he was murdered by a
gunshot to the nape of his neck. The report was issued by
Reuters, which took the itermn from the Catholic News Agency.
A few hours later, the Vatican‘s ambassador to Esrael, refuted
the item and reported the priest as being in good health and
going about his business in Bethlehem. The correction,
however, was broadcast minimally.

By way of clarification, however, T want to add that not all
who criticize [srael’s policy and actions are anti-Semitic, not
all who argue with us are the enemy, and we ourselves are not
always right. But, as in the war in Lebanon, the criticism of
Operation Defensive Shield slips into anti-Semitism. Our
critics have found the Jewish sensitive spot — the moral aspect,
and this, 1 admit, is far more profound. The State of Israel can
cope with political isolation, but whether it can cope with
isolation from a world that categorically rejects its moral
validity is doubtful. The terrible pictures of the suffering of
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Palestinian refugees shown by the television networks cannot
but affect public opinion, even of those who are prepared to
show understanding for Israel’s political and security motives,
The fear is that the unrestrained anti-Semitic assault might
create a mentality among ourselves of a nation under siege
whom the whole world opposes, a mentality that is fertile
ground for the philosophy of historic religious and racist
determinism.

Yitzhak Rabin once said, in the early 1970s, that peace
would not survive so long as the Arabs do not recognize the
light that is in Zionisn1. It seems to me that that such a statement
was exaggeratedly sharp. If they don’t recognize it, they should
at least understand it, even if they don’t agree with it. The
Palestinians are not expected to send a delegation to the
forthcoming Zionist Congress that opens on Jupe [7th in
Jerusalem. A certain understanding will be achieved if a
political settlement is attained that is a comprormise — a painful
compromise for both sides.

A number of weeks ago the former head of the CIA said
that talk of justice in regard to our conflict here must stop. No
real political arrangement can be a totally just arrangement.
Just people are the heroes of Greek tragedies: they kill one
another, everyone dies, and justice hovers over the stage. A
political arrangement does not obligate each side to fali on the
necks of the other with love. Consequently, rational [ear is
usually required ~ a combination of fear and logic, appreciation
and respect in the face of reality. Perhaps when there are peace
agreements — which currently appear a long way off — anchored
in the soil of reality, we can begin to investigate the question
of Jewish justice as opposed to Palestinian justice. Then we
shall have to persuade the Arabs that Zionism never sought to
be, and never will be, the antithesis to national Arab and
Palestinian existence.

Even if we protest that the world is judging us by different,
stricter standards than it judges Cambodia, Ireland, Yugoslavia
and other nations, we know in our heart of hearts that Zionism
has succeeded in its struggles with the Arabs by virtue of its
moral claim. The humanist approach to political problems was
natural for a small country that for years sought to posit an
enterprise of construction and rehabilitation vis-a-vis the
enormous dimensions of the surrounding enemy. The idea of
the return to Zion was perceived not only as a refuge for the
persecuted but as the embodiment of morai, social and humane
values intrinsic in the huilding of the country.

e
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With us today is a journalist from the United States, Gary
Rosenblatit, editor of the Jewish Week in New York. Perhaps
he can respend to the claim that we hear from the Diaspora
from time to time that we Israelis do not take inte account the
sensitivity of Diaspora Jewry to the criticism of gentiles with
regard to our actions in the territories, to every hint that Istael
is a repressive country and society where a racist atmosphere
and racist laws prevail.

The fear, however, is not always of what the gentiles might
say. We ourselves must deal with deep, primal yearnings. In
the past, the magnetic force of the vision of the return to Zion
wuas, for Jews, besides a refuge for the persecuted, the
embodiment of the moral, social and humane values intrinsic
in the building of the country. To the extent that Jews related
to the political aspect, they clung to the belief that the Zionist
doctrine attempted to nurturc — that the Jewish state would
bring aboul a basic change in the relationship between Jews
and gentiles. The gentiles would learn to relate to the Jewish
state in the same way that they relate to any normal state,
thereby invalidating the saying “all Jews are responsible for
one another”” Yet today they find themselves back in the
traditional situation even more pronouncedly, this time
specifically because of the Jewish state and not because of
some violent outburst in one of the dark diasporas.

Efraim Lapid: The coverage of Jewish topics in the Israeli
media is quite marginal. A survey undertaken hy the Jewish
Agency spokesman’s office in anticipation of this symposium
and of the forthcoming Zionist Congress found some 40-50
items a day, not a large number considering that this included
both the print and the electronic media. A decisive majority of
these isems, 86%, appeared in the written press, and only 4%
in the electronic media.

Two Jewish organizations, the Joint and B’nai B’rith,
deemed it important to encourage media coverage of this
subject through prizes. The prize-winners in recent years -
Eliahu Salpeter, Yair Sheleg, Sarah Frenkel, Gidon Remez,
Eliahu Ben-On, and various programs aired on Galei Zahal
(1.D.E. Radio) — can confirm the small number of journalists
specializing in this field. One of the most prominent is Yair
Sheleg of Ha'aretz, the newspaper with the best record in
covering Jewish subjects — 19% of total coverage. By
comparison, the figure for Ma'ariy is 8%, Yedi'or Aharonot
7%, and Globes 7% The English-language Jerusalem Post must
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also be singled out — 15%.
Yair Sheleg will share his observations with us on the
subject under discussion.

A Return to the Collective Ethos
Yair Sheleg

L will focus on two central processes with regard to the Zionist
debate in the media, which may be likened to a pendulum
swinging hack and forth in recent decades.

[t is difficult to disagree about the existence in Israeli society
and in the Israch media of the phenomenon of post-Zionism
in recent years. In using the term post-Zionism, I do not
necessarity mean the recognizable presence of a post-Zionist
ideology. [ suggest differentiating between post-Zionist
ideology and the post-Zionist phenomenon. Post-Zionist
ideology is still the province of a minority in the Jewish
population of Israel. If a survey were to be carried out ~ and
urge the Jewish Agency to undertake such a survey - regarding
the extent that the Jewish population in Israel identifies with
Zionist principles, i.e., with the principle of Israel as the state
of the Jewish people, I believe that a decisive majority would
reply positively.

What then do I mean by the definition post-Zionist social
phenomenon? Iam referring to a situation in which the active
directives of the Zionist idea - acting for the sake of society, a
willingness to sacrifice for the nation as a whole - are declining,
and the media is contributing to the molding of this reality.

Ever since the Yom Kippur War, a gradual ongoing process
has heen in progress in which the media, not alone but as a
major representative of key wends in the secular elites in Israel,
have leaned toward an emphasis on the individual element in
society at the expense of the collective element. T am
intentionally using the word collective rather than national
because I believe that this relates not only to an abandonment
of the Zionist ethos but to an abandonment of the etbos of
social obligation, which is also a part of the collective ethos.
This is important because Leftists tend to be indifferent to the
subject of national responsibility, and have often failed to
discern the connection hetween the two intrinsic meanings,
i.e., an abandonment of the collective ethos in both the national
and social sense.

In place of the collective ethos, of collective responsibility
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for nation and society, we have adopted the individual ethos,
which the media have made their focal point. Our cultural
heroes are no longer those who live up to the imperatives of
the coliective ethos, but those who symbotize the successful
individual ethos, whether they are models, athletes,
stockbrokers or hi-tech people. These are the figures that the
media, and especially the magazines, newspaper supplements
and the electronic media, identify as the heroes of our new
culture, and this, naturally, has created an ethos for society as
awhole. As a consequence, even when significant social issues
are covered in the media, the context is generally the personal
misery of one individual or another, what he/she has or doesn’t
have in his/her fridgidaire, etc., instead of the vital questions
of the extent of national and social responsibility and the
aspiration for broader social justice. It seems to me that the
media increasingly adopt far more individual positions with
regard to the essential issues, in the style of capitalist
privatization. Anyone who hoped that the national Zionjst ethos
would be replaced by a humanist universal ethos was proven
wrong; instead we got a capitalist bourgeois ethos, a form of
bread and circuses. sometimes of the most inferior kind.

Why is this process occurring? First, because societies
may naturally find it difficult to retain the collective ethos over
time. There is a process of natural wear and tear of the
collective ethos or collective vision. This natural decline,
however, has been expedited by certain other developments.
A point of departure is the Yom Kippur War, whose significance
in Israeli society, I believe, has not been properly interpreted.
The accepted interpretation is that of a failure of the naticnal-
collective ethos rather than a failure to appty it. The result
was that the pendutum swung almost 180 degrees away from
the collective ethos toward the individual ethos, whereas
demanding the consistent, broad and comprehensive
application of the collective ethos would have been the correct
course. Another reason is that the individuaiistic ethos is
integral to the nature of contemporary Western society, and
Israel, as part of this society, is influenced in this aspect as
well,

However, | believe that we are witnessing the beginning of
a change. The pendulum is beginning to swing back toward
the direction of the collective ethos. If historic fluctuations
usually occur in the wake of dramatic crises, such as the Yom
Kippur War, the beginning of the present change stems froma
significant csisis as well - tbe shattering of the Oslo process.
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The breakdown of the Oslo process is not only a matter of
an agreement that was not actualized. The crisis goes much
deeper and relates to the question of whether the State of lsrael
can realistically aspire or hope to reach a peace agreement
with its neighbors, and especially with the Palestinians.
Because the crisis is grave —in certain aspects graver in degree,
even if not in the extent of fatalities, than that of the Yom Kippur
War — it is bringing about a shift of direction in the historic
pendulum.

This process is reflected in the media. The most prominent
example is the process that Ma’ariv, a major newspaper in
Israel, is undergoing. First of all, the paper has restored the
practice of an unsigned editorial that represents the collective
spirit of the editorial staff. An examination of the contents of
these editorials, as well as of many of the articles that have
appeared in recent months in Ma ariy, reveais a return to an
ethos that emphasizes security, collective responsibility and a
divestment of the hedonism that has characterized the Israeli
media in recent decades.

The very argument between Irit Linor and Ha'aretz
publisher Amos Schocken concerning the nature of Ha arelz,
which appeared in today’s Ma'ariv, also typifies this process.
Linor, a known figure in the dovish camp, although not the
most prominent figure in srael’s radical Left, argues that the
Zionist ethos is not reflected in Ha'aretz. This signals an
interesting direction. Amos Schocken’s reply is no less
interesting — he feels the need to articulate exphicitly that
Ha'aretz is a Zionist paper of the highest order.

The process, however, is broader. As social processes
generally, it is accompanied by an interesting intellectual
change. 1 want to mention two young Israeli intetlectuals who,
significantly, are media people and did not spring from
academia. One is Gadi Taub, the other Assaf Inbari, Those
who have followed Gadi Taub’s writing in recent years as
bold exposition of dovish positions witl discover that alongside
these positions he repeatedly lays emphasis on nationaj
collective responsibility and, in his case, social responsibility
as well. Simitarly, whoever read Assaf Inbari’s excellent essay
in the Independence Day edition of Ha'aretz about the changes
that have occurred in the new Hehrew literature, namely, the
shift from collective responsibility to tbe quest for bourgeois
personal happiness, in contrast to the Hebrew Jewish canon,
will sec clearly that Inbari supports a return 0 collective
responsibility. These two voices imply a direction that [ believe
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will develop and deepen.

Moreoves, a growing Zionist sector exists within the Israeli
media that originated, tronically, when the main voice was,
and to some extent stil} is, more post-Zionist - religious Zionijst
media people. The habitat of this sector may be more identified
with the political Right, yet religious Zionists have become an
integral part of the general Tsraeli media. They express Zionist
values and are also prominent media professionals. Thus, in
contradiction perhaps to the basic assumption by the media in
recent decades that the Zionist ethos is of necessity
anachronistic and unabie to speak in the first person singular,
it turns oui that the Zionist voice can also speak with humor,
candor and even in the first person singular.

We are thus witnessing a change of direction in the
pendulum of media discourse, namely, a return to a more
nationai coliective ethos, albeit not in the style to which we
were accustomed in the 1950s and *60s. 1do not mean a 180~
degree change, but something ir: the Hegelian spirit of thesis-
antithesis-synthesis, i.e., the adoption of a middle position that
witl incorporate the best of all worlds, will one day ifself
become a thesis of the next generation, and against which
someone will eventually rebel.

Efraim Lapid: We are privileged to host an important Jewish
journalist, Gary Rosenbiatt. He has been editor and publisher
of the Jewish Week of New York since the summer of 1993
With five regional editions and a circulation of over 90,000,
the Jewish Week is the largest Jewish newspaper in the United
States and has attracted growing recognition from the general
press. Prior to coming to New York, Rosenblatt had been editor
of the Baltimore Jewish Times for 19 years, while serving
during that time as editor of the Jewish News of Detroit for
nine years and the Atlanta Jewish Times for four years. He
has won numerous writing awards from both secular and
Jewish organizations. His weekly column in the fewish Week,
“Between the Lines,” won first-place awards from the New
York State Press Association, is syndicated cach week by the
Jewish Telegraphic Agency, and appears in Jewish newspapers
throughout the country.

1 am delighted to invite Gary Rosenblatt to share his views
with us on the role of the Jewish press ouiside Israel.
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The Watchdogs of the Jewish Commuuity
Gary Rosenblatt

It is an honor and a pleasure to be in Israel at this time and to
be part of this symposium.

Last Thursday I spoke at a Hadassah conference in Long
Istand and asked the women how many in the audience thought
that the American press was biased in its coverage of the media.
Just about all of the 150 women in the room raised their hand.
I told them that Robert Scheer of the Los Angeles Times, a
columnist who is Jewish, would agree that there is bias in the
American media. Then I read to them the beginning of a column
that he wrote on Aprif 23rd:

Isthere media bias against Israel? The claim hotly expressed

in thousands of angry e-mails and subscription cancellations

that the US media are anti-Israel is so absurd as to suggest

hysteria. Are American Jews in such deep denial about the
brutality of Israel’s recent actions that they would damn those
who report the truth?
T assumed that the women who raised their hands, saying there
is bias in the media, were not on the same wavelength as Robert
Scheer. Neither are most American Jews, that’s for sure.

T want to get back to the current conflict at the end of my
remirks, but I was asked this evening to focus primarily on
the role of the Jewish newspaper in America. In truth, there is
nothing comparable in Israel. In Israel you have daily
newspapers and you have religious newspapers, hut you don’t
have Jewish newspapers because it is redundant, it is a
mearningless phrase.

So let me begin with hrief background about how the
American Jewish press works. There are over 100 Jewish
newspapers in America, and just about every community with
more than 5,000 Jews has some kind of Jewish newspaper.
The size, scope and quality of these newspapers vary greatly.
The fact that few are known outside of their own local
communities shows some of the difficulties involved in
publishing a serious and profitable Jewish newspaper in
America. We are known as “The People of the Book,” but we
are not known as “The People of the Newspaper.” And while
there are many prominent Jews who are journalists in America,
ineluding William Safire, A.M. Rosenfeid and Tom Friedman,
there are few prominent journalists who write exclusively for
Jewish newspapers.




The potential impact for Jewish newspapers in America is
great. In a community that is increasingly divided by religious
differences, it is the one ceniral clearing house for news and
opinions. People ask me t¢ descrihe my job as editor and
publisher of the Jewish Week, and T tell them it is a littde bit
like hosting a large family dinner. 1 don't know about your
family, hut in my family it doesn’t mean they ail get along, so
you have to worry about where they sit. And your joh as the
host is really to keep the conversation going in a productive
way, and at the very minimum make sure they don’t throw
food at each other. And, unfortunately, this is sometimes the
case when dealing with the very passionate, large and
contentjous Jewish community in New York. The primary goal
is to be inclusive and to have the people, through the pages of
the newspuper, discuss issues.

Unlike the Israeli press, Jewish newspapers in America are
not affiliated with political parties. Most would say they are
centrists, wanting to reach Orthodox, Conservative, Reform
and secular Jews, and everyone else. The one notable exception

in terms of large Jewish newspapers is the Jewish Press of

Brooklyn, which has a large circulation and is an aggressively
Orthodox newspaper, once edited by Rabbi Meir Kahana.

Why aren’t there a number of top quality Jewish
newspapers in America? Part of the problem is economic, part
amix of sociology, politics and professionalism. The majority
of these newspapers are either owned or heavily subsidized
by their tocal Jewish Federation. A few are privately owned,
very few are profitable. Most make their income from
advertising, primarily from Jewish organizations, and a few
of the more successful newspapers are able to attract general
commercial advertising geared to the upscale Jewish market
in their community,

Like newspapers everywhere, the Jewish newspapers worry
about attracting younger readers. In general, older Jews are
more involved and interested in Jewish life, and especially
Israel. Younger Jews under the age of 45, who don’t feel [srael
in their kishkes the way their parents do, tend to be less
interested, and that is reflected in the demographics of Jewish
newspapers. 1 used to tell people, half kidding, when they
agsked, that the average age of our readers was deceased.
Luckily, that was an exaggeration, but it was casily 60 and
over. We have made a concentrated effort to reach younger
readers in a number of ways, including starting a supplement
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(called “Fresh Ink™) that is written for and by high school
students, and heavily investing in our website, which, by the
way, is www.thejewishweek.com

Of the hundred or so Jewish newspapers in the U.S., T would
have to say that less than a dozen are what we would call serious
enterprises with a reach beyond covering the basics, The basics
are the social announcements, from births and bat mitzvahs to
bar mitzvahs, engagements and weddings; notices of Hadassah
and ZOA meetings; Federation news; and synagogue news.
This kind of information is not readily available in the general
press, and it is the backbone of the Jewish newspapers. Then
you have news of Israel and the Jewish world, usually provided
through the Jewish Telegraphic Agency (JTA). Only afew of
the newspapers provide serious coverage of their own
communities, hecause it is expensive, delicate and
controversial, and you can {ill the pages more easily with press
releases and JTA news.

Now we reach a key point: how much do people want to
read about controversy in their own communities? [t is casier
and more popular to write positive things about the Jewish
community than critical ones. So in effect you have the First
Commandment of the journalist — to prohe and uncover und
explore and shed light, while the First Commandment of the
organized Jewish community in America is pretty much the
opposite: to cover up any conflict, to present a united front,
shemsach for the goyim. This tension between the journalist
and the supporter of the Jewish community is always presens
for the editor of a Jewish paper. It is a fension between
credibitity and communal support, between being a journalist
first and being supportive, supposedly, of organized Jewish
life.

Few Jewish newspapers in America have the manpower,
the financial independence or the guts to take on the
establishment with any kind of investigative reporting of the
local community. Various kinds of pressure are brought to
bear, and this can mean pressure to publish page-one articles
about the Federation campaign, even if it is not the most
exciting story, or, as I heard from a colleague recently, pressure
not te publish an opinion column by a leader of Peace Now
because, she was told, it would be harmful to community
support for Israel. Thus, Jewish newspapers risk the danger
ol hecoming cheerleaders for Israel and the organized Jewish
community, and once you lose credibility you have lost
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everything.

In general, the American Jewish press is much less critical
of Israeli policies in its opinion and editorial pages than Israeli
newspapers. There is a feeling of aneed to support whichever
government is in power, and that sense has intensified in recent
months. The Middle East violence of the last year and a haif
has creaied much more interest in Israel news on the part of
American Jews. Before then, only two years age, polls showed
that readers wanted local news and were less interested in Israel,
particulariy ameong younger leaders. Now, there is a great deal
of interest in Israel, and even in Europe and South America,
because of the increase in anti-Semitism.

Part of the interest in Israel stems from a desire (o read
more details than what people see on TV or read in their daily
papers, and part is because people are increasingly frustrated
with and angry at the coverage of Israel that they are gelting
elsewhere. They feel the general press is biased against Israel.
Some in Los Angeles are boycotting the LA Times, and there
is a new move in New York to boycott the New York Times.
While T personally think boycotts are self-defeating and
unwise, they reflect the strong feelings that many American
Jews have about media coverage now.

Our newspaper is one of the only American Jewish
newspapers to have its own correspondent in 1srael. Mostrely
on JTA, bat all of the papers are carrying much more coverage
of Israel now. What is always a luxury, though, is to carry
stories that are not just about the crisis of the week, but reports
on Israeli society, social issues, the kinds of stories that Israelis
talk about with each other but that don't make the foreign press.

Over the vears, the general press in America has mainly
covered Jewish life in America as exotica, as writing ahout
curiosities like Hasidim and agunot, rather than mainstream
Jewish issues like Jewish identity, education or concerns about
assimilation and intermarriage. I should point out that this is
also true about the Isracli press, which does not tend to cover
American Jewish life beyend Washington and support for
Isracl. Tt is also true of the Tsraeli government, for the most
part. When the prime minister comes to America, he very
rarely meets with the American Jewish press because the
American Jewish community is, mistakenly [ think, taken for
granted.

It is also true that the American press treats all religions,
not just Judaism, superficially, but that is another story. And

12e

certainly in recent months, although religion has never been a
serious beat of newspapers in America, I think the case could
be made that religion is the number one story in recent tiimes,
from Istamic fundamentalism to the Catholic Church
controversy that is raging now.

For all of our readers, the primary Jewish newspaper in
New York is still the New York Times. It has long been the
bible for many American Jews, and its coverage of Jewish
issues, from the Middle Easl to politics in Brocklyn, is
impressive and extensive and very frustrating for a Jewish
Jjournalist who operates around the corner from the Times. But
I think the fact that it covers the Jewish community as
thoroughly as it does reflects the importance of Jewish life to
New York and the Tact that so many Jews read the Times.

On a practical level, one important aspect of the Jewish
newspaper is that it is read hy the media, who fook to it to
gauge the mood of the Jewish communities and to find stories,
which they often follow up themselves.

On a positive note, in terms of the role and importance of
the Jewish newspaper in Aumerica, in my thirty years in the
profession I have never felt the need for solid, thorough Yewish
newspaper coverage as I do now. The American Jewish
community has been deeply shaken hy the war in Israel and
the growing anti-Semitism around the world. We saw it in the
tremendous outpouring of peeple who came to the national
rally in Washington three weeks ago, we see it in the large and
spontaneous efforts on the grass roots and now on the organized
fevel to raise funds for Israel, and we see it in the heightened
interest in Israel news. American Jews are werrving for the
first time ahout Israel’s future, about whether anti-Semitism
might become a serious threat in the United States, ahout why
Jews are becoming increasingly isolated, ahout why the world
seems so hiased against Tsrael and Jews. And they are looking
to their newspaper to give them the facts and discuss the issues
in analytical articles and to write with an understanding of
and empathy for Israel that they can’t find elsewhere.

These are tragic and trying days for all the Jewish people,
but if there is a silver lining — and we all know how pessimistic
Jews are; you know the Jewish telegram: “Start worrying,
details to follow” — it is that more Jews are thinking ahout and
identifying with Israel, and it is the job of the Jewish newspaper
to educate them. The level of ignorance about the Middle
East, especially among younger Jews, is frightening. But we




in the newspaper profession, in a sense, have found our voice.
We were able te help rally the community to Israel’s cause, to
spread the word about activities, to tell Israel’s story as it should
he told. And we need to continue to improve and expand our
abilities and to help reconnect American Jews to Zionism, the
Zionism that they have paid little attention to in recent decades,
hetping them understand that our fate is linked to Israel’s fate
for good or for bad, forever. In that way, and in being a
watchdog of the Jewish community, and in telling the current
chapter of the longest running story in history, we can take
Jewish journalism to a higher level, making it not onty a job,
but on a good day a calling.

Efraim Lapid: The next speaker this evening is Dorit
Goliander, who is familjar with the Russian media in Israel,
both written and electronic. It will be interesting to hear what
is simifar and what is different in this special media in
comparison to other medias in Israel.

The Russian-lL.anguage Media -
An Unusual Phenomenon
Dorit Gollander

One million people arrived in lsrzel during the latest

immigration from the C.1.S. (the former Soviet Union). This

resutted in the founding of an entire media industry in the

Russian language: 16 newspapers, four of them dailies; a large

number of weeklies; dozens of focal and private newspapers;

magazines; several Israeli television programs running
simultaneously on three main television channels broadeasting
from Russia; the state radio station — Reka (an acronym for

Reshet Kiital Aliyah, or Immigrant Absorption Network),

which broadecasts 111/2 hours daily. What are the main reasons

for this phenomenon, how long will it go on, and how will it
affect the political and ideological processes involved in the
absorption of a million new citizens into the Istaeli reality?

The following factors can help answer these questions:

L. A growing number of information consumers in the Russian
language.

2. The slow integration of the Russian-speaking population
in Israeli society and in the Hebrew-speaking population.
Immigrants aged 45 and over number approximately
300,000, For them, the Russian-language media will
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remain a key Hnk to the Israeli reality.

3. The uniqueness of this immigration itself, which aspires
to preserve the Russian language, spirit and culture. This
population relies extensively on “our people,” on a press
and editorial commentary that is close to it and that appears
in its language, Russian.

4. A general mistrust of the Hebrew media, which are
perceived by the immigrants as being not particulasty
cnthusiastic ahout immigration, and which have a
completely different ideological, emotional and cultaral
base from that of the newcoemers from the C.1.S.

3. A need for halanced information beth about life in Israel
and abroad, especially in the immigrants’ homeland,
Russia. Their interest in Russia is not particularly nostalgic
in natore but rather reftects the emotionat needs ol hundreds
of thousands of newcomers, inchuding a not insignificant
numher with deep Russian roots.

6. The presence of a large number of high-level journalists
who can utilize their skills onty through the Russian-,
language media. Notably, despite intense competition, the
Russian press is lucrative and supports a large number of
newspapers of every kind. Surveys undertaken in recent
years show that immigrants from the C.1.S. are particulariy
avid readers, listeners and viewers. Each tmmigrant family
purchases at least one daily paper, one weekly pericdical,
and one weekend paper. One in every four Russian
immigrants is familiar with the Isracli Russian-language
TV programs, and one in every two listens to Radio Reka
broadcasts — both daily news broadcasts and talk shows,
Asked what attracts them most in the Israeli Russian-
language media, the immigrants indicated, first and
foremost, the wide variety offered, and secondly,
objectivity. Language took third place only.

An additional point worthy of note is the high awareness by

veteran immigrants from the Soviet Union during the 1960s

and “70s of the Russian- language media. They, too, continue
to be Russian-language media consumers, This phenomenon
contradicts the predictions of the decline of the “Russian
renaissance” i information and editorial commentary in Israel,

a point reinforced by forecasts of continued immigration from

the C.L.S. at a rate of tens of thousands annually. Moreover,

there is a close connection between immigration from Russia
and the existence of diversified Russian cuftural life in Israel,
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This is reflected in the opening of several hundred Russian
bookstores and publishing houses, and a flovrishing cassette
and disc industry.

The conclusion to be drawn is that the demand for
newspapers in the Russian language wili continue for a period
of at least 15-20 vears.

Still, certain negative aspects of this intensive need for
Russian culture and a Russian-language press cannot be
ignored. First and foremost is an ahsence of contact and
coordination between the Hebrew and the Russian press. While
this situation does not cause any kind of media war, it does
not support the integration of the Russian-speaking community
in Israeli society. The Russian press reliss on the Hebrew press,
but the Hebrew press is insufficiently aware of the media world
that exists alongside it, and of a whole army of journalists
earning a Hving under much more difficuit conditions than
their Lsraeli colleagues in the Hebrew press.

Additionally, most of the Russian press does not have as
its goal the integration of its readers in Isracli society. Rather,
it simply responds to the needs of'its consumers, with the result
that a large portion of the information in the Russtan-language
Isracli press consists of materials copied from newspapers and
magazines from Russia. which are not aiways on a worthy
standard. Sensationatist headlines, erotica, and subject-matier
remote from the Israeli reality dominate.

Another negative factor is that the Russian-language
journalists work under difficult economic conditions.

Nonetheless, a positive factor that cannot be minimized is
that the Russian-language media do enable a large proportion
of the new immigrants to familiarize themselves with the Israeli
reality and even taKe an active role in it. This contribution is
significant and justifies concerted efforts to support thesc
media.

This is the place to say a few words about the immigrant-
absorption radio network of Kol Israel, Reka, launched in May
1991 and broadcasting regularty ever since. Any radio network
in the world would be proud to bave such a foyal audience of
listeners and a rating of 73%. Another positive aspect is that
young listeners who already know Hebrew continue to tune in
regularly. Following are several statistics taken from: a recent
survey on the listening habits of immigrants from the C.LS.
who tune in to Radio Reka:

Up to age 24 - 31.7% tune in to Radio Reka

Ages 25-34 - 37 8%

Ages 35-54 — 68.3%

Ages 55-64 - 90.9%

Ages 654+ - 94.2%
Moreover, close to a miltion letters have been received by the
Radio Reka network during its 11-year existence, a
heartwarming mutual connection.

Efraim Lapid: From Russian radio we turn to the highly
regarded Hebrew-language Kol Israel. According to the survey
carried out by the Jewish Agency spokesman’s office, referred
to above, Kol Isracl was responsible for nearly 30% of the
coverage of Jewish and Zionist subjects in Israel’s electronic
media, while Galei Zahal (1.D.F. Radio) covered 19%, Channel
One 10%, and Channel Two 3%.

Sarab Frenkel of Kol Israel is the leader in coverage of this
area. She has demonstrated over the years that a career in
journalism can be combined with activism on behalt of
immigration and the Jewish people, For a number of years,
she played an active role in the struggle for Jews to leave the
Soviet Union and immigrate to Israel, a role that reflected her
unigue personal shifl from the media fo the estahlishment and
back,

Immigration and Absoerption Do Not Get
Good Ratings
Sarah Frenkel

Media coverage in Israel in nearly every area i3 markedly in-
fluenced by the political situation and the bitter rivairy be-
tween Right and Left and between secular, religious and haredi.
Following the establishment of the State of Israel, the Zionist
parties and the youth movements played a central role in soci-
ety. Although political rivalry then, too, was destructive, there
was 4 consensus regarding the supreme importance of such
national tasks as immigration and absorption for the advance-
ment, development and reinforcement of the state. This mindset
was reflected in the media — both print and broadcast — as
well.

When Zionism was not a derogatory word but signified
esprit de corps, immigration, 0o, was recognized as an in-
separable element of the Zionist enterprise. The political press
(Davar, Lamerhav, Herut, Haboker, Al Hamnishmar and oth-
ers) gave pride of place to Zionist topics and highlighted im-
migration, absorption and the problems inherent in them. The




pational bodies — the Jewish Agency and the Jewish National
Fund — were institutions that gave direct support (o carrying
out these national tasks and were also perceived thus by gov-
ernment, the public and the madia.

During the past thirty years, the party-sponsored newspa-
pers — which gave extensive coverage to such topics as the
Diaspora, world Jewish movements, the Zionist Congress, the
struggie for the right of Soviet Jewry to immigrate to Israel
and other such issues — closed down. What followed was the
“privaie” press.

What became of the national tlag that used to fly over every
public building, government office and school in Israel? Where
have they disappeared? In deciding to hanish the flags from
our domain, was there no realization that this act contributes
to the denigration of one of the immutable national symhols
of any people or state, an act similar to the denigration of the
national concept “Zionistm™?

Observe how in the mighty U.S.A. the American flag flies
over every public huilding. Here, however, our progressive-
minded stratum dismissed the raising ol the flag as national-
ism. Thns, a generation has grown up without an awareness
of the importance of the most basic national values. This, too,
is one of the negative influences of class-conscious politics on
society’s and the media’s aititnde to national symhols.

Ultimately, our national home is still a work in progress
and has not yet achieved a state of repose. We are still strug-
gling for recognition for onr existence in our land. Zionism is
fnot yet bankrupt, and many tasks are yet to be accomplished
by our national bodies, i.e., by Zionism.

DPuring the past two decades, and especially in the last dec-
ade, political rivalry has influenced every area of our lives o
an unprecedented degree. Nearly everything is dependent on
politics, One example, which cries out for atlention, will suf-
fice: during the past decade, some 900,000 immigrants have
arrived in [stael, of whom some 200,000 are not Jewish, the
product of mixed marriages. They arrived under the aegis of
the Law of Return (I am not referring here to illegal immigra-
tien), While not all are interested in conversion, those who
would like to be identified with the Jewish peopie encounter
rigid Osthodox obstacles put up in the spirit of the House of
Shamai, instead of guidance along this route in the spirit of
the House of Hillel, and without harming Halacha.

The haredim, on the one hand, and the secular who have
turned their secufarism into a religion, on the other, face off
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against each other as if in a boxing arcna. The main thing is
winning, and in the meantime, the patient may expire. Where
are the great rahbis, as exemplified by the late Chief Rahhi
Goren, who was able to find original solutions to ease the situ-
ation and solve complex prohlems so as to take in the stranger
in our midst?

To be honest, the media today are also to blame for the
absence of appropriate coverage of the topics we are discuss-
ing. Basically, the media toady are more competitive than ever.
They promote topics that earn good ratings and bring in prof-
its, testect at the end of the montb in the balance sheets. If this
is one of the goals, then the public must have what it wants
and likes, or, more accurately, what the media — the journal-
ists, editors or owners - think the puhlic likes. The electronic
media, too, are infected by the competitive rating systetr.

Topics considered too “Zionistic” muost be “marketed” hy
the reporter to the editorial management., Editors today are
mostly young, and not only have not experienced Zionist his-
tory personally, but they have absorbed the derogatory atti-
tude toward anything that smacks of Zionism in their educa-
tion. These topics, therefore, do not speak to them.

The sense of mutnality between the State of Israel and
Diaspora Jewry, visits by delegations of Jewish leaders, mon-
etary contrihniions, fund-raising and so forth have heen pushed
aside. By contrast, scandals, especially political but also rape,
crime and car theft grah headlines. These produce high rat-
ings.

Immigration, absorption and the Diaspora — who cares?
More’s the pity.

Efraim Lapid: To conclude, T would like to invite Dr. Mordecai
Naor of the Bronfman Center for the Media of the Jewish
People, who is a journalist, editor and author of many books
and articles on subjects relating to the press and Eretz Israel.

Renewed Interest of the World Media in Israel
During the Last Two Years
Mordecai Naor

These days itis easy 1o be a journalist. This morning I scarched
the Internet for information on the Jewish Week, Gary
Rosenblatt’s paper. I came across a description of the paper
and the wide variety of subjects it covers: The Jewish world
from Midtown io the Mideast. Midtown, for those who don’t
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know. is in New York; and the Mideast is known to ail of us.
Ai the click of a buston, the computer provides us with
comprehensive data on almost every I ewish paper ihat appears
in the world today.

T will try to speak briefly about the world Jewish press
today and its coverage of Isracl. Notably, the suhject of Zionism
did not occupy the Jewish world very much in the early part of
the twentieth century. By way of iltustration, 1 located data
about the Jewish world in 1930, The Jewish population centers
at that time were to be found mainly in three countries: the
United States, Poland and the U.S.5.R. Each had several
miilion Jewish inhabitants. Other sizable Jewish communitics
were in Rumania, Germany, Hungary, Czechoslovakia,
England, France and Argentina.

Why am I citing this list? Because every large community
{except the U.S.S.R., of course) was [ree then to publish many
newspapers in all the Jewish languages, yet the majority of
them did not deal with Zionism or Eretz Israel. If we examine
the situation today, the pumber of Jews has decreased since
the Holocaust, and Jewish poputations in the miltions live in
two places only today — the U.S. and Israel. These two
populasions are pearly equal in size: 5.7 million in the U.S.
and 5.4 million in Israel, hringing the total to over 11 miliion
Jews. Apother two million are spread over many small
communities and several larger ones: France, Canada, Russia,
England, Argentina, Brazil, Austratia, Ukraine, South Africa
and Germany {notably, some 90,000-100,000 Jews live in
Germany today).

A small or even average-size community has difficulty
publishing a newspaper. That is why nowadays a large number
of newspapers in the U.S., and not only there, are focal papers
_ community and Federation papers which are dependent on
their patrons, The complexity of this situation may be iflustrated
by a joke cited by an American Jewish journalist in one of the
latest editions of Kesher: “There is a riddle: ‘If a tree falls ina
forest and nobody hears it, did it really fall?” In the world of
journalism the riddle is formulated differently: “If a tree fally
in a forest and the media didn’t report it, did it really fall?”
But in Jewish papers in North Ammerica, the riddle should go
like this: If a tree falls in a forest and the Jewish papers didn’t
report it for fear that it fell in a forest belonging to a renowned
philanthropist who might be angry if the local Jewish paper
were to report it, did it realty fall?””

The link between Jewish newspapers throughout the world
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and Zionisin and the State of Israel has been discussed here -

extensively. If I had spoken on the subject two years ago, 1
would have told you that the situation is in decline and that
there is writlen evidence to this effect. In 1994, a conference
of Jewish editors was convened at Brandeis  University with
participants from the U.S., Australia and elsewhere. The
conference reported that in the decade prior to 1994, American
Jewish interest in Israeli matters had declined, especially
among younger people, and, as you know, nEwSpapers are
always interested in attracting young readers, as they are the
future of the paper. One of the participants in that discussion,
the editor of the Cleveland Jewish News, said at that time that
the news from Israel is usually of less interest to American
Jewish readers, except for unusual events such as the granting
of the Nohel Peace Prize Tor the Oslo Accords, the signing of
a peace treaty with Jordan or, by contrast, a bus exploding in

Te! Aviv. She added that since the existential threat to Israel . -

has passed, her paper had begun to lay greater emphasis on
local Tewish news. In her opinion, in order for her paper and
the rest of the Jewish papers to survive, they had to focus on
describing life in the Jewish communities in the 1.5, and not
in I[sraek.

Of course, everything has changed compietely in the last
few months. [ recently conducted a small experiment. I ook
one Jewish paper, the Jewish Chronicle of London, and
examined the first 16 pages of its April 5, 2002, issue. 1 found
that five pages of the issue were devoted mainly to events in
Israch. A total of nine items were devoted 1o Israel and the
Middle Fast. Ten items were devoted to England, but these
included Isracl-related matters as well (demonstrations and
profests for and against Israel). Furope had three items; the
Jewish world outside Burope — zero; and the U.S. — one item.
Talso checked the two editorials: both dealt with Israelt matters.
Out of 15 letters to the editor, seven were on a single subject:
a Peace Now petition circulating in England and a debate
conducted in the paper over whether English Jewry shouid get
involved in an internal Israeli dispute. The other eight letters
were on other topics. Two other opinion articles were also
ahout topics unrelated to Israel. By comparison, any issue of
the Jewish Chronicle two or three years ago would have
revealed very different proportions, i.e., only an occasional
item on Isracl, Furthermore, anyone familiar with this paper
knows just how difficult it was to place an item on Israel then.

Is this gond? Is itbad? Tdon’t know. | sometimes think it
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would be better to return to the previous state - let them write
less about us, because that would mean there is less to write
about. Perhaps we have matured and do not need to get upset
about everything written about us in the world press generally
and in the Jewish press in particular. The other side of the
coin, of course, is: do Papers in Israel tend to write about the
Jewish world? As someone who has explored this area, [ can
assure you that they write very little, Severa| years ago 1
required a source of ongoin & journalistic coverage of the Jewish
world. I found it in one paper enly, the haredi paper Hamodia,
The other papers carried a sprinkling of news items and articies,
some more, some less, but nothing regular. Hamodia, however,
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ran a large weekly column covering a full page with
information on developments in the Jewish world.

This is the situation, and we ought to be aware of this side
of the coin as well,

Efraim Lapid: We have heard, in this symposium, abous Israet,
Zionism, the Jewish workd and the media that link thern to a
greater or lesser extent, The issue remains on the agenda. We
have contributed our modest part. Undoubtedly there will be
more to come.

Translated from Hebrew by June Spitzer
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Israel Grapples with its History (and Future):
The Domestication of the Post-Zionist Critique

Joel S. Migdal

In 1988, while he was in Seattle on a sabbatical, my dear friend
Baruch Kimmerling {professor of sociology at Hebrew Uni-
versity] suggested to me that we collaborate on a project on
the Palestinians. The book that resuited from our five years of
work together, Palestinians: The Making of a People, was, [
think, the first full social-political account of Palestinian his-
tory to appear in English (published in 1993 by the Free Press,
a vear later in paperback by Harvard University Press, and
thereafter in Ttalian, Hebrew and Arabic). Shortly after the
publication of the original version, the book was greeted with
impassioned, sometimes vicious, reviews. It also hecame one
catalyst, among several others, for a vituperative debate in the
Isracli popular press, centering on historiography and the so-
called New or Critical Sociology. Oddly, when the Hebrew
editton of the hook was published in Israel in 1993, it was
treated much differently, with respectful, colorless reviews that
gave no hint of the furor that the book had aroused less than
five ycars carlier. In this essay, 1 would like to explore these
very different sorts of reception for the book as a way o un-
derstand the domestication in Israel of the historiographic cri-
tique associated with what were variously labeled the New
Sociologists, the New Historians and the Post-Zionists.
Kimmerling and [ had known each other for ten years he-
fore his fatefut proposal to me, from the time of a previous
sahbatical of his in the United States. We felt close enough in
our approaches and temperaments to subject ourselves to all
the inevitable stresses and strains inherent in a collaborative
undertaking of this scope. And, indeed, our friendship did
survive such differences as in the pace of our writing (he, at
breakneck speeds and I, at a much more measured meter) and
our political views (especialiy toward the end of the project
when Kimmerling expressed determined skepticism concern-
ing Oslo as opposed to my ebullient support). Neither of us
saw this project as one whose most important contribution
would be breaking ground in introducing new material on Pal-
estinian society. We relied largely on already published mate-
rial in order to write an integrative, synthetic account of the
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conditions that spawned a distinet Palestinian society and that
helped shape it into what it is today. Only in a few instances
did we fill in gaps by collecting primary data. The innovation,
we hoped, would be in the book’s scope, its success in bring-
ing together scattered pieces of knowledge in already pub-
lished works, and, not least of all, our particular perspective
and interpretation.

Several factors motivated me to iake on this daunting
project, beyond the simple anticipation of writing with one of
Tsrael’s leading academic figures. For one, when Kimmerling
came Lo me, 1 had just published a book that had consumed
me for much of the previous decade, Strong Societies and Weak
States, and [ was casting about for my next undertaking. Be-
vond that, the idea of tackling the rapidly expanding hody of
data and research on Palestinian society and history and
molding that into our own original interpretation proved very
ternpting. Both of us had strong theoretical ideas and felt that
we could use those to bring a new coherence 1o the existing,
fragmented material.

But, in the end, | think what swayed me to join Kimmerling
in writing such a book was deep personal frustration about
how the Palestinians were thought of in much of Jewish Is-
racli and Jewish American society. The dernonization, dis-
missal and distortion of the Palestinians through seven dec-
ades of almost uninterrupted conflict, it seemed to me, were
contrihuting factors to the inability of Israel and Israclis to
move toward some sort of reasonable diplomatic solution (par-
alieled on the other side by an equally warped view of Israel
and Jews by Palestinians). Standard understandings of the
Palestiuians—when they were even thought of as Palestin-
iaus—put serious blinders on lsraelis and their backers, prin-
cipally the American Jews, aud thwarted them from taking
new roads that might lead to settling the conflict. Whiie T
cannot speak for Kimmerling, to my mind, the principal audi-
ence for this book on Palestinians was to be these Jews in the
two countries, What was going to be most radical, I thought,
was the perspective we would bring to Jewish Americans aud




Jewish Israelis on the Palestinian question. This was to be my
first book aimed at a broad audience beyond the academic
community, and 1 was hopeful that it would contribute to a
wide segment of Jews envisioning Palestinians differently and,
by implication, rethinking how to deal with them. In an auda-
cious sort of way, the book was asking Jews, both in Israel and
the United States, to re-imagine the Jewish future.

The perspective that Kimmerling and I brought to the sub-
ject included four elements. First, it focused on change at the
grass-roots—the movement and distribution of people, their
changing life circumstances, their differing and changing oc-
cupational structure, and the like—diminishing the weight of
Palestinian central jeadership while elevating the primacy of
social processes at the level of everyday life. Second, the book
examined the dvnumic interplay between various segments ol
the society—town and country, hill and plain, secular and re-
ligious, Christian and Muslim, diaspora and Palestine-based,
and others—rsather than finding some unified, cssential Paies-
tinian character. Third, while not discounting the powerful
effect of Zionism in shaping Palestinian society, the narrative
placed Zionism as only one among several key world histori-
cat forces, including world capitalism’s insidious penetration
of the Ottoman Empire, which began iong before the appear-
ance of Zionism. Finally, and probably what was most unset-
tling and disorienting to Jewish readers, we recast the history
of Palestine and Israel so that Jews, who had occupied center
stage in most previous accounts, now were relegated to the
wings, dispiaced by Palestinians. All of a sudden, the former
bit players and character actors became the leading men and
leading ladies.

The book itself could not have appeared at a better time. It
was in the midst of the most fumuhiuous diplomatic period
that Isracl had ever experienced, the period leading up to the
indelible moment on the White House lawn on September 13,
1993, No matter what one thought of the Oslo agreement, it
certainly demanded from Jews and Pajestinians alike new ways
of thinking about old issues and stuhborn prohiems. And that
is often an unbearably painful process. A book suggesting
different modes for thinking about the Palestinians was much
mote likely to make people sit up and take notice at that point
than it would have had even in, say, 1988, when we started the
research and writing.

I recali a couple of incidents that had suggested to me how
set Israeli opinion on the Palestinians had heen in the pre-
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Osio era. One was a closed seminar at Harvard University’s
Center for International Affairs in the late 1970s presented by
Shimon Peres, then one of the leaders of the Israeli opposi-
tion. When Peres asked for questions from people around the
table, Walid Khalidi, perhaps the eading Palestinian thinker,
peppered him with a series of “what ifs™: what if the PLO
were to accepi Israel’s right to exist? what if the PLO were to
accept a two-state solution? what if the PLO were to renounce
violence? Atfirst, Peres answered facilely that if the PLO did
such things, it no longer would be the PLO—-a standard Is-
raeli response of the time that characterized the PLO’s raison
d’etre as terror. But, even after he apprehended the serious-
ness of the questions, Peres seemed startled and unable to pur-
sue Khalidi’s line of thinking very far. At that time, sucb radi-
cal ideas simply could not jar Peres out of his standard line of
reasoning, even o engage in hypotheticals,

A second incident was a conversation I had with Arye
{Lova) Eliav, the former secretary of the Lahor Party, also
back in the late 1970s. Eliav, someone who had certainly tran-
scended the standard Tsraeli discourse on the Palestinians, was
at the time about to receive the Bruno Kreisky Peace Prize in
Austrig for his unsanctioned peace tatks with PLO official
Issam Sartawi. When I asked what sort of response he ex-
pected once he returned to Israel, Eliav shrugged. “In restau-
rants, people will call over to me and say. ‘Lova, Lova, what
are you doing talking to that terrorist, Arafat?” It is Sartawi
that I am worried about,” he went on. “Palestinians will kitl
him.” (Indeed, Sartawi was assassinated by other Palestinians
in 1983, several vears after recetving his share of the peace
prize.) The relatively mild response that Eliav anticipated in
Israel for his consotting with the enemy, 1 think, stemmed from
the fact that popular thinking about the Palestinians was so
entrenched at that time that his actions did little to threaten
existing conceptions.

The Osto process and preceding events, including changes
in PLO policy in the late 1980s and the Madrid Peace Confer-
ence in 1991, jolted the common understanding of the Pales-
tinians in Israel. Books such as ours ¢ould now be taken much
maore seriously and, at the same time. could hit some very raw
nerves. I was not surprised, then, that the book received con-
siderable attention in the Israeli press and in Jewish American
magazines. What did catch me unawares was the deep and
hatefui passion in many of the articles and reviews that com-
mented on the book. The pieces that attacked the book were
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clearly reacting to far more than what we had written. They
were recling from a new critical history and social science
that were reexamining Israel’s own history, and from an un-
easy feeling that this reexamination could now matter in ways
that it had not previously. Even the headlines and titles re-
flected the intensity of feeling in these negative articles on our
hook: “Scholarship as Fraud,” ”On the Sin that We Sinned in
Creating a Staie” (echoing the penitential prayers on Yom
Kippur), or “The Israeli Smcide Drive”

One of the harbingers of what was to come in Israel was
an article in a small American Zionist magazine, Midstream.
Joel Carmichael, the editor, fired the first volley in May 1993
by reviving the old shibboleth that the concept of Palestinians
as @& unique nation is a “very peculiar idea, itself a complete
invention,...” How can there be a Palestinian nation,
Carmichael asked, when, “in Arabic, the language spoken in
that area since the expansion of 1slam in the 7th century, the
sound ‘p”itsell cannot even be pronounced?” Carmichael sur-
mised that it had been: just a matter of time until Jewish schol-
ars wroie about this “preposterous invention:”

It has finally happened. Two professors, Israeli, Baruch

Kimmerling, and an American, Joel 8. Migdal, have produced

a serious-looking book put out by a major publisher in which

this entirely artificiai and indeed fraudulent ciaim is embod-

ied in the very title.... Thus, by means of a transparent gim-

mick of matchiess dishonesty Kimmerling and Migdal have

constructed a mock-history of the eastern Mediterranean, via

the area of Palestine i¢self.”™

I was not unaccustomed to negative reviews of my previ-
ous books-—they were known hazards of my profession-—hut
[ was unprepared for these sorts of charges, that we had writ-
ten an “utterly bogus book.” Something was clearly afoot.

It did not take long for the Israeh press to chime in on the
meriis, or demeri{s, of the book, not so much in actual reviews
as in articles that used the book as a launching pad for looking
more broadly at the new historiography involving the Pales-
tinians and Israel itself. In Israel, by the early 1990s,
Carmichael’s claim that the idea of Palestinians as a people or
nation was a “preposterous invention” was no longer taken
seriously by any major segment of Israeli thinkers and writ-
ers. What was at issue was when the Palestinian nation came
into being, and this seemingly recondite question, the critics
felt, had enormous implications. For a number of our hook’s
Israeli critics, it was the contact of the country’s Arab resi-
dents with Zionism that was the determining factor in con-
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structing a unified people. There was no Palestinian nation,
the thinking went, before Zionism; it wag a product of the
local Arab residents” encounter with immigrant Jews and their
dynamic political movement.

The firestorm began in the weekly magazine of the now
detunct Labor newspaper Davar. Written by Yisrael Landers,
the article appeared in the March (8, 1994, issue, Its basis
was 4 conversation with the esteemed fsraeli sociologist, Moshe
Lissak of the Hebrew University, in which the central claim
was that 4 new generation of mostly Israeli social scientists
was undermining the Zionist story while supporting the con-
struction of an alternative, Palestinian story. Indeed, the arti-
cle claimed, these social scientists were, wittingly or unwit-
lingly, challenging the validity of the historic settling of Jews
in the country and the very justification for the establishment
of the State of Tsrael. This was the most serious sort of indict-
ment, Jsrael’s legitimacy was brought inio doubt, Landers
charged, through the introduction of the idea that Zionism had
mercilessly uprooted an already cohesive people, the coun-
try’s Arab residents. 1t the Palestinians as a people were sim-
ply a product of their contacts with Zionism, as Lissak and
Landers assumed, then Zionism could not be charged with
obliterating another nation, since no such nation existed when
Zionists began settling the land. The basic premise of Zion-
ism and the creation of Zionism, then, could not be said o
have been born in sin.

Focusing on the publication of Palestinians: The Making
of a People, Landers pointed to our purported argument that
the Palestinian people as a social entity was created as far back
as 1834, thus validating Palestinians’ claims that the emer-
gence of the Palestinian nation was in no way a recent event
and certainly involved far more than a simple reaction o Zi-
onism. Indeed, this thinking went, if the Palestinians were
already a nation, then Zionism's success in securing the Jews’
national rights was tainted by coming only at the expense of
dismantling another existing nation’s national rights. Landers’
{or, more likely, Lissak’s) charge against us stemmed from a
seripus misreading of what we had written; the book never
made any such argument about the Arahs of Palestine cmerg-
ing as a nation in 1834, Interestingly, a much more sympa-
thetic reviewer, [lan Papp, who is one of the so-called New
Historians, similarly misread our intent in an earlier review of
the book in the newspaper Ha 'aretz.?

Our actual point in the book was that the events of 1834—
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aterritory-wide revolt against the recent Egyptian occupation—
had created a structural pitlar for drawing together the popu-
lation of a territory, Palestine, in which the residents woald
much later develop into a self-identified people. Our argu-
ment involved a multi-vectored and long-term formation of a
Palestinian nation. The method that we employed undersiood
the construction of a peopie or nation as an ongoing process,
without defining, “founding” moments in history. This method
runs counger to established social science methodology, rep-
resented by Lissak and most others, which tends to deal with
concepts, such as nation, as hard yariables that have a defin-
ing moment of incarnation. Their misunderstanding of our
method and intent led Landers to a vicious statement in which
he noted that writers like us “find no defect in a subjective
approach that suits the rescarch to the ideological needs of the
Palestinians.™

Leave aside the misreading of our presentation of the re-
volt of 1834 by Landers and Lissak; their belief that we had
posited the existence of a Palestinian nation in the early nine-
teenth century led them to dire conclusions:

The Palestinians lend importance to moving back the birth

of their people to an earlier date because, if their distinctive

nationhood was created before the Zionist settlement, the sig-

nificance of that would be that Zionism sinned, not only in

overtaking the boundaries of residents who did not have a

distinctive naticnal identity, but in the erasure of an existing

Palestinian people from its land. Kimmerling and Migdal's

book aids the writing of the new history of the Palestinians,

which asserts that their people existed even before the first

Zionist settler set foot in the land of 1srael *

The effect of our analysis, for Landers, was “the de-legiti-
mization of the Jewish state from within and from without”
The lionization of the subjective approach by the New Soci-
ologists, as opposed to a serious attempt at objectivity, to
Lissak's mind, not only threatened Israel’s legitimacy, but
chipped away at the foundations of social science generally.
Lissak followed up these quite serious charges with more de-
taijed attacks on the Critical Sociologists, most notably in a
symposium on Zionism in the very first issue of the journal
Israel Studies, in 19967

That symposium spilled over into subsequent issues of the
journal and other sites. Lissak’s critique had the feel of the
generational conflict represented in the Akedah, or binding of
Isaac; much of his attack was directed at those who had been
trained in his own Sociology Department at the Hebrew Uni-
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versity, most notably, my co-author, Kimmeriing, whom he
had mentored and whose Ph.D. dissertation he had supervised.
With the publication of Landers’ critique, the gates werc
now open for a full-blown public airing of the deep divisions
in Israeli social science that went way beyond our particular
book. To be sure, there were purely academic arenas, (oo, in
which these sorts of arguments were fiying back and forth,
such as the annual convention of the Israel Sociological Asse-
ciation, but using popular newspapers as the arena to air so-
cial scieutists’ dirty laundry had an important broader effect.
It made a wide segment of the Israeli public aware of these
arcane dehates, some of them playing ofl nearly impenetrable
scholarly disputes about post-modernism in Europe and the
United States, and it forced those writing in the newspapers to
refashion their arguments in more broadly accessihle terms.
The newspaper readers became sideline observers of some of
the Israeli universities’ less savory qualities, including un-
bounded persenal attacks, but they also became the partici-
pating audience to be wooed in those debates. In currying the
public’s favor, writers from both sides of the divide had to
reframe their arguments in more socially relevant, and easily
ascertained, terms. They had to make clear how their own
narrow concerns reached fundamental problems and issues of
Israeli society that were of interest to the newspapers’ readers.
in a retort in Davar magazine two weeks after Landers’
article appeared, Kimmerling did just that.® His tack was to
shift the central topic away from the Patestinians—a still rather
obscure topic for most Israelis—1o Isracli socisty itself. He
countered Landers and Lissak by defining the essence of the
debate as a key difference in understanding the construction
of Israeli, not Palestinian, society. In other words, one nceded
to properly characterize Israel’s society and then explain how
it developed its particular character. While the Old Sociolo-
gists presented Israeli society as born whole out of the organ-
ized pre-state yishuv (again, the emphasis on hard variables
and defining moments), Kimmerfing claimed, the New Soci-
ologists understood it to be a society-in-the-making, shaped
in good part by the British mandatory regime and, particu-
larly, by the varied interactions it had with the Arab cormimnu-
nity in the country. Kimmerling was implicitly raising the
issue of the validity of our process-oriented approach.
Kimmerling touched a critical chord in the public by argu-
ing that the old view did not simply misstate the origins of
Tsraeli society but left little room for understanding, in the
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present day, the deep impact of Mizrahi immigrants and their
Israeli-born children, Arab citizens of Isracl, and the ultra-
Orthodox on the continuing development of Israeli society.
In that sense, the Old Sociologists, he charged, gave credence
to the continued dominance and privileges of the old settler
elite. (Years later, Kimmerling demonstrated how the decisive
event in reshaping Israeli society at the beginning of the twenty-
first century has been precisely the disappearance of this old
settler elile, coining the term chusalim — an acronym for
Ashkenazi secular old-timer socialist nationalists — to describe
the old guard’s members. This analysis appears in his won-
derful new hook, Kerz Shilton Ha'ahusalim [The End of
Ashkenazi Hegemony; Keter, 20011). In Davar, back in 1994,
Kimmerling was sounding a populist theme that could have
much wider resonance than academic differences about the
precise dating of the birth of the Palestinian people.

Kimmerling’s response to Landers and Lissak only fanned
the flames. An article appeared a month later in the local weekly
newspaper Kol Ha'ir." It claimed that what had been a purely
academic debate on the margins of the social sciences had
turned into a deep generational conflict and, above all, an as-
sault on the establishiment sociology of the Hebrew Univer-
sity by young academics at Israel’s newer universities. Much
of the attack against the estahlishment was against S.N.
Eisenstadt, my own teacher and a figure of world renown, who
was accused of giving short shrift to the impact of Arabs in
the shaping of [sraeli society and of sceing Israeli society as
relatively impervious to change, especially by
underrepresented groups. Once again, the Kol Ha'ir article
was laboring to take a rather abstract internal debate and strip
away Its many veils for the broader public.

The Kol Ha’ir piece had only limited success in that re-
gard. Its focus on such elements as battles for control of aca-
demic departments and on key old establishment figures im-
peding the careers of younger criticat colleagues would not
seetn to have broad resonance in the public. Much more suc-
cessful in raising a puhlic furor was the well-known essayist,
short story writer and novelist in Tsrael, Aharon Meged. He
took up the populist theme, addressed eartier by Kimmesting,
in an article that appeared in He aretz on June 10, 1994, and
again, in a somewhat truncated format, in the Jerusalem Post
on July 2, 1994, entitled “The Israeli Suicide Drive”

His premises were that the critical social scientists and
historians triggered a “latent biological urge [by Zionism] to
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self-destruct,” as evidenced in the territorial concessions to
the Palestinians in the Oslo process—concessions, he claimed,
that presaged the destruction of Israel. Meged picked up by-
now familiar themes——the drive by critical academics to
delegitimize the state, their understanding of Zionism as con-
ceived in sin, and the like. “Their conclusion is almost uni-
form: that in practice, Zionism amounts to an evil, coloniatist
conspiracy to expioit the people dwelling in Palestine, enslave
them and steal their land.” To Meged's mind, the critical so-
cial scientists and historians were engaged in nothing less than
“vulgar anti-Zionist ‘propaganda’ in the old Kremlin style.”
Their “pathology” has led to a phenomenon without “parallel
in history: an emotional and moral identification by the ma-
jority of Tsrael's intelligentsia with people openly committed
to our annihilation.”

Meged's tendentious essay provoked a storm of responses,
Days later, the anthropologist Danny Rabinowitz fired hack in
an article in He'aretz® that Meged fell into the classic trap of
the old school, demanding that research pass some sort of hid-
den test to make sure that it does not underrmine the reigning
concept of the nation and its myths, In the weekly magazine
of Ha'aretz® one issue alter Meged's article appeared, a histo-
rian responded with an article entitled “The Stalinist.” A week
after that, Ha’aretz informed its readers that Meged had elic-
ited tens of letters and response articles, some of which the
newspaper printed, along with an answer to them by Meged.'®
Two weeks later, i published yet another collection of letters,
this time including one by me. This was a no-holds-barred
debate. Kimmerling, for example, started his response by writ-
ing that Meged’s article “could serve beginners in every school
of journalism as a lesson in demagoguery.” I found the fracas
bewildering.

Indeed, its substance included some very bizarre elements.
Kimmerling and I were accused by Meged, for example, of
denigrating the pioneering efforts of the kibbutz’s founding
generation, reducing it to secking nothing more than economic
repression of Arabs (in fact, we had not written anything of
the kind, nor did T, or do 1, aceept such an idea). Additionally,
Ewas accused by the well-known historian of the Pulestinians,
Yehoshua Porath, of claiming (in a conference that T never, in
Tact, attended} that the weakness of the Palestinian movement
lay in the fact that it was led by peasants (an absurdity in its
own right and directly contrary to a point T made in another
book, Peasants, Politics, and Revolution).




But, for all the personal attacks and the playing fast-and-
loose with the facts, the debate did indicate two important fea-
tures about Israel. First, the old unquestioned assumptions
about Israeli society—how it came into being, how it was
shaped, and how it was now organized—were currently on
the table for scrutiny and debate. Not least among these as-
sumptions were those that had to do with who the Palestinians
were, how they had been affected by Israel, and how they, in
turn, influenced Israeli society. In short, if any consensus had
existed on how to understand Israel’s short history (and, by
extension, its future), it had evaporated by the md-1990s,
Second, the debate that had simmered in the ivory tower of
academia had now been reframed by the popular press and
spread to a much broader section of Israeli society. I found
this latter phenomenon fascinating. In the United States Thad
witnessed the growth of a revisionist history and soeial sci-
ence, too, dealing there with the origins and the plaving out of
the Cold War, a cultural icon that had been as important to
Americans as was the conflict with the Palestinians to the Is-
raelis. But, in that case, the press had never succeeded much
jin making the lurger public a part of the debate.

Trom the beginning, it had been Kimmerling’s and my in-
tention to publish the hook in Hebrew, too. We negotiated
with the Free Press, our publisher, for us to hold onto the for-
eign language rights curselves, in large part because we thought
that Kimmerling was far better positioned than the Free Press
to strike a deal with a Hebrew publisher. I grew quite frus-
trated with him when one e-mail after another in 1994 and
1995 spoke of his failures in eliciting even a modicum of in-
terest by any Israeli publisher. In fact, I was so sure that the
problem was in Kimmerling's approach to these publishers
that, in a visit to Istael in 1995, I took it upon myseif to con-
tact publishers to try and negotiate a deal myself, ButIhad no
luck either. While no editor would say so explicitly, our strong
impression was that even two years after Oslo, no publisher
would touch with a teu-foot pole a book moving the Palestin-
ians to center stage. Our ideas seemed too far beyond tbe
pale.

By 1996-97, however, the ground had shifted. Not any old
publisher, but Keter, one of the most established publishing
houses in Israel, began negotiating with Kimmerling about
the translation and printing of a Hebrew edition of Palestin-
ians. And, when it finally appeared in 1998, Keter backed its
publication by making it a major culturai event. Its marketing
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department secured prized window space in book shops. The
book’s design was anything but nondescript, its cover boldly
reproducing the colors and motif of the Palestinian flag, itsell
stili a dubious icon in Tsraeli society. It took out full-page ads
in major newspapers, aiming sales at a broad andience, cer-
tainly not just academics and students. Banner headtines in
the ad read, “Hea'sipur shelo supar me’olam” {The Story that
Was Never Told} and potential buyers were informed in red
ink, no less, that the book was “a must read.”

Keter clearly did something right. The book on the Pales-
tinians{!) hit Israel’s hest-seller tst. certainly a first for any-
thing that I had written. Friendly reviews appeared. What was
striking to me most of all was the tone of those reviews. I'had
braced myself for vet another onslaught, for a new edition of
the bioody culture wars that we had been drawn into in 1994,
But no such maelstrom occurred. Even the headlines of the
reviews were bland this time around, “They Existed Before
the Conflict, Too,” and “The Conflict: The Enemy as a Hu-
man Being.” How different from the shark-like headlines four
vears earlier! And the content of the reviews reflected the
same milk-and-water tone. In Yedior Aharonor, Israel’s top-
circulation newspaper, Yaron London wrote on January 22,
1999, that “the outstanding achievement of the authors is, in
fact, the critical coverage of the earlier period in the formation
of the neighboring nation.” A neighboring nation!

I found myself somewhat deflated. It was not that London
disliked the book. On the contraty, the review was very
favorable, What took the wind out of my sails was the iinpli-
cation that the importance of the book lay solely in our han-
dling of the historical material, on what Israelis couid learn
from our account about their neighbors; its siguificance in
shifting Jewish discourse on Israel’s owu history no longer
seemed to be an issue. Londou went on to write in the same
vein, “The perspective with wlich Kimmerling and Migdal
present us makes it easier to understand the present-day soci-
ology of the Palestinians.” The new reviews portrayed the book
not as a shot across the bows in the war over Israel’s legiti-
macy, but as a nondescript teaching tool for Israelis in a new,
still unfamiliar landscape.

A review in Ha'areiz on March 10, 1999, by Danny
Rabinowitz had none of the sharp polemical tone that he had
used five years earlier in responding to Meged. He no longer
neaded to adopt a defensive tone, reflecting a beleaguered band
of academics put upon by a powerfui cultural figure such as
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Meged. Nor did Rabinowitz feel calied upon to draw sharp
lines between a new generation of critical academics willing
to deviate from government myths, and the old establishment
laboring to buattress the standard line. Instead, he could dedi-
cate his review to the subject of the book itself and not to
some outside academic struggle—praising the book’s approach
to the subject, its view from the bottom of society, and its inte-
gration of history and social science, while critiquing some of
its theoretical shortcomings, its inattention fo citations (the
Hebrew edition, much to our dismay, did not include the cita-
tions and simply referred the reader o the English editicn),
and its insufficient use of anthropological literature. As in the
case of the review by London, Rabinowitz ended up address-
ing his readers didactically, rather than incorpeorating them into
a debate on their own history, as the reviews four and five
years carlier had. He instructed his readers that a key contri-
bution of the book was in presenting Palestinian history as
important in its own right, not only as reflected through the
conflict: *“The book covers a people with a history, which
must be understood in and of itself. This course, which was
of deep importance for the relatively neutral readers of the
English and [talian editions of the book, is many more times
vital for Israeli readers.”

The change in tone and content of the reviews of Palestin-
ians: The Making of a People from 1994 to 1999 frankly star-
tled me. Certainly, the divisive politics of how to deal with
the Palestinians had not ended in Israci—the new reviews, in
fact, came in the midst of Binyamin Netanyahu’s hardline ad-
ministration, when feelings about the Palestinians ran high
among the Israeli Jewish public, both on the part of those on
the left and the right. Nor had debates invetving Post-Zion-
ists, New Historians, and New Sociclogists ended within the
Israeli academy {as the current issue of this journal indicates).

It is not surprising that such deep rifts did pot simply dis-
appear by 1999, Even in the United States, echoes of the revi-
sjonist history of the Cold War can still be heard at times. In
[srael, where the issues that fired the debate are not just refics
in history books but live, relevant topics, especially in the wake
of the failure of the Oslo process and the cutbreak of the Al
Agsa Intifada in 2000, it is not at all surprising thai deep divi-
sions have continued to mark discussions of Israel’s history.
Crude personal attacks and character assassination still rear
their ugly heads. Despite assurances to the contrary, a recent
article written ander the pseudonym Solomon Socrates, for
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exampie, resounded with overtones of McCarthyism. The
piece produced a list of “radical” professors—including even
Shlomo Avineri, Israel’s most esteemed political scientist and
a highly sympathetic writer of Zionist history and ideas~—who
“actively legitimated the agenda of the country’s enemies,
thereby doing much to demoralize their fellow nationals.

The name of the article’s author, “Solomon Socrates,” rep-
resents, the article claims, “a watchdog team of researchers
keeping an eye on Israel’s universities.” This is spine-chilling

13

thetoric. The broadside against “radical” professors and the
menitoring of their activities seem to suggest that the gap be-
tween Post-Zionists and establishment scholars about how to
understand Jsrael remains as wide now as it was in the early
1990s. If the differences have not been breached, how do we
explain the contrasting sorts of reviews Palestinians: The Mak-
ing of a People received in 1994 and 19997

My thinking is that despite continuing deeply riven politi-
cal divisions in academia today, it is remarkable how many
claims made by the New Sociologists and New Historians came
to be incorporated into standard Isracli academic-—and popu-
lar—assumptions about Israel’s history and about the Pales-
tinians. Challenges to the notion that the Palestinians cotsti-
tute a nation are rarely heard these days. Even the issue of
whether such a nation was in formation before the Zionist
project engenders little interest. And, with the acceptance of
nationhood comes, too, the coroltary of self-determination and
eventual statehood, Legitimate political questions continue 0
produce loud arguments on both sides, especiafly in the midst
of the carnage of 2002; will the Palestinians be satisfied with
only a portion of Palestine? Can Israel live in peace with a
Palestinian state? Can the Palestinians be a viable partner in
peace? Can negotiations seitle the issue, or will it be resolved
only through a drawn-out war? But political divisions over
these questions, while sparking deep passions and reckless
rhetoric in Israel, have increasingly taken place within a shared
framework accepting the peoplehood of the Palestinians.

If one looks at the critiques of those opposing the Critical
Sociologists and New Historians today, one is at pains to find
the sort of criticism made by Lissak eartier, which questionad
our basic assumption about the construction of the Palestinian
nation. Nor does one find the same sort of debate over whether
the pioneering core in the yishuv established Isracl’s charac-
ter, or that character 1s still evolving. What one finds instead
in contemporary critigues is a lashing out against the tone and




guality of the eritical sociolegy and history, while saying little
about basic assertions and assumptions. Efraim Karsh, for
example, assails the critics for their “Israel bashing ”** Karsh
goes on to say, “My quarrel with the ‘new historians” was not
about the interpretation of this or that document but rather
about prefessional integrity, without which there could be no
schotarly discourse..., {e.g.,] numerous exampies of system-
atic falsification of evidence aimed at portraying a distorted
picture of the birth of Israel”"?

What seems to be missing in Karsh’s book is any serious
counter-argument, any substantive disagreement with the es-
sential premises of the New Historians—e.g., Benny Morris’s
account of the creation of the Palestinian refugees in 1948, or
Avi Shlaim’s emphasis on Isracli-Jordanian understandings
dating back ic the 1940s. Instead of assailing the critics’
premises, as Meged, Lissak and others had done in the eariy
1990s, Karsh attacks their claim of originality for these dis-
closures and the way they “moralize™ their findings: “Morc
than anything else the ‘new historiography’ is a state of mind
or, rather, a fashion.” In calling their findings old hat, Karsh
demonstrates the degree to which even he accepts the new
package of assumptions, all the while assailing the New His-
torians’ purported dishonesty, exaggerations and political use
of those assumptions. The sarne sort of argument—_{ocusing
on the motives of the New Historians, while accepting, grudg-
ingly, some of their key premises and findings about Israeli
histery—can be found in Yoram Hazony’s The Jewish Sicie:
The Struggle for Lsrael’s Soul. He charges that “a systematic
struggle is being conducted by Israeli scholars against the idea
of the Jewish state, its historic narrative, institutions, and sym-
bols. Of course, there are elements of truth in some of the
ciaims heing advanced by Israeli academics against what was
once the Labor Zionist consensus on these subjects.”*

One has the strong feeling in reading the tendentious, even
irresponsible, attacks of Solomon Socrates, Karsh and Hazony
that they have accepted key eleinents put forth by the New
Sociologists and New Historians, such as the long-term con-
struction of a Palestinian nation, shaped by more than just its
opposition to Zionisin; the flight of Arabs in 1948 for reasons
that, in part, implicated Jewish fighting forces and not because
of putative Arab broadcasts; and the continuing construction
of Israel’s culture and society through post-state waves of im-
migration and ongoing tensions. The acceptance in 1999 of
my book with Kimmerling reflected a huge change in the Iand-
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scape of popular and academic understanding of Israel’s his-
tory from that of only five years before. The claim that the
Arabs of Palestine were a nation-in-process, whose origins
pre-dated Zionism, was hardly controversial in 1999,

Between the 1994 attacks on Palestinians: The Making of
@ People and the 1999 smiling reviews came the first sustained
political engagement of Israel with the Palestinians. For all
its Taults, the Oslo process induced Israelis to reconsider their
shared history with the Palestinians, That was a painful and
difficult process. 1t meant coming to terms for the first titne
with elements of Israel’s past that lacked the heroic glitter pre-
sented in school textbooks. Part of imagining a new future, it
seems to me, 1s the ability to deal maturely and honestly with
the past. Reconsidering Israel’s historical relations with the
Palestinians does not delegitimize lsrael or its founding. Tt does
demand considering, though, how the triumphs and tragedies
of the past can be shaped into a better future. For all its fail-
ures and disappointments, Oslo began the process of shaping
the future by leading Israetis to a much greater consensus about
their own history than is commonly appreciated. Acceptance
of many of the premises of the New Sociologists and New
Historians—and of findings of some establishment scholars
who, as Hazony notes, came to many of the same conclu-
sions—opens the door, but does not goarantee forging a com-
mon view of the future.

Several factors still stand in the way of Israelis moving
toward some commonality in their picture of the future. Not
least of these is the failure of their counterparts, the Palestin-
ians, to undertake a similar broad soctetal reconstderation of
assumptions about the Jews, Zionism and Israel. Also, the
tone of discourse among scholars and intellectuals in Israel
remains a serions barrier. Many New Sociologisis and New
Historians have adopted a hypercritical tone, sounding as if
they have discovered the first society on carth with skeletons
in its closet; their moralizing does little to advance popular
thinking. And, on the other side, their critics continue the
despicable practice of accusing them of “bringing comfort and
aid to the enemy.”” :

Finaliy, the closing ofl of opportunities for a negotiated
settlement through the Patestinian resumption of violence in
September 2000, the Israeli harsh response, and the new po-
titical alignments that have emerped in the shadow of the on-
going violence, all forestalied efforts to move from a recon-
sidered past o a reconsidered futuge,
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Still, the differences between the early and later reviews
of our book point to an Israeli society that has begun grap-
pling with its past in the hopes of ferging a foundation for the
future. For ali of Hazony’s nostalgia for the old Zionism, that
ideolegy can no longer serve as lsraeli society’s core values,
at least not so long as Zionism is centered on the ingathering
of the exiles, on a pioneering ethic, on a refuge for Jews in
distress. and on the creation of a state for the Jews. Indeed,
the rise in salience of religious conceptions of state and soci-
ety reflects the growing irrelevance of the oid core values of
Zionism. The construction of a renewed secular ideology de-
tnands the assimilation of Israel’s difficuit relations with the
Palestinians, including instances of mistreatment. into the
thinking of Jewish Israclis. Coming to terms with this past is
an important step in re-imagining the future, of creating a set
of renewed values. If our book was one catalyst for shifting
the close examination of Israel’s past from under the academic
microscope to the open court of public scrutiny, then it ful-
filled my goal of helping Jews re-imagine their future.
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Intellectuals and Tradition: The Case of Journalists and

National Tradition in Israel

Yaacov Yadgar

Introduction

A focal point in the study of the mass media is the role the
media fills in the construction of reality, that is, the “framing”™
of images and the formation of particles of reality into narra-
tive-interpretive patterns that have an internal guiding logic
and a coherent structure.

Journalists play a crucial role in this construction of real-
ity by providing the public with interpretations of reality
through the symbolic means offered by the mass media. Jour-
nalists introduce order and logic info otherwise seemingly il-
logical and incoherent events. They present the public with a
limited set of optional interpretations of reality and, by doing
so, guide the public dehate of these issues. Journalists are, by
definition, agents who utilize symbols and myths as tools for
interpreting reality. As such, they are part of a larger group
often referred to as the “intellectual strata.”

Symbols and myths embody a narrative of events, a pres-
entation based on a specific set of values. They awaken asso-
ciations of a value-based interpretation, reaffirm this view, and
yet rewrite it. Thus, the function of interpreting reality can be
described as the molding of occurrences into interpretive nar-
rative frames. These [rames are based on symbolic presenta-
tions of reality, and reaffirm the validity of these symbols by
their very use.

This interpretive function lies at the core of the definition
“intellectual’”; it thus highlights the relevance of the study of
intellectuals to the understanding of the mass media. Media
producers in general, and news media professionals in pat-
ticular, function as prime producers and disseminators of sym-
bols and myths. They, too, present reality cast into interpre-
tive frames, based on sets of symbols and values.

One of the focal points in the study of intellectuals is the
guestion of their attitudes toward tradition. Tradition must be
understood as a view of the events, values and behavior pat-

terns taken from the past that serve, inter alia, to interpret and
construct our understanding of the present. The dyramic qual-
ity of this function means that tradition is constantiy being
updated, although it may wear the garb of immortality. The
scholarly debate over tradition in the context of intellectuals
oscillates between two poles: one pole claims that there is an
essential antagonism between intellectuals and tradition, while
the other pole perceives intellectuals as loyal servants of tra-
dition.

This article will explore the issue of intellectuals and tra-
dition through a case study of Israeli journalists and their rela-
tionship to the [srachi national narrative (the latter being a sig-
nificant textual expression of national tradition), After pre-
senting the relevant definifions, 1 outline the answers com-
monly offered (o the question of intellectnals and tradition.
The second part of the article will briefly present findings from
a study of journalists’ attitudes toward national tradition in
Tsrael during the years 1967-97, followed by a discussion of
the theoretical implications of these findings for the issue as a
whole.

Theoretical background: Intellectuals, tradition,
and journalists

Defining intellectuals

The very formulation of an agreed-upen definition of intellec-
tuals has challenged scholars for more than a century and a
half.! The various definitions suggested can be divided into
three main groups: normative, Marxist and functional.? [gnor-
ing the first group of definitions,” which is not empirical, and
disregarding the pronounced normative-doctrinal aspects of
the second, Marxist definition,* one is left with the third group
of definitions, which focus on inteliectual-cultural, social and
political functions as the best operative criteria available for
use in an analytic study. According to the functional defini-
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tion, intellectuals are social agents whose main tasks are the
production, operation, manipulation, rewriting, interpretation
and dissemination of symbals within society.

Acknowiedgment of the symhol-oricuted function of in-
tellectuals does indeed appear to be the common denominator
of the vast majority of definitions suggested in the literature.”
Moreover, this acknowledgment is also found at the core of
the Marxist (or post-Marxist) formulations, which view pro-
duction in the symbeolic field as the key source of the intellec-
tual strata’s power.®

"The above definition of the intellectual, however, is rather
inclusive, Accordingly, a refinement of what we mean by “in-
tellectuals” is needed, i.e., “primary intellectuals,” who focus
on the production and manipulation of symhols (with the dis-
semination of symhols a secondary task}, and “secondary in-
tetlectuals.” who focus on the dissemination and rewriting of
symbols (and who usually avoid the production of symbols
per se).’

Tradition and national tradition
As in the case of our definition of intellectuals, the functions
listed in the predicate provide a fruitful basis for formulating
an operational definition of tradition. Thus, tradition is the fac-
tor that preserves the standing of the most central social and
cultural units in society as eternal elements in the collective
construction of reality; il guides the questions to be asked re-
garding reality, and offers alternate answers to those questions
through cultural and symbolic tecls. Tradition constructs so-
cial and cultural reality and invests it with meaning.®
Although tradition refers to the past, it is always contem-
porary; it presents the past through the eyes of the present.
Tradition expresses what is considered to be the past {from the
current vantage point in time and place of a distinct collective.
Accordingly, each analytic and reflective discussion of tradi-
tion must specify its relevant temporal and spatial dimensions.
The subject of this paper calls for a narrowing down of
“tradition” to focus on the term “national tradition.”” Based on
the above definition, national tradition is conceived here as
the overall sel of customs, beliefs, values and, most impor-
tantly, symbols of a given society in a distinct pational frame-
work. The source of national tradition lies in the past (real or
invented), and has implications for the future, within the col-
tective consciousness of the group (i.e. “the nation”) that re-
lates to and attempts to uphold this tradition.
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The question of intellectuals and tradition

The relationship of inteliectuals to tradition has been the fo-
cus of numerous discussions, each carried on in i¢s own termi-
notogy. The responses to the question concerning this issue
reflect major differences of opinion ranging along an axis
which at one pole claims that intellectuals are essentially al-
ienated from (radition and wish to subvert it; and at the other
pole claims that intellectuals fundamentatly conform with tra-
dition and the attendant status guo.

Intellectuals against tradition
The intellectual’s assumad alienation {rom tradition has been
generally viewed as a given,’ This view, which bears a distinct
empirical stamp, seems to owe much to the normative defini-
tion of the iniellectual. At the heart of this approach is an un-
compromising demand that the inteliectual transcend the con-
straints of narrow interests {whether personal or collective) in
favor of guiding humanity as a whole toward a better future
grounded in scientific truth. Accordingly, the intellectual’s
surrender to tradition (which, by definition, always belongs 1o
a specific collective) is perceived as treasonous. ™

A similar stance has been adopted by Marxist {(or post-
Marxist) thinkers, who offer a value-based claim, stating that
intellectuats should function as a moral elite, the “vanguard”
that acts according to a higher morality.'! This position, how-
ever, is mobilized to serve the Marxist political agenda. Hence,
one might describe the Marxist perspective as dualistic. First,
it criticizes the intellectuals’ mobilization in favor of the pre-
vailing political framework; secondly, it insists upon the intei-
jectual’s mobilization in lavor of its own political framework.”

The normative approach has come to be an integral part of
the assumed self-definition of the intellectuals themselves. The
empirical implications are evident: many members of the in-
tetlectual strata have functioned, at least partially, according
to normative dictates demanding detachment from the politi-
cal system and a refutation of its respective traditions. With
respect to this issue, declarations from the Right are charac-
terized by claims that intellectuals intentionally undermine the
ties that bind society together and subvert its values and tradi-
tions. ™

Various explanations for this critical and nonconformist
stance have been suggested. Some see this position as derived
from the social tradition of intellectuals, whose status evofved
in response to the contest between the secular educated sirata
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on the one hand, and the church and the state on the other
There are also structural explanations which highlight the in-
tellectuals’ unique cultural leadership role in a system that con-
trols the aftocation of their material resources.'s Others poim
to the inability of intellectuals to differentiate between ab-
stract ideals and the substance of compiex reality as the cause
of their constant frustration with that reality.'® Lastly,
sociopsychological explanations suggest that intellectuals suf-
fer from enduring feelings of discrimination because mem-
bers of their stratum are denied recognition as “philosopher-
kings."”

Intellectuals for tradition

Contrary to the self-evident claim regarding the alienation of
intellectuals from tradition, the literature also posits a concep-
tualfideological mirror image in which the attitudes of the in-
tellectuals soward tradition are basically positive and support-
ive of tradition and its derivative, the prevailing sociopolitical
regime. Such arguments are based on an analysis of the inter-
ests of the intellectual stratum, its power resources, and its
unique position in society.

One of the normative arguments condemning the intellec-
tual “surrender” to tradition rests on the Marxist critique of
what is perceived as defective inteliectual functioning. The
Marxist argument focuses niainty on the relevant interests in-
volved. As a “dominated group in the dominant class,”*® intel-
fectuals are understood to be constantly strug gling for the pres-
ervation and expansion of their power within the existing sys-
tem. This struggle is conducted under the guidance of the “su-
per-interest” of the dominant class, that is, the preservation
and enforcement of the overall distribution of power in soci-
ety

The demand for a reevaluation of the intellectuals® rela-
lionship to tradition, however, is not exclusively Marxist. It
can also be found in the writings of functionatist scholars, such
as 5. N. Eisenstadt,® who criticizes the preoccupation with
the subversive, revolutionary characteristics and potential of
the intelleciual stratum, This preoccupation, claims Eisenstadt,
has diverted scholarly attention from the intellectuals® role as
ereators and bearers of tradition, their active participation in
the symbolic as well as institutional systems of these tradi-
tions, and their function as society’s secular conscience within
the framework of existing traditions.

Seeking to present a revised, more reflective point of de-
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parture for the discourse on intellectnals and tradition,
Eisenstadt® argues for added emphasis on what he sees as
tradition’s main function: the formulation of a limited set of
questions regarding human existence, together with the for-
mulation of a limited set of acceptabie answers to these ques-
tions. The making of tradition, as any other act of social con-
struction of reality, calls for the elimination of contesting in-
terpretations of the same reality. Such an understanding of tra-
dition expuses the core of the tension between intellectuals,
who generate the symbols used in the creation of tradition,
and the political establishment, which controls the institutional
mechanisms that sustain this creation. This tension results in a
variety of reactions among inteliectuals, osciilating between
escapism and detachment from reality and seclusion in the
world of ideas, at one extreme, and complete surrender to po-
litical-institutional power in the other. Between those two poles
1s a wide range of intermediate responses,?

[ntellectuals” attitudes toward tradition arc thus perceived
as ambivalent, influenced by political power struggles and
dependent on the relations existing between the intelicctual
strata and the poditical establishmeni. The ramifications of this
network are many. In cases of strong political authority, the
ntellectuals’ dependence on political institutions increases.
Their intellectual production then tends to meet the demands
made by political authoritics; they support consensus and at-
tempt to strengthen tradition. On the other hand, when politi-
cal power is weak, subversive, revolutionary and anti-tradi-
tional intellectual activity flowers.2

Accordingly, the major criticism of the normative-idealist
view of oppositional inteflectuat practice is it’s a-temporality
~ its avoidance of the histerical, social, political and cultyral
contexts. Included among these contexts are the narratives
guiding the collective behavior of intellectuals as well as atti-
tudes and world views held by individuals who oceupy this
stratum.®

Thus, the profile of the intellectual’s attitude toward tradi-
tion is not as conclusive and one-dimensional as sometimes
claimed by thinkers of both the Right and the Left. Within the
broad literature on the issue, the notion emerges that the key
to understanding inteliectual practice lies in identifying the
complex sociopolitical and cultural constellation in which
normative strictures clash against interests, aspirations for
power combine with firnited resources, and the possible con-
tends with the desirable. Indeed, as components of sociopo-
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liticai systems, intellectuals tend to be the soclal actors most
likely to develop critica} attitudes toward the values that un-
derlie that system and to pose the most difficult and embar-
rassing questions. Hence, inteilectuais are most likely to be-
come insurgents. Yet, due to their function as the creators of
precepts, concepts, language and symbols, intellectuals aiso
tend to play supportive roles in this very system.

Journalists as a distinct intellectual group

To review, this paper focuses on journalists as a distinet group
within the intellectual stratum. They are defined as intellectuo-
als because they play a major part in the production and dis-
semination of collective symbols. Like other groups of media
personnel, journalists present otherwise fragmented occur-
rences as evenis constructed within specific interpretive-sym-
bolic frameworks. News media messages — the output ol jour-
nalistic production ~ are thus to be undersiood as constructs,
interpretations of reality stated in symbolic and narrative
terms.”

According 1o this approach, the journalistic discourse
should be read as a system of interpretive “packages” that in-
vest an issue with meaning. Each “package” has its own inter-
nal structure based upon a guiding idea, or frame. This inter-
pretive frame introduces a certain logic into the events and
guides the reader/viewer/listener toward the event’s “mean-
ing” News frames usually ofler several possible meanings,
which thereby enables a degree of argumentation, a dialogue
or discourse among those who share an interpretive frame.
Such frames use a variety of symbolic tools in order to present
the news package as a meaningful whole. These symbols are
usually correlated with prevailing cultural objects. Therefore,
changes in the interpretive frames are attuned to cultural and
evaluative changes. This process identifies the news as the lo-
cus of “culture wars,” with each group seeking to impose
(through its function as a source of information) its own frame
as the appropriate device for organizing the news. These frames
then interact with those held by journalists and their audience.*

Accordingly, the power and influence of Lhe media can be
understood as derived from the fact that “reality” - i.e., the
organization of occurrences into meapingful narratives (or
“evenls”) — is a scarce commodity. Similarly, the interpretive
function leads to the association of news with myth (a narra-
tive that directs its andience toward a specific intecpretation of
reality), and calls for the reading of the news as a mythic nar-
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rative.”

In sum. the identification of journalists as intellectuals is
based upon two basic concepts: first, the definition of intel-
lectuals by the interpretive-symbolic function they perform,
and second, the view of news as a cultural product that invests
reality with (symbolic) meaning. Moreover, a distinction be-
tween primary and secondary intetlectuals is also valid in the
case of journalists. Those who head the pyramid of journalis-
tic production - editors and senior writers/correspondents —
are perceived as members of the primary group, which fo-
cuses on producing frames/symbois. The remaining journal-
ists, those who focus on the dissemination of those symbols
(by the use of existing symbolic narrative frames to convey
the news to their audience), are members of the secondary
group.

The Israeli case®

The case employed here to examine the question of the atti-
tude of intellectuals to tradition is the transformation of lsra-
el’s national narrative by Isracli journalists. The national nar-
rative is the literary expression of sets of symbols and values
that relate o the national collective as a distinct unit.* In its
simplest sense, the national narrative is the story that a (na-
tional) collective tells about itself. It tells the individuals con-
stituting the nation (or whoever comprises its audience) who
they are, the substance of their common national past, their
characteristics as a collective, and where they are heading,
that is, how they should act in the political realm.

The discussion that follows is hased on a study of the na-
tional narrative in the Israeli mainstream press against the back-
sround of five critical events® in Isracl’s contemporary his-
tory.” A brief summary of my findings regarding the develop-
ments of the narrative® is followed by a study of the implica-
tions of this case Tor the broader question of intellectuais and
tradition.

Basic findings: from a national to a post-national
narrative
The appearance of the national narrative in Israel’s mainstream
press has been characterized by a steady shift from a
particularistic to a universalistic pole of natienal-collective
identity. In terms of values, this shift has been rather dramatic.
The older, particularistic version of the narrative celebrated
the isolationist values of Jewish national uniqueness and worth.

1t deg
work
the o
then
valug
ment
natic
and |

plac
feres
uni’
pres
as a
top
ity. .
a su
sfea
Inn
ing
on

the

gro
shiy
rog
Yize
itse

ar
fic
de
th
is
¢
th



It depicted a picture of Jewish collective isolation in a hostile
world as a model of, and for, political action. This version of
the narrative drew an extreme picture of the contrasts between
the national ““us” and the external “them.” It solemnized statist
values of national solitude, unity and security as major instru-
ments Tor coping with what was perceived as a reality of inter-
national-gentile hostility toward the Jewish people in general
and the State of Israel in particular.

This tsolationist narrative gradually lost its hold, and in its
place a new version of the narrative emerged based on a dif-
ferent set of core values. The new narrative is essentially
universalistic, celebrating humanist, supranational values. It
presents the national borderlines of belonging and otherness
as anachronistic and dangerous, since they tie the individual
to primordial, tribal and narrow-minded conceptions of reat-
ity. Instead, the universalistic narrative extols the adoption of
a supranational perspective that focuses on the individual in-
stead of the collective, and on the glohal rather than the focal.
In many respects, this narrative propagates anti-mythic think-
ing in its denunciation of the thought patterns that are imposed
on the individual by collective symbols, images and myths,
the building blocks of the “we” consciousness.

This narrative shilt evolved against the background of the
growing autonomy of the Israeli news media in their relation-
ship with the government. Originally, these relations had been
rooted in the authoritarian model of a “recruited” or mobi-
lized press, in which the news media establishiment subjects
itself to the censorship and political guidance of the govern-
ment. The Yom Kippur War marked the rupture of this pattern
ol compliance. Henceforth, patterns of government-media re-
lations would be reformulated in accordance with liberal-deno-
cratic ideals of a free, adversarial and antonomous press.®

The lessons of the Israeli case: The necessity of context
At first glance, the narrative shift from the particutaristic to-
ward the universalistic pole of national identity supports the
argument that intellectuals are basically alienated from tradi-
tion, Accordingly, this narrative shift can be presented as evi-
dence of the growing liheration of the [sraeli press and proof
that the Tsraeli intellectuat strata {as represented by journal-
ists) have remained loyal to the behaviors associated with the
normative definition of the intellectual. More specitically, once
the news media managed to free themselves from govern-
ment strictures, journalists were was able to offer a new inter-
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pretation of reality that transcended the narrow world view
dictated by national tradition.®

Revealing as it may be, such an evolutionary argument ig-
nores the contemporary character of tradition. The latter, it
should be stressed again, is always the past as viewed through
the eyes of the present; tradition, therefore, is continuousty
changing. Hence, there is no single {national) tradition; rather,
there is tradition as it is perceived at a given moment by a
distinct group.

The addition of this contextual dimension to the discus-
sion revises the accepted concluston arising from the norma-
tive analysis of the Israeli case. The context-based view of
the development of Israel’s national narrative acknowledges
the dynamism inherent in national traditions. Journalists were
able to stay loval to universalistic, humanistic values while
they were mobilized hy tradition to rewrite it. Thus, tradition
changed, not the journalistic commitment to the national tra-
dition.

The journalists’ rewriting of the national narrative against
the background of the signing of the Oslo Accords (1993) and
Prime Minister Rabin’s assassination (1995) illustrates their
mobilizatien in favor of a humanist, universalist version of
the national tradition. [t was not, as sometimes claimed, anti-
traditional. The politicai elite and establishment of the period
(the Labor government, 1992-96) vividly expressed the emer-
gence of a “new nationat tradition” or, in our coniext, an up-
dated, current versicn of Israel’s national tradition. The politi-
cal leadership at the time promulgated a new world view ac-
cording to which Israei was no longer an isolated nation in a
hostile world, and adjusted their policies accordingly. Shimon
Peres’s innovative symbolic notion of a supranational “new
Middle East” was devised and disseminated by the ruling po-
litical elite, followed by the press. This notion acknowledged
that former views of Jewish isolation and gentile hostility to-
ward Israel were no fonger applicable and, indeed, offered an
afternative set of globalist views. The most conclusive evi-
dence of the transformation of the national tradition is Israel’s
signing of the Oslo Accords with the PLQ, a step that few in
the general public anticipated.

The appearance of a universalistic version of the national
narraiive in the [srachi press, then, reflected the journalistic
acceptance of an updated version of tradition. That is, the ap-
paratus manned by journalist-intellectuals was quickly enlisted
to support what became the prevailing version of national tra-
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dition. They then proceeded to disseminate an interpretation
of reality that corresponded o this revised tradition. Further-
more, competing versions of the national narrative and tradi-
tion were widely ignored or delegitimized.

The power relations prevailing between the Israeli press
and government further reinforces this picture: mobilization
under the universalistic narrative took place in a context of
growing journalistic freedom from government dictates.

The results of the 1996 general elections in Israel shed
further light on the changes this narrative would undergo. The
election results, mainly the victory of Benjamin Netanyahu
(who headed the conservative Likud Party) over Shimon Peres
{(who headed the dovish Labor Pasty) for the otfice of prime
minister, were to a large extent the victory of a representative
of the old, particularistic narrative over the unequivocal repre-
sentative of the new universalistic one. This victory took place
at the height of the journalistic propagation of the universalistic
narrative. Thus, Netanyihu’s victory could be perceived, inter
alia, as an expression of a popular revolt against the updated
national tradition in faver of the particularistic tradition.

The 1996 election campaign and its results highlighted the
complexity of the relevant context. During the period dis-
cussed. the universalistic narrative had gained only partial sup-
port among the general population, aithough it was emhraced
by the political elite as well as large portions of the inteliec-
tual strata, The campaign, and Netanyahu’s victory, demon-
strated the existence of still another version of tradition popu-
lar among large sectors in Israeli society. This VET$ion was a
sectoral vision of nattonal identity, primarily ethnic and reli-
gious in character. Nevertheless, support for this version found
tittle suitable articulation in [srael’s mainstream press.

The evidence of the coexistence of competing narratives
or versions of the national tradition in Israei’s potitical arena
suggests that the Zionist statist paradigm, which had lost its
grip after the Yom Kippur War, was not replaced by another
hegemonic paradigm. Instead, it appears that the former para-
digm had been dismantled info its componenis — sub-tradi-
tions might be a suitable term — with two main contesting ver-
sions then reconstructed from the fragments: a national sub-
tradition built upon the particularistic values of the Zionist
paradigm, and a national sub-tradition centered on
universalistic and humanistic values. Both versions, then, had
originated in the very same Zionist paradigm.

Other sub-traditions, more conservative and particularistic
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in character, also existed in the periphery of Israel’s public
sphere. These sub-traditions found expression mainly in the
sectarian media (such as the religious-Orthodox sector news-
papers and “pirate” radio stations), which constituted an alter-
native, more constricted, peripheral public sphere. The present
article passes over these sub-traditions, which deserve a close
look in another study. Here, the focus is on the three main-
stream newspapers that, together with Israel’s public radio and
television, comprise the center of the Israeli public sphere.
This does not mean that outspoken anti-traditional inter-
pretations of the sociopolitical reality never challenged the
meta-narrative. Such formulations of the narrative were ex-
pressed mostly within the academnic-intellectual milieu, under
the headings of “post-Zionism” and the “new historians™* One
of the most lucid expositions ol this anti-traditional stance is
the historiographic presentation of Zionism as merely a colo-
nial enterprise. It is prohable that other, albeit dissimilar anti-
traditional narratives were found in the media catering to the
Jewish ultra-Orthodox and the Arab sectors. In light of these
interpretive options, the general conformity of the journalis-
tic-intellectual milieu fo a specific version of the national tra-
dition is conspicuous. The interpretation of Isracl’s mainstream
journalists during the period in question, therefore, may be
understood as mobilization in favor of a single, dominant sub-
tradition, the tradition perceived as appropriate by the elite. At
the same fime, this version competed with other sub-traditions.

The disintegration of the Zionist mela-narrative and ifs
CONSEGUERCES

The handling of contesting national narratives by the TIgraeli
press can be used to shed light on the disintegration of the
Zionist statist paradigm. The Yom Kippur War (1973) marks
the turning point in the process. To recapitulate, until the war,
the journalistic interpretation of reality was characterized by
obedience to the particularistic version of the national narra-
tive: the press was “mobilized,” and the tradition it served was
clear. The trauma of the Yom Kippur War refuted fundamental
notions of the ruling paradigm, causing what 1 call a “narra-
tive perplexity” that became more poignant almost a decade
later, following Israel’s invasion of Lebanon (1982). In the
wake of the Lebanon War, the press interpretation of reality
appeared to lack a guiding narrative framework. There was no
longer a single tradition that journalist-intellectuals could ap-
propriate as a tool for understanding or explaining events, Not
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uniil the Oslo Accords (1993) did one sub-tradition, the hu-
manist-universalistic, appear to triumph over the particularistic
sub-tradition. The only expression of thie Iatter that remained
current was a distorted version, presented as a kind of “coun-
ter-narrative.” Nevertheless, as shown above, by 1996 (and
again in 1999 and 2001), the voting patterns of Israeli Jews
proved that both sub-traditions were alive and still attracting
considerable public support.

The conclusion to be derived is that in each of the periods
studied, the journalistic interpretation was characterized by
general conformity to a single national tradition (or sub-tradi-
tion} as it was perceived at that time, while journalists rewrote
and reformulated it in the process of using it as a guiding frame-
work for their interpretations of reality. The narrative perplex-
ity that was expressed in the wake of the Lebanon War em-
pbasized the interpreters’ paradigmatic need for radition. How-
ever, in the absence of a dominant national tradition or sub-
iradition, jonrnalists used one available narrative lens through
which to perceive reality; in the process, they rewrote it and
disseminated it.

Omne of the questions that arises from such a context-sensi-
tive descriptive analysis is the causal dilemma regarding the
Journalistic dissemination of national tradition. Do journal-
ists act as mere agents of national (sub-) tradition, or are they
the creators and molders of that tradition? As suggested by the
theoretical discussion, the answer must be ambivalent. The
journalistic interpretation of reality — that is, the rewriting of
reality based upon a specific set of symbols, values and be-
liefs — functions as an agent of this symbolic constrnct through
its very use. Yet, journalists are hardly the sole agenis who
deal with the rewriting and dissemination of tradition. They
comprise a distinct group within the wider intellectual field
which by definition deals with the interpretation of reality and
its symbolic presentation. This field, in turn, interacts with the
political field, which also participates in the formulation and
dissemination of tradition.

Another question to be addressed is whether the critical
events upon which my analysis is based did not shape my find-
ings. A possible counterargument to my analysis could be that
the special characteristics of the critical events studied here
dictated either the interpretive uniformity or confusion among
Journalist-intellectuals. Thus, one might claim, the lack of in-
terpretive clarity in the wake of the Lebanon War shouid not
be understood as evidence of the disintegration of the para-
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digmatic tradition but as testimony of the political dispute sur-
rounding the military campaign. Unlike the situation in a “no
choice” military crisis (i.e., the Six Day and the Yom Kippnr
Wars} when, so the argument might go, journalist-intellectu-
als were “recruited” under conditions of consensus and could
present a uniform interpretation, the Lebanon War had non-
violent alternatives and lacked a national consensus. Hence,
there was no agreed-upon justification for intellectual mobili-
zation, and for the first time in Israel’s history the intellectual
freedom of the journalists could be given vivid expression.®

"The rebuttal to this counterargument is to be found in the
appearance of the narrative following the signing of the Oslo
Accords. The controversy surrounding this event was no less
vehement than the one surrounding the Lebanon War. Moreo-
ver, the overall cultural and political conditions were charac-
terized by the ongoing delegitimation of those unifying ele-
ments that had functioned as barriers against disruptive inter-
nal controversies in the past. The inteflectual freedom exer-
cised could have and should have produced a wide range of
contesting interpretive fenses. Nevertheless, the journalistic-
intellectual interpretation of the Oslo Accords, even foliow-
ing Rabin’s assassination, remained uniform and distinctly one-
sided. Tt thereby proved the reemergence of a paradigmatic
narrative capable of guiding the journalistic-intellectual stra-
tum. Hence, considering the context of the freedom of the press
practiced in Israel during the 1990s, coupled with deep social,
political and cultural cleavages, the interpretive uniformity ob-
served is truly surprising and deserves explanation.

My argument can be summed up by the claimn that Israeli
journalist-intellectuals throughout the entire period studied here
conformed to a nattonal tradition, but not to the nationai iradi-
tion. The latter had simply ceased to exist. If this argument is
correct, the Israeli case negates the relevance of the question:
Are intellectuals for or against tradition? Any atternpt to dis-
cuss tradition as an absolute, eternal entity, constant in char-
acter throughout time, suffers from a miscomprehension of
the phenomenon. Indeed, although it is perceived by its ad-
herents as an eternal truth, tradition, like other symbols, myths
and narratives, is continuously changing and being reshaped.
Viewed in the context of this notion of radition, my analysis
shows that Israeli journalist-intelfectuals estranged themselves
from some traditions and sub-traditions, but did so out of
mobilization in favor of other, contesting versions of that tra-
dition.
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The attitudes of journaiist-intellectuals toward the violent
—some would say militaristic” — Israeli past further illustrates
this point. The vast majority of journalists have neither es-
tranged themselves from this past, nor have they renounced it,
even while rewriting and disseminating the universalistic nar-
rative. The treatment of the Rabin assassination demeonstrated
these interpreters” need for a national heroic past and their
strong reliance on it and on its symbols. However, the con-
temporary universalistic version of tradition did not faithfully
repeat the old, particularistic view of the past; instead, an up-
dated interpretation of it was adopted. The marginalization of
a more radical version, one that renounced the national past in
principle, again highlights the tendency of journalists to re-
main loyal to one version of the basically national tradition,
writ large.

Explaining why: Interests, formative patterns and
commercialization

Why, then, have mainstream Israeli journatist-intellectuals mo-
bilized themselves in favor of one particular national (sub-
tradition)? A conclusive answer is beyond the scope of this
article. Nevertheless, a focus on the media’s interests and po-
tential gains from mobilization is likely to produce some ilu-
minating insights. The journalistic interpretive discourse, it
should be stressed, was not characterized by anti-national or
revolutionary-subversive elements during any of the events
studied here. Tt always remained within the boundaries of a
foyal national discourse. The basic outiine of a national para-
digm remained dominant throughont the period studied. The
overall corpus of commentary can be described as seeking to
suggest answers to one leading question: How should we
progress, as a (Jewish) national collective, toward a beiter fu-
ture? Notably, the high status granted to senior journalists
and editors in Isracl is a function of the social and political
culture that characterizes the country as a democratic Jewish
nation-state. In a different culiurai-political environment, that
status would be less certain.

A review of the power relations prevailing between jour-
naiists and the political estabtishment during the formative
years of Israel’s Hebrew press can also be illuminating. These
relations were shaped during the Britisb Mandate, known as
the period of the yishuv, and all future developments took place
against this background. Dina Goren® described the close re-
lationship between Israel’s journalistic elite and the Zionist
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political establishment during those formative years, a rela-
tionship based on a wide network of informal privileges and
personal contacts. Journalists and commentators were per-
ceived by both sides as integral components of the national
establishment. It is reasonable to assume that this image in-
fluenced the media’s traditional conformity to the paradigmatic
tradition in the years that foilowed.

Any explanation must also address the unique condition
of journalists within the broader stratum of intellectuais, a
condition that enhances the Hkelihood of journalistic conforim-
ity to some sub-tradition. The economic constraints that oper-
ate on journalists do not exist for other intellectuals, such as
academics. Journalists sell their product on a daily basis, in
competitive market settings. Their merchandise is constantly
examined and their capacity to freely respond is limited by
the structure of the market. Adaptation to these constraints
nsually involves some degree of conformity to whatever is per-
ceived as popular, in this case, the prevailing tradition that
guides the audience’s view of reality. The modification of these
guiding frameworks is done incrementally, with only rare
hreaks with the past. The “real” conceptual revolutions, the
most anti-traditional positions, are the prerogative of other
intellectual circles, more autonomous and less dependent on
the commercial power of their audiences.”

In addition 1o econoniic constraints, the methods of re-
cruitment to the profession, the intraorganizational dynamics,*
and what Herbert Gans® called the “enduring” values guiding
journalistic performance are also relevant for understanding
the relationship of journalists to tradition. These features all
operate as antidotes to any inclination toward radical criticism,
much less any attempt to subvert tradition.

Conclusion

In addressing the question of intellectuals and tradition, we
cannot ignore the context in which different groups of intel-
lectuals function in different societies. The intervening fac-
tors are numerous and vary in nature. They tie any analysis of
the intellectual strata to specific social, political, caltural, eco-
nomic and even personal or psychological conditions. Al} these
factors are liable to function as impediments to “‘pure” norma-
tive inteflectual practice, i.e., loyalty to a universalistic world
view based on the critical discourse of humanism.** This is
not to deny the utility of anatyzing inteliectual production in
such terms. On the contrary, the articulation of clear and strict
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research criteria - even if these criteria originate in normative
sources - is a barrier against the paralyzing relativism that
abolishes any critical stance and blindly reaffirms the status
quo. Nevertheless, the need for conceptualization necessarily
voids much of the substance of the question of intelfectuals
and tradition: the answer must always start with “It depends...”
Such a conclusion should direct attention to two main chan-
nels. The first, and narrower one focuses on an analysis of
distinet intellectual groups in known contexts; the second,
wider channel provides an overall phitosophical-sociological
view of the characteristics of the intellectual field and its in-
teraction with other fields.”

One aspect of the long list of relevant contexts deals with
the different groups comprising the intellectual stratum. The
inclusive definition of intellectuals given here, despite its re-
finements of primary and secondary intellectual, does not iden-
tify any particular social, professional or cultural circle within
the wider strata of producers and manipulators of symbols,
This article has focused on only one group of many — Israeli
journalists — and its attitude toward one genre of (radition,
namely, the national one. The validity of extending any impli-
cations from this narrow case to wider strata or to a more in-
clusive definition of tradition is therefore limited. The main
conclusion to be drawn with respect to Israeli journalist-intel-
lectuals is that in transforming the national tradition, they are
conforming to its broader outlines.
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Between Zionism and Post-Zionism in the Israeli Theater:

Deconstruction (1999)
Dan Urian

In 1999, the Haifa Municipal Theater staged a play written
and directed by Roni Pinkovitch, entitied Deconstruction. In
the play, representatives of two generations - one born in the
1930s and the other in the 1960s - find themselves in confron-
tation. Three young people, army buddies, share a secret. They
have taken revenge on a young Arab boy who had killed their
friend, and have beaten the boy to death. One of the three-
some, Nadav (Nado), is the driving force behind the plot. He
wanis to overcome a disease he has contracted by an act of
catharsis — exposing the “shameful deed” he has committed.
In counterpart to the young trio stand three old-timers who
represent the Jewish workers’ society and its traditional set-
tlement values. They are shabbily dressed and speak a lan-
guage that has atrophied and lost touch with modern-day real-
ity. One of these veterans says to his son at the end of the
play: “My life is not a life. It never was. We are a generation
of wars. We should uvever have lived so long.”

In one of the most violent moments in the play, when a
fistfight breaks out between one of the younger and one of the
older generation, Yitzhak, an old-timer from a moshav, turns
to Shmuel (Shmulik), a moshav son who has left and lives in
the city and who is now au advertising professional involved
in an election campaign for the One Israel Party. Yitzhak
charges:

You, the children of *67, were born with a silver spoon in

your mouth. After that glorious war. Without any fear, With-

out any danger. All our hopes were focused on you. From

the day you were born — every day was a celebration, Day

and night. Here! The real children of the State have been

borm. The generation of the Promised Land. The days of

King Solomon [are here]. The realization of the dream. His-

tary played into your hands, The silver platter, And now, look

—just a little blood, and right away you panic. You whimper.

This country was conquered in blood. Our blood was shed

here, too. So don’t cry to me about the blood of Arabs....

Don’t sermonize to us about morals. The madman is the one

who panies at what he does. The one who doesn’t know who

he is. Notus. We know exactly who we are.
The playwright, a contemporary of his character Shmulik,
appended the following poem to the theater program:

The home, the “I”

The comaraderie the memories, the songs

The sense of truth

The sense of infinity, the stability

Ideas tor the future. The future

The family, the secrets, the little things

The ideals, the aspirations, the hopes, the beliefs

The faith, acknowledgment of self-worth

Proportion and all criteria.

Systems, structures, groupings, combinations. Codes.

The primordial order of things, daily schedules

Yearnings

Tensions within the body

The body

Basic needs. Words,

Everything deconstructs.
Deconstruction is not the first play that takes the Zjonist nar-
rative to task, but specifically because it restricts itself to the
level of a personal story it is more instructive than other plays
about the growing changes that have taken place in the Zionist
ideological perception from the 1990s enward. In order to
understand the uniqueness of Deconstruction and the liminal
reality it represents, [ will begin with a description of several
formative works of Hebrew Zionist drama and Israeli theater
from the beginning of the twentieth century to its close. 1 will
then turn to the yuppies, the social reference group of the play,
and from there to the play itself as a Zionist text,

Zionism in the Hebrew Theater

The Zionism that the Hebrew theater represents is instructive
in terms of the world view of both its writers and its specta-
tors. Theater has served to promote the Zionist outlook and
particularly to disseminate changes in Zionist perceptions
among the creators of Hebrew theater and its audiences. He-
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brew plays written and staged from the beginning of the twen-
tieth century onward primarily demonstrate the affinity of a
hegemonic secular social group to Zionist ideology. The play-
wright, however, 1s not only a public “emissary” and Zionist
agent, but can also reveal, through his/her critical approach,
the motivations and interests of the societal consensus, and
the attitude of this group toward its own identity and that of
the Other.

Zionism nurtured a revitalized culture, particularly during
the period of the yishuv and for several decades following the
establishment of the State. For almost a century, secular Zi-
onist dialogue dominated “high” Lsraeli culture — its litera-
wre, theater, dance, cinema, plastic arts and music — while
ignoring, to some degree, social heterogeneity, economic po-
farization, cultural fissures and the estrangement from the
Other: the Palestinian, women, the religious, the Mizrahi Jew
and the foreign worker community. The ideological compo-
nent plays a central role in the reperioire of Hebrew theater. Tt
imbues the writing of most plays, and impacis on the transla-
tion of works from other languages and the manner in which
texts are adapted to serve objectives believed to advance the
needs of the emerging Israeli society.

1t is an ideotogy that “writes” itself through playwrights
who at times appear to be unaware that they are propelled by
the Zionist dialogue. Such is the case of Deconstruction. At
the same time, more than in the past, recent {sraeli playwrights
have “liherated” themselves from the founding dialogue. bring-
ing to the stage the difficulties of a fragmented reality and the
need for a critical review of the ideology that created the State
of Israel. The characteristics attributed by Nurit Gertz to Writ-
ers and film-makers are particutarly relevant to dramatists, who
have “obliged Israeli society to examine its Zionist narrative
and confront the contradictions between themselves, between
themselves and reality, and between themselves and Zionism’s
atopian pretenses as a natiopal doctrine established on univer-
sal humanitarian, moral foundations.”

The sharpest contradiction between the universal humani-
tarian components in Zionist ideology and reality is created
by the “Arab question.” Hebrew drama and theater have, inter
alia, served as an ideological agent for Zionist ideology in
addressing the Jewish immigrant society in Eretz Yisrael. At
the outset, during the period of the yishuv ( 1880-1948), this
ideotogy seemed naive and unquestioned, primarily rituais-
tic. Declarative drama glorified the pioneer (haluiz), portray-
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ing him as confronting obstacles presented by nature, mate-
ria} greed and - occasionally — the Arab as an cnemy. Yet, as
early as the first decade of the twentieth century, the theatrical
repertory revealed iroublesome undertones - plays, or refer-
ences within a drama that criticized the contradiction between
the magnitude of the Zionist vigion and the difficulties, and at
times misery, of its materialization, Several of the plays raised
questions ahout the “Arab question” and the possibility of its
solution. After the establishment of the State of Israel, this
critical undertone intensified to the point of deriding Zionism
as a synthetic, bombastic discourse no longer suited to the
realities of the young state, Changes in the repertory of the
Hebrew theater reflected ideological change that was taking
place within the hegemonic stratom of Israeli society — the
creators as well as the consumers of theater.

Oz Almog, describing the Zionism of the yishuv period as
revolutionary, defined the times as

a charismatic period {that} endows the revolutionary genera-

tion with a sense of being in a process “larger than life™; it

awakens a sense of splendor, sanctity and magic. Sweeping
into its vortex collectivist instincts and creating a great prom-

ise for the fulure. The single individual senses [himself as}

an active participant in a historic process and in the shaping

of reality.”

This was a Zionism comprised of commandments of do and
do not, a revitalized tongue whose vocabulary was rich in love
of the homeland, myths and heroes,” holidays and rituals, sanc-
tified symbols and Zionist shrines (e.g., the kibbutz and the
moshav), as well as a semiotic treasure of customs, props, dress
fashions and songs. Stereotypes of the Other played a role in
the forging of the Zionist ethos, too. Prominent among these
were references, images and traces of the Arabs, those inhab-
itants of Eretz Yisraei who, while nurturing the nascent He-
brew identity by their culture, also aroused antipathy and fear
due to cultural disparity and their violent opposition to Jewish
settlement.

In order to underscore the love of the land and nation, play-
wrights, creators of the festival theater (massekhet) genre, and
directors employed a wide variety of dramatic semiotic 8ys-
tems: sets, costumes, props, songs and melodies.* Drama in
the period of the Yishuv was not, however, totally mobilized in
the service of Zionism and there were many unresolved issues
in the texts. These were reflected in the sense of despair over
the exploitation, dispossession and violence that marked re-
lations between Jews and Arabs. The play Allah Karim by




L.A. Arieli {1912) attests 10 violence by Arabs toward Jews
but also to exploitation of and arrogance toward Arabs shown
by Jews. It portrays violent conflicts between Jewish land-
owners and Arab shepherds, including Jewish watchmen ha-
bitually punishing Arab shepherds who trespassed in their fiefds
by stripping them naked, beating them and even shooting at
them. Deconstruction is a distant echo of Allah Karim and
other Zionist dramas of the yishuv period.?

Changes “within the family circie”
Using a retrospective appreach, Deconstruction, which ap-
peared after the first Intifada, focused on the “Arab question”
but did not follow the conventional narrative of self-defense.
Instead, it portrays the Zionist endeavor as power-oriented and
dispossessing. As one of the old-timers says:

Yitzhak: What do you think? That people in this couniry are

so naive? That they think that in the Intifida our soldiers

gave the Arabs a massage? Everybody knows what went on

there. Nobody gets excited about it. They heard this story in

the moshav. Everyone's seen this movie. This moshav, too,

was once an Arab village. You think we were nicer? We did

exactly the same thing. ft’s part of life here [emphasis mine].
Zionism was forged in a process that involved the adoption
and invention of symbols, narratives and model heroes, which
coalesced into an “exalted myth™ and ethos for the founding
generation. By contrast, for the next generation — the sons of
the fonnders — “Eretz Yisrael was very {angible, identified with
the landscape, with the experience of their youth... It was their
land [and they] related (o Eretz Yisrael as their legacy.””” The
worlks of the first sabra {native-born) generation of playwrights
{Yigal Mossinson, Moshe Shamir, Natan Shacham, Aharon
Meged and others) portray the stalwart tie of sabra youth to
the home group (hevre) and the Land of Israel as characteris-
tic of an indigenous cutiure.?

The pathos of the pioneer (halurz) generation was viewed
by such native sons as ludicrous; in its place they posited a
Zionism of action and self-sacrifice. Still, the collectivist-Zi-
onist ideal was shared by both generations.” From the stand-
puint of native-born playwrights, the Arab question hardly
existed and could be defined as below the surface. The only
play that had an Arab figure — They'Il Arrive Tomorrow, by
Natan Shacham (1950), in which an Arab character is mur-
dered onstage — was “rectified” in later versions and the pres-
ence of the Arab was deleted.'
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The latter 1950s and the 1960s heralded the beginning of
an unspoken change in addressing Zicnist themes, The He-
brew theater moderated its interest in the subject and changed
its approach to the pieneering ethos. In the wake of the War
of Attrition, and particularly after the Yom Kippur War, the
critical trend toward Zionism intensified. At first, this was
manifested onstage “within the family” of veteran Ashkenazi
protagonists through generational differences of opinion and
conflicting views revealed between the old-time Zionist per-
ceptions of the labor movement and those of the younger gen-
eration. The world view and conceptual language of the latter
was more individualistic, whether in terms of personat sek-
realization or the pursuit of material gain,

The play Silvester ‘72 by Yehoshua Sobol, written prior to
the Yom Kippur War and staged after it (1974), dramatizes the
clash between three members of a tamily. The father, Gershon
Shapira, is the spokesman for the Zionist discourse. He is old
and ilf, and his family wants to sell his house. His son Yoash
is a “detached” Israeli who has lived in Europe for over a dec-
ade and who comes home on New Year’s Eve to sign the con-
tract of sale. For Sobol, Gershon represents the Second Aliyah:

He is a composite of all the elderly whom 1 met.._people

from the 1920s. Those were the turbulent post-adolescent

years of young people living together who created a sort of
group dynamic there [in Bitania). Explain - a fictional place?

They had a very stormy youth, followed by a long period in

the mainstream and an old age in which they entrenched what

they had acquired in their youth, [ period] associated with

ossification.”

In the playwright’s depiction, Gershon, the founder, is a tragic
figure who tries to “incorporate contradictions that are far too
deep. Action with dreams.” He embodies the distress that
accompanied the Zionist endeavor from its inception due to
the “existential contradictions of the work of creation that rises
up against its creator. The act of creation carries with it es-
trangement. As if your dreams have been reflected in a crooked
mirror”** Gershon is still sustained by the old ideological vo-
cabulary, but he is aware of the gap between the signals he
sends and his points of reference, on the one hand, and the
distortion in the meanings of his values:

For me, the storm broke the masthead. The engine room was

flooded with water. The dials were covered with seaweed. [

was lelt in mid-ocean...bending to [Zionist] movement de-
cisions, vahes... The words come easily from my mouth. And
inside — death. All my life I never dared call a spade a spade.
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1 was afraid everything would fali apart. How can a person
hold ail these contradictions together, eh? Tt's a great enigma.
The founding father is confronted by two young people driven
by the Arab question: Yoash, who has fled from his father’s
“surplus of ideological obligations.” is unable to fulfill the
Zionist mission, and, moreover, is unable to accommodate its
contradictions. He had left the country after taking part in a
strugele on behalf of the Arabs to prevent the establishment of
the town of Carmie! {(which had dispossessed them of their
land) - a protest that was suppressed by his father and his
friends. The other young protagonist, Boaz, is Gershon’s son-
in-law. Gershon had been at the forefront of the struggle for
“Hebrew labor” and against “Arab labor,” while Boaz is 4 con-
tractor who employs Arabs in carving tombstones for fallen
soldiers. He has “a lucrative business. A car. Twenty ‘slaves’.”

Weakening of the Zionist narrative

The “absent presence” of the Arab as an mdication of the
delegitimation of the Zionist endeavor retained its hold over
the Israeli theater repertory. More than a decade after Silvester
72, Hanan Peled’s play Hevre (1989) depicts a group of friends
in their thirties who are invited for a visit by an arms salesman
who has ren into trouble and elades his enemies in a mifzpeh
(a small Jewish settlement) in the Galilee, where he is build-
ing his home. He suggests that they come to live there with
him as part of the realization of a new kind of Zionism: “They
say Zionism is dead. Look atus...one would think we were a
group of Biluim [Zionist pioneers vintage ] 880] fresh from the
‘Schoot for Building a New World in Eretz Yisrael.”

Hevre, too, conveys a sense of deconstruction. “You think
it’s the same state? Everything’s coming apart!... This coun-
try has lost direction.... The ship’s sinking.”

The play presents Arabs as an ominous threat, even within
the Green Line (“It’s terrible. Here, too, it’s starting to be
dangerous”™), venting the fears that Israeli Jews harbor regard-
ing Arabs (“There were Bedouin here. They were evicted.
They're not exactly thritled”). The Arabs remain offstage.
First, an Arab wounds one of the group. Then, the leader of
the group kills an Arab who has “invaded” his house. The
group decides to cover up the deed and hide the body. “In
another twenty years you’ll recall how we stood on the hilis of
the Galilee, shovels in our hands and songs on our lips...and
buried a corpse in the Land of our Forefathers.”

The tension between the Zionist jargon and tbe act of mur-
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der heightens the sense of contradiction and the morbid dis-
tortion. “This doesn’t seem a bit crazy to you?... Sorry, but
T'm nauseous,.” says a visitor, who is not part of the hevre, in
the closing dialogue of the play.”

The weakening of the Zionist narrative was heightened by
the Palestinian insurrection {Intifada) that broke outin the late
1980s. The Intifada changed attitudes and images, generating
both hopes and fears. The failure of the “clubbing” policy
adopted by then-Defense Minister Yitzhak Rabin to suppress
the uprising, its damage to Israel as a state ruled by law, and
fears regarding the detrimental effect on the education of young
Israelis strengthened the position of those who favored recon-
ciliation. The Intifada undermined Israeli society’s self-confi-
dence and the durability of the Zionist ethos. “Fears that had
been repressed for years were aroused anew.”!* Some of the
theatrical texis, particularly of plays presented since the out-
break of the insurrection, illustraie this sense of crisis.

Three dramas staged at the close of the 1980s addressed
the danger of the deteriorating moral image of Israeli youth as
soldiers in the territories: Benny Barabash’s One of Our Own
(1988), Yitzhak Laor’s Efraim Returns from the Army (1989},
and, especiaily, Yitzhak Ben-Ner’s Deception (1990).7 In ret-
rospect, these plays read like drafts preparing audiences for
Roni Pinkovitch’s Deconstruction at the end of the 1990s. Of
the three plays, only the dramatization of Ben-Ner's novel is,
strictly speaking, an “Intifada text.” Barabash’s and Laor’s
works are “occupation plays” written prior to the Intifada, al-
though staged after it erupted. One of Our Own is the story of
an investigation of the circumstances surrounding the death
of an Arab prisoner suspected of murdering an Israel Defense
Forces patatroop officer. The investigator, an officer who in
the past had served in the unit that is under investigation, 18
“ane of our own.”” His friends expect him 1o exonerate them,
although they had, in fact, beaten the prisoner in order to ex-
tract a confession, and then killed him. Barabash, like
Pinkovitch, sequestered the Palestinian from the play; the vic-
tim is invisible, heard only on a tape documenting his [ast
moments. He serves purely as a catalyst in presenting the
dilemma for Israelis regarding the cogency and the bounda-

res of the bond between comrades-in-arms, which is also a
key therme in Deconstruction.

Deception is the first play in the Israeli theater to depict an
Israeli solidet coping with the Intifada. Like Deconstruction,
the play revolves around a metaphor of malady. Holiy (played
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by Rami Hoyberger) is a soldier hospitalized due to a stench
that emanates from his body. Like Nado in Deconsiruction,
he, too, has been 1il since the outbreak of the Intifada. Holly
talks about himselt while standing on a podium, as if in an
academic institution, furning the pages of a “photo album”
projected overhead which illuminates the typical course of a
Zionist “pupil”: home, kindergarten, Hanukah, Purim, youth
movement, army. Opening the play by means of this “album”
device helps create an identification between the audience —
many of whom have similar photos in their own albums — and
the protagonist. Holly suffers from an “cdor syndrome” that
is not his malady alone but the result of the acts and omissions
of the audience as well.
Suddenly the guys began sniffing and saying that something
stinks nearby.... They began to hadger me.... They’d say: “You
stink like a corpse”.... Sometimes we're catled to help the
guys from the General Security Service arrest someone, . .and
some of the time, again, my stomach cramps up...also when
someone among them [the Palestinians] cries, my stomach
acts up, Their weeping, sometimes it's like a sort of electric
drill. Penetrating. Sawing away. Aggravating. Full of pain
and a kind of resentment. And then I repeat to myself....
*The main thing is to stay normal in all this mess™.... as if
they were saying, these nerve-rattlers, “Beat us up, beat us,
humiliate us, shove us around. Anything, whatever you want,
anything for the haliowed cause”

The voice of the yuppies

Deconstruction is a late “Intifada play™ that reveals an under-

standing and an awareness of the damage exacted by the oc-

cupation. The playwright has been influenced by writer Gadi

Taub, whose article is quoted in the theater program as fol-

lows:
The secular humanist value system embeodied in every demo-
cratic regime cannot tolerate a regime of occupation over
another people for long. This is a problem that is not con-
fined solely to the literature of philosophical discussion. Not
only do the democratie idea and the regime of occupation
clash here. A reserve soldier breaking into Lhe houses of
Palestinians at night, seeing fathers humtliated in front of
their sons, finds himse!f doing |precisely} what he fears will
happen to him and his family. He needs a justification for
doing these things in order to maintain the very separations
between his family and the family whose domain he has
breached, and he finds this justification, if he is not religious,
in (he political realm.... The necd for political justification
becomes a psychic necessity, more than the product of a ra-
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tional analysis, and a heavy weight is thereby placed on the
political [spherel.... With the passage of time, (he political
[sphere] absorbs too much of this poison, and it itself be-
comes poliuted with the oppression and the vielence.™
Roni Pinkovitch explains Deconstruction in similar terms:
This play is one of the least “private” that { have written. It is
very personal, although my protagonist in the play, Shmulik,
is very remote from me. Several traumas are bound up to-
gether in the play.... Society absorbs things slowly, and not in
depth, Yet, on the other hand, [society] incessantly deals wiih
this reality, which demands answers. The Intifada and the
war in Lebanon are an ongoing trauma.... The Intifada was
“as il at home. A combat soldier is a combat solider. He
goes across the border and he fights. In the Intifada, moral
borders were breached. [The soldier] had 1o reexamine all
the codes he was raised on, He goes into a family’s home,
and in the family there is a guy his own age and a littte boy
his brother’s age. Violence begins at home...as happess in
the play. The erosion that takes place in these people {sol-
diers] as they mature, only begins to show its effect after many
years, The Intifada has caused sad and grave damage, indi-
vidual and collective.... You face something legitimaie: a peo-
ple’s war of independence. Poor, wretched, miscrable people
fighting for their dignity.'”
Theatrical texts such as Deconstruction express the “structure
of feeling” of both the producers and their audience. “Struc-
ture of feeling,” a concept introduced by Raymond Williams,
relates to the values shared by a particular gronp, class or so-
ciety. 1t is a combination of the cultural collective subcon-
scious and ideology expressed in various forms such as song,
fiction, theater, architecture and fashion.’® Williams endows
the playwright with the sensitivity and the ability to articulate
a consciousness common to himself and his target audience.
The “structure of feeling” is defined as “the continuity of ex-
perience from a particular work, through its particular form,
to its recognition as a general form and then the relation of
this general form to a period.”*®
Deconstruction is both simifar to and different from the
other “Intifada plays” mentioned here (as well as those not
mentioned), speaking as it does for the “structure of feeling”
of a new group that emerged primarily in the 1990s, although
traces of its presence were identifiable in the 1980s. Tt is a
play that provides a platform for Hebrew Yuppies of the 1990s
— young people distanced by a decade from the characters in
Heyre and two decades from Yoash and Boaz in Silvester ‘72,
Oz Almog has noted the identifying traits of this group:
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Most of the Yuppies are young people at the beginning or
middle of their life cycle, at the height of their professional
career,... Most of them belong to the creative stratum. . .and
have higher education.... Most of the Yuppies are born in Is-
rael to parents of Buropean - American origins, and some are
immigrants from English-speaking and South American coun-
tries. The Yuppie lilestyle is characterized by great intensity....
Personal career stands at the experiential core and demands
most of the hours of the day... [creating] 2 sense of running
on short time and [a need for] high achievement. All these
generate tremendous mental attrition and create inner ten-
sion and extreme mood swings (euphoria or depression)....
The Yuppies are generally enthusiastic supporters of the
Left.... The prevailing feeling among this group is that the
State of Israel is caught in a downward spiral from a moral
standpoint and has become a brutal society devoid of con-
science.... The Yuppie group is the most distanced of 21l groups
in Israeli society from the Zionist world view and lifestyle....
Many [of them]... relate to the Zionist movement and its his-
tory from a critical and even cynical position.... Most believe
that “we are not as fair-haired and pure™ as we have tended to
view ourselves. Qur sins [particularly those of the Ashkenazi
elite and the Labor establishment} toward Holocaust survi-
vors, immigrants from Islamic countrics, women and Pales-
tinians have yet to be atoned for or rectified,
Deconstruction is not the first play to present the yuppie view-
point, Other plays, labeled “Tel Aviv dramas™ by critic Michael
Handeisaltz, preceded it. These “bourgeois” piays (in
Handelsaltz’s definition) ~ including Hillel Mittelpunkt’s Tesm-
porary Separation (1986) and Sinai Peter’'s Midnight Critique
(1987) — are similar to Deconstruction in seemingly showing
that “Israel at the end of the 1980s, so permeated by politics,
can deal with smaller, but no less important, existential prob-
fems ™
Ironically, however, political reality invades these plays,
too, particularly the conflict with the Palestinians. In Midnight
Crifigue, one of the spouses is a Security Services investiga-
tor “who marvels at the tortures he applies to Arab suspects,”2
while Temporary Separation appears to show that creating
bourgeois domestic reality on an Israchi stage is an aimost
impossible mission. A theater lecturer in a hotel room, seek-
ing to clarify her relationship with her husband — perhaps in
order to evade a heari-to-heart talk — plays a tape of the testi-
mony of a Palestinian about his interrogation and the tortures
he was subjected to at the hands of the Israeli Security Sery-
ices. The voice of the Palestinian, and the “invasion” of the
realities of the occupation into the “North Tel Aviv play,” serve
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to argue that detaching the “Palestinian question™ is impossi-
ble even under the pear “insulated” conditions created by the
protagonists in the play and, implicitly, by most of the audi-
ence.

Three of the key characters in Deconstruction belong to
the yuppie stratum and represent its “structure of feeling,” while
Nadav (Nado), the pivotal character, whose disease impels him
to want to confess to the killing of the Palestinian, belongs to
the lower middle class (a stratum that Oz Almog has causti-
cally labeled “the Mitsubishis™). Although it is Nadav who
propels the plot forward, the play focuses on Shmulik, Liora
and Hani. In telling the personal stories of this ¢rio of charac-
ters, the play tells the story of a generation - a story that ex-
poses an “abscess.” The play opens and closes with a mono-
logue by Nadav, hospitalized for his illness, which is terri-
nal, He seeks to purify himself by confessing the murderous
deed 1o which he has been a party with his two army buddies
while serving in the territories during the Intifada. Nado leaves
the hospital and sets out on a journey. He meets up with
Shmulik and Momo and takes them back to the past, to the
murder. All three are plagued by feelings of guilt, Momo has
become mentally unstable. He had been hospitalized and then
released to live with his parents in their home in a moshav.
Shmaulik, although a family man with a successful advertis-
ing career, coniinues to feel remorse. Deconstruction, like the
stories by Orly Kastel-Blum and a whole generation of other
writers, is a play that can no longer bear the internal contra-
dictions of the Zionist ethos, In Kaste:-Blum’s words:

T came from a Zionist venue, from a place of actualization

that is supposed (o be ful} of content, a piace devoid of emp-

tiness, a place filled with myth, purpose, mission. But there

is something totalty paradoxical here. Fifty years have gone

by, and this couniry stifl doesn’t have borders, We haven’t

demarcated them. Yes, a person doesn’t know just how far he

can go, where i’s dangerous, and afterwards we are surprised
that people go in weird directions,”

‘Momoe, Shmulik and Nado, too, don’t know just “how far”

they are permitied 1o go. What should the Jaw be for an act of
murder they committed in revenge for the killing of their
friend?
Shmulik: We killed a human being back there! We beat him
all night. We buried him. That speils courthouse the next
morning. That means a giant compensation suit. That means
jail,
Yitzhak: Let "emn send everyone who killed Arabs in war to
prison. Half the couniry will sitin jail, All our leaders. “Break




their arms and legs” — who told you that? Rabin, The great
leader, The Oslo Accords, What jail are you talking zbout,
Shmulik?

Shmulik: T think you're crazy. Totally psycho. We kifled a
human being back there.... There’s no statute of limitations
on these kinds of things. Don’t let them fuck up your mind.
[f’s not part of life here. It was insane. Totally insane.... And
we'li pay for it. 1t's beginning to dawn on me. We're already
paying for it.

The impact of Hamlet
Roni Pinkovitch’s play, like the storics by Orly Kastel-Blum,
is the product of an anger that embodies a large degree of vio-
lence. Gadi Taub, writing about Orly Kastel-Bium, pointed
out;

She’s angry that they told her that here, in the lovely Land-

of-our-Forefathers, all our hopes will come true, and she got

Yom Kippur, Wadi Salib (a violent protest by the Mizrahim

against the Ashkenazi establishment in 1959),., .the debts of

the kibbutzim, Lebancn, the development towns and the

Intifada.... The Rabin she writes against is a symbol: he’s the

chief-of-staff of the Six Day War...in short, he’s Zionism as

a whole, and the post-‘67 euphoria *
In a similar fashion, Pinkovitch calls the previous generation
to account: “As the ‘67 generation, they are not responsible
for what transpired here, but it has left its blemish on them,
Or, their ‘cultural baggage’ has remained tied to 1967, The
sense of ‘deconstruction’is also the product of what the Zion-
ist dream succeeded in creating”™®

The story of the murder is not the only story the play teils.
Political violence permeates events in the “private” sphere.
“As a generalization,” notes Pinkovitch, “one could say that
the violence in the backdrop of the play is the violence in the
backdrop of the Zionist endeavor. The father says: ‘So what,
you killed an Arab.” In essence, he is saying: *Zionism is also
violence.'”? Liora and Shmulik are in the midst of a marital
crises. Hani, Shmulik’s former lover and a mutual friend of
the pair, reveals to Shmulik that his wife hits their son.
Shmulik, in a violent scene, hits his wife, and she decides to
ieave him. In another violent scene, set in the moshayv, Shmulik
knocks Yitzbak, the old-timer, to the floor and takes Momo
home with him, There, Momo eucounters Nado and, suspect-
ing that he is going to reveal their secret to a journalist, stran-
gles him,

Pinkovitch, in directing his play, was influenced by Steven
Berkofi's staging of Hamler (1999). More broadly, he was in-
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fluenced by the Shakespearean play in the writing of
Deconstruction, particularly in terms of the central motif —
disease, the fatal abscess that contaminates an entire king-
dom. As noted by Caroline Spurgeon? and subsequently by
Wolfgang Clemen,® the linguistic imagery of Hamlet is domi-
nated by the notion of an ulcer that contaminates the body,
eating away from within until the entire body collapses. This
imagery stems from the description in the first act of the mur-
der of Hamlet’s father by means of slow poisoning, an inci-
dent that becomes a central motil both linguistically and in
the unfolding of the ptot. The poisoning of Hamilet’s father is
widened out to symbolize the central problem depicted by the
play: the corruption of the Danish state and of the nation, which
is shown to be 4 process that is both unperceived and inevita-
ble - the result of poisoning. At the close of the play, in a
duel, most of those present are poisoned: Hamlet, the queen
and the king.

“The motif of poisoning accompanies me all the time,”
Pinkovitch says. “The sickness of the kiugdom is reflected in
the existence [condition?] of the individual.””™ Nado, in the
play. observes: “This cancer is iike an enigma.” He departs on
a journey of purification that from the standpoint of the play-
wright (and his peer group) is demanded by the historical cir-
cumstances created by Zionism. The playwright himself testi-
fies to a personal dream of purification:

Sometimes my anxieties are linked to an imagined situation

in which a missite will be launched by fran and we will be-

come the refugees. We will become the carriers of the strug-

gle. 1 know what I wili lose...all the bourgeois comforts.

What will 1 gain? Within the poverty and the humiliation

and the crisis and the anger, there will be a very explicit ex-

pression of my own anger. Just as disease is the most terrihle
thing, and also a best friend as well,.. .that’s the way I sotne-~
times feel when I'm the most frightened and yearn most to

be a fighting refugee... [I] yearn for reversal. To come full

circle once again, ™
The tension between a world based on a well-ordered Zion-
ism and chaos emanating from the dismantling of the ideo-
logical outlook permeates every element of the play and the
performance. Claude Levi-Strauss’s mythical-narrative ap-
proach may enhance our upderstanding of this tension. Levi-
Strauss explains myth as a device that reduces anxiety and
eases confroutation with the inscluble confradictions embed-
ded in culture and in human experience by “dressing” them in
concrete form, While the “logic of the concrete™ does not
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annul the contradiction, it mitigates the threat of living with it.
Myths, in this view, provide tools for coping with contradic-
tions and reconciling their presence in society. The solutions
to contradictions, in myths, are transcendental, or evolve
through a stratagem of incorporating improvisation, such as
bricolage.’! Such bricolage shapes the narrative of
Deconstruction. It is a consecutive narrative - a story that has
a beginning: Nado in the hospital announcing his intention to
embark on & journey of purification that wiil cure his disease;
and an end: Nado returning to the hospital after he “completes”
his mission. Most of the action is inter-linked hy means of a
clear plot. As Pinkovitch notes, “The performance is con-
structed a hit like a suspense story.” Between the scenes,
however, transitions in the form of a darkened stage and a
musical motif break the flow of the play and the sense of real-
ism, a technique the playwright terms “disrupted tension,”™
which allows the spectator not only to follow the action hut
also to interpret it.

Sorrow and distress over the (Zionist) dream that has dis-
sipated, impact on the design of the play, particularly on the
music and the sets, conveying an emotional image. Pinkovitch
observes:

The play had a color, a hue, a tone: a kind of indigo, a sad

biue, and I didn’t know how to present this, In the end we

used the music of Sivan Shavit and Amir Tzorel, whom 1

approached for permission to use their song “This Grayish-

Blue™ with its sad electric guitar, which gave the right at-

mosphere. The core experience is ope of grayish-blue mel-

ancholy.

[ asked Dror (Herenson), the set designer, to paint a picture

of the play as he saw it, He created a set that was a three-

dimensional version of a picture he had drawn on a compu-

ter. The background is bluish-gray, on which he made two

scratches. “This is the play,” he said. Afterward, we made a

print on arug because we felt texture was needed. Composi-

tion and staging coalesced into a single image.

On the moshav we projected soit. Nado’s friends are bound

to the soil, The father, Yitzhak, says: “This moshay was an

Arab village.” We killed, he says, and he doesn’t have any

problem with this. He uses the Arabic term tzumud (perse-

verance, or hanging on). Not surprisingty, this mindset can
drive the son, Momg, insane. He is a “delegate” of the soil.

He carried a chunk of soil from the Sharon { Vailey] into the

Intifada. He protects the moshav from the territories,... ex-

pressed in his beating up and murdering [the Arab]. He should

not necessarity have conflicting emotions, or guilt feelings,
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or any ambivalence over what he does, But Momo was raised
in a humanistic educational system. This generation was thus
ordered to undergo a spiritual, personal, psychological “split”
that was beyond their ability.*

Will this generation bring about compromise?
A focus of Israeli public discourse in the ¢losing decades of
the twentieth century was the conflict between the Zionist and
post-Ziomist narratives. The Zionist narrative holds that a peo-
ple had returned to its homeland after generations of persecu-
tion. The new yishuv was established and the land was re-
deemed from desolation. This redemption conferred on the
returnees national rights over the land and over its Arah in-
habitants, who, nevertheless, could live within it as individu-
als with equal rights. According to this narrative, the Arabs’
wars against the Zionist endeavor were the outgrowth of mal-
ice and lack of wisdom that have since brought them only
disaster. In contrast, the post-Zionist narrative perceives Zi-
onism as “‘an aggressive national movement with expansion-
ist aspirations that has inflicted tragedy on the Palestinian peo-
ple by dispossessing it from its land...leading the Palestinian
people into hackwardness and disintegration.™

Deconstruction does not deal at all with the Arab Other.
As in many other Israeli plays, the Arab is absent from the
cast of characters. The play focuses on young Jewish Israelis
who continue to be engaged by the remnants of the Zionist
narrative. The tension between this narrative and the frustrat-
ing reality in which they live is reflected in a tight, linear struc-
ture and realistic dialogue, with the scenes interrupted by “fade”
transitions which fragmentize the narrative. This tension, and
the contradictions in which the characters live, are reinforced
by the contrast between the realistic acting style, costumes
and dialogue, on the one hand, and the abstract set — scenery
resembling scratches on a blue backdrop — on the other, trans-
forming the play into a dramatic icon of conflict,

Deconstruction is not a post-Zionist play. Like other criti-
cal phenomena in the contemporary Israeli arts and in the realm
of puhlic discourse, it can easily be included in the category
of nullifying the country’s founding ideotogy. The play, how-
ever, is essentially a perplexed and grieving discussion of Zi-
onism, which it cannot reconcile with the Arab question, and
particularly with the reality of the Intifuda experienced by the
generation portrayed. As Roni Pinkovitch notes:

We are not sure, in the context of the Intifada, who “we” are

9.
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when we're there,... The Intifada is right next to us, and it ig
50 close to our Zienist niyth, that it’s very confusing.... For
the young Isracli, there is semething that is almost nostalgic
in the Palestinian struggle. Something that was here,wlhich
he was not privileged [to experience]. This generation, which
fought in the Intifada, was not tied to the womb of the Zion-
ist struggle when it began. This generation is the “progeny”
of the Warsaw Ghetto fighters, and it tought the fighters of
the Gaza gheito, A number of these young peopie, during the
Intifada, sometimes identified more with the very peopie they
were fighting against than with the thing they were fighting
for.... What is new in Deconstruction is the profile of the sabra
that appears here, a profile that brings with it a type of sensi-
tivity that cannot contain this dissonance. Perhaps this is the
generation that wiil bring about compromise, because emo-
tionally it cannot cope with the prevailing situation.*

Translated from Hebrew by Daniella Ashkenazy
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National vs. Personal Cinema

Uri Klein

When colleagues from abroad question me about the distinc-
tive attributes of Israeli cinema, and I can’t or don’t want to
get into an in-depth discussion on the issue {the question is
generally asked around a table laden with cut vegetables and
bourekas of various types during one of the parties foliowing
the screening of a new Israeli film at one of the two film festi-
vals held in Israel annually, in Haifa and Jerusalem), I tend to
reply that Israeli cinemns is the only one which can claim a
popular film director who left the field and hecame a rabbi.

[am of course referring, in this weak witticism, which gen-
erally evokes a quizzical look by my colleagues, to Uri Zohatr,
whose last filmn, “Save the Lifegueard” (1977}, was made while
he was in the process of returning to religion.

Zohar’s best-known film, “Peeping Toms” (1972), was re-
released on March 21, 2002, In a reality in which Israelis films
have difficulty finding a distributor, and in which even when a
movie theater is willing to screen a filin it can barely atiract an
audience, this 18 of course an exceptional event. Tsraeli films
are screened in cinematheques and are shown on TV, but 1
cannot recall another case of an Israeli film being re-released
commercially, an event that reflects the distinctive status of
“Peeping Toms” in the history of Israeli film — or the distinc-
tive status that is being attributed to it by force.

Who is trying to do this? Phenomena such as this are gen-
erally the product of a convergence of cuttural trends, tenden-
cies and longings that are not always discernible at the time
and whose parameters are difficult to define. During the thirty
years since its first release in Israel, “Peeping Toms” has been
selected several times in various types of surveys as the best-
loved Tsraeli film and sometimes as the best film in the history
of Israeli cincma, and his been ancinted with the somewhat
murky and dubious title, “cult film.” Without going into a
discussien of the history and significance of this titie, which
has become a kind of status symbol, and which is often at-
tached to a film indiscriminately, I will say only that the de-
sire to anoint “Peeping Toms” as a cult film stemmed both
from facts on the ground and from the longing for a “normal”
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cinema here, a longing that has accompanied the Israeli cin-
ema throughout its history.

Undoubtedly, this film by Uri Zohar has gained many ad-
mirers over time who have watched it over and over (it has
been screened for years in the cinematheques as well as in
midnight screenings in movie houses, which is the venue that
generally produces the cult film phenomenon, or those films
ihat seek this title); remember every scene in it; can quote its
lines; and relate to its characters as close friends (anyone who
is involved in this phenomenon knows that in local rnythology
and folklere, “young Altman” does not refer to director Robert
Altman in his youth, but to the character of the adolescent in
Zohar’s #ilm who boasts about his impressive sexual orgam).
The phenamenan is not confined to Zohar’s film only. It typi-
fies a significant portion of popular comedies produced in the
1970s as well, which were labeled “bourckas films.” I am
surprised and impressed each time anew af the experiise of
with-it young people regarding the dialogues and comic nu-
ances in such films as Boaz Davidson‘s “Charlie and a Half”
{1974} and “Snooker” (1975); Asst Dayar’s “Halfon Hill
Doesn’t Answer” (1976) and “Winner” (1979); or Ze'ev
Revach’s “Stealing From a Thief” (1977) and “Wrong
Number™ (1979). A series of bourekas films broadcast on
prime time by Channel Two some two years ago turned out to
be one of the rating successes of that period.

The difference is, however, that while the current embrace
of films by Davidson, Dayan, Revach and other directors con-
stitutes a kind of reaction to the belittiement, disregard and
sometimes even censure of those films when they were first
released (a complex phenomenon that merits a separate dis-
cussion}, the attitude toward “Peeping Toms” reveals the am-
bivalent cultural staius of Zohar’s [itm in the history of Israeli
cinema in particular and of Isracli popular culture generally.
Although the film did not elicit unanimously positive reviews
at the time, and was not a box office hit when it was first re-
leased (this too is a phenomenen typical of cult filins), it was
never treated as a bourekas film. It was a prior treated with
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greater respect — even by critics who dismissed it — than other
comedics produced then. There were many reasons for this,
but essentially it was due to Zohar’s ouevre itself, which, be-
fore “Peeping Toms,” consisted of a mix of popular comedies
(“Our Neighborhood,” 1968; “Moishe the Fan Man,” 1969)
and films that ostensibly were on a higher artistic level. Even
more significantly, in the cultural landscape then, it was due
to his attitude toward several dominant and prestigious film
phenomena of the time.

Stylistic eclecticism

Zohar's first long dramatic film, “Hole in the Moon” (1965),
was influenced, by his own admission, by Adolfas Mekas’s
“Hallelujah the Hills” (1962), one of the key films in the de-
velopment of the American underground cinema that emerged
in New York in the late 1950s as an allernative to Hollywood.
Zohar's “Three Days and a Child” (1968) was one of the tirst
Tsraeli fitms to be based on a serious literary source (a story
by A. B. Yehoshua) and reveaied the iniluences of the two
dominant cinema styles of the time: the French New Wave,
and the Ttalian cinema style represented especially by the films
of Michaelangelo Antonioni. The film’s distinguished aura,
and its affiliation, at least indirectly, with the European “art
cinema’” tradition, were underscored by its entry in the Cannes
Festival, the only Israeli film until then that carned its leading
actor (Oded Kotler) the festival’s acting award. In “Uplift”
(1970), ostensibly a situation comedy of the most basic kind
featuring the Hagashash Hahiver acting trio, Zohar adopted
yet another style that was fashionable in the 1960s, that of the
British cinema which depicted what was called “swinging
London” through an array of devices in a series of popular
films (such as Richard Lester’s “A Hard Day’s Night,” 1964,
and “The Knack.” 1965; John Schlesinger’s “Darling,” 1965;
and Karl Reisz's “Morgan,” 1966), which Zohar sought to ap-
ply to the local urban reafity.

This stylistic eclecticism is more indicative of well-aimed
imitativeness than creative authenticity. During the same pe-
riod, other Israehi directors also made fitms influenced by con-
temporary non-lsraeli cinema (Yitzhak Tzepel Yeshurun’s
“Woman in the Next Room,” 1967; Jacques Mory Katmor’s
“About a Woman,” 1969; Judd Ne’eman’s “The Dress,” 1969;
and Dan Wolman’s “The Eccentric,” 1970, are the most prorni-
nent examples). Zohar's films, however, transiated what was
happening in the non-Israeli cinema to the Israeli reality more
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successfully than these other films. Moreover, he himself, to a
greater degree than his colleagues, resembled a film consumer
in the cinema supermarket of the times, selecting the most
suitable style for himself each time. Tellingly, in 1968 he made
“Three Days and a Cbild” in a European French-ltalian style,
and that same year he made “Every Bastard is a King,” whose
plot takes place against the background of the Six Day War, in
the most Hollywood-esque style of all his films (its cast even
included Holiywood stars — wbo had known better days —
namely, William Berger and Pier Angeli). The Hollywood style
helped Zohar highlight the heroic aspect of the war, which
had taken place a year beforehand, and project a rotnantic
image of the Israeli male whose national loyalty and personal
immutability are tested in war.

This variety of films, styles and influences engendered a
different attitude toward the popular comedies that Zohar di-
rected at the time from the usual attitude toward the bourckas
filims then, and not only when these films wete first released.
In his book The Israeli Cinema (1994), which included a
chronological survey of all films produced in Israet untit 1993,
Meir Schnitzer describes “Uplift” thus:

The time is the sixties, the end of the sixijes, when the worid

cinematic language becomes hiberated from the shackles of

the linear story, and a number of films favor a free. impro-

vised story. Ut Zohar makes an effort to close gaps here and

to present a local response to this creative challenge. Using

stylized photography, and with the help of a cabaret m.c. {Uri

Zohar himself) who steers the “plot” by means of connecting

dialogue segments, the Hagashash Hahiver acting trio attempt

to deviate from the popular-entertainment image that has stuck

to them.?

Although Schnitzer kater states that “the totality doesn’t
work as it should.” and that the film “is more like a docuwmen-
tary about the spirit of a fascinating period in Tel Aviv, and
less a film that is not actually a film,” his tone is didferent from
that in which he relates to “Halfon Hill Doesn’t Answer.”
Hagashash Hahiver’s next sally into cinema in Assi Dayan’s
film of 1976, although his overall attitude toward Dayan’s film
is more supportive than the one he displayed toward “Uplift.”
Schnitzer writes: “As a military burlesque with vulgar creden-
tials, ‘Halfon Hill Doesn’t Answer’ is certainly a success.” In
contrast to his comments about “Uplift,” which avoided any
mention of the highly vulgar credentials of the film, but did
identify the effort by Hagashash Hahiver to break away from
the popular entertainment image that had stuck to them (why,
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actually?), Schnifzer writes that the plot of “Halfon Hiil.” which
he defines as absurd, “gives Hagashash Hahiver an opportu-
nity to air their stage talents before a film camera.”™

Interestingly, Schnitzer’s comients about “Halfon Hill”
are totally devoid of any mention of the attempt by the film o
constituie a comic antithesis {whether successful or not is an-
other question) to the heroic Israeli military film, and this by a
director (Assi Dayan) who as an actor immortalized the de-
finitive image on screen of the fighting sabra in Joseph Milo’s
“He Walked in the Fields” (1967). The film’s intention to con-
stitute an antithesis was, of course, reflected in its very title, a
throwback to Thorold Dickinson’s 1955 film “Hill 24 Doesn’t
Answer,” the ultimate cinematic perpetuation of the mythol-
ogy of the War of Independence. By contrast, in all of his com-
mentary about Zohar's films, Schnitzer identifies or implies
the presence of critical and even ostensibly subversive under-
tones. He says about “The Rooster” {1971 ):

The well-entrenched machoism in the Israeli cinema milieu,

especially in the films about the image of the fighter, or in

family melodramas, is reveated here in the open and in the
full reach of its punch. No longer maniy values that hold the
plots together by camouflages and repressions of varied kinds,

hut a determined frontal attack.*

Schnitzer later admits that the film-maker’s intention was ap-
parently 10 create a social satire, and “the result on the screen
is remote from this intention.” He defines “The Rooster” as “a
dissonance of bad taste.” Yet, in raising the issue of the film’s
represeutation of Israeli masculinity in Israeli cinema, he el-
evates “The Rooster” to a higher critical level than, for exam-
ple, “Halfon Hill”

Schnitzer defines “Peeping Toms™ as “the best of Uri Zohar
as a film director and actor.” | single out his book in this arti-
cle not only because it is 4 highly useful work for the Israeli
filn critic — it includes vital details about all the films pro-
duced in Israel, from Hairn Halahmi and Natan Axelrod’s
“Oded the Wanderer” {1932) to Hagai Levi’s “Snow in Au-
zust” (1993}, and should therefore be updated at least once
every decade ~ but because the book is written by someone
whose primary occupation is film criticism and who thereby
reflects the tendencies and trends that have typified locat film
criticism as it relates to the Israeli cinema. Additionally, more
than any book or article about the Israeli cinema puhlished to
date, the author adopts the traditional narrative of Israeli cin-
ema and presents it in a most direct, transparent and accessi-
hle way.
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“In this burning light”

The parameters of this article do not permit an in-depth dis-
cussion of the question of how 2 national cinema is created,
how its identity coalesces, or how the narrative that represents
it is molded, which are among the most central and complex
issues dealt with in contemporary cinematic theory. [ can only
relate to Israeli cinema, and note that in the process of its crea-
tion, primarily from the 1960s onward, a representative narra-
tive was molded which functions along a single track and re-
lies on a central dichotomy. The track leads from a cinema
that dealt with national topics and aimed to create and con-
firm Zionist values, to a cinema that, while not striving to ne-
gate or even undermine those values, nevertheless questions
them. The dichotomy on which this track rests is that of a
national vs. a personal cinema; a cinema that deals with the
community vs. a cinema that focuses on the role of the indi-
vidual within the community; a cinema of “we” vs, a cinema
of “I.”” Within this narrative, discnssion has centered on changes
in the Israeli cinematic representation of a wide range of top-
ics {bravery and manliness, army and war, immigration and
ingathering, our right to the Jand and our attitude to the other
who lives here, etc.) alongside the unavoidable recognition of
the essence of the dialectic and the ambivalent significance of
Israeli cinema, its history, and the evolving narrative within
this history.

This recognition illuminates the fact that cinema never re-
lates to history unequivocally, as exempiified by American
cinema, which has never treated American history in one par-
ticular way only. In one respect, the American cinematic nar-
rative is closest to that of the Israeli, in terms of the issues it
raises and its method of dealing with them.® Israeli cinema
was never either national or personal, public or private, politi-
cally partisan or heedless of political issues, a loyal advocate
of the Ziouist vision or distant from it aud casting doubt on its
ideological and historic viability. Cinema is too complex a
vehicle 1o be capable of obeying such a series of dichotomies.
The reality depicted in it, whether a documeuted reality for a
documentary film or an iuvented reality for a feature film, in-
evitably incorporates its confradictions. 1t documents as well
as invents. The national component in it is always personal as
well, the public component is always private, and the evasion
of political issues is in itself a potitical statement. Fust as the
israeli cinema has no single narrative, it has never adopted a
single national, historic or privale narrative, whether in such
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early films as Amram Amar’s “Truce” (1950), Joseph Leytes’s
“The Faithful City” {1952), Nuri Haviv’'s “In the Absence of a
Homeland” {1956), or Larry Frisch’s “Piilar of Fire” (1959) -
all of which dealt with the central events that defined the his-
toric consciousness of the 1950s; or in films by Yeshurun,
Ne’eman, Zohar, Katmor, Wolman and Avraham Heffner
(whose “Whatever Became of Daniel Wachs?” was released
the same year as “Peeping Toms”} — il of whom were de-
scribed as founders of Israeli cinema that is defined as per-
sonal.

The same holds true for the attempt made to divide lsraeli
cinema from the 1980s onward into political films that treated
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict directly, such as Danny
Wachsmann’s “Hamsin” (1982), Yehuda Judd Ne’eman’s “Sil-
ver Platter” (1983), Uri Barbash’s “Behind Bars™ (1584),
Shimon Dotan’s “Smile of the Kid” (1986), Yitzhak Tzepel
Yeshurun's “Green Fields” (1989), Eran Riklis’s “Cup Final”
(1991), and Baim Bouzaglo’s “Cherry Season™ (1991} — vis-
a-vis all the other films that did not deal with the conflict di-
rectly and were therefore viewed as ignoring it in favor of
creating a local entertainment cinema that was apolitical. This,
of course, is a totally artificial and mistaken division. By way
of example, some of the most interesting lsraeli films pro-
duced in the 1980s dealt with the Israeli reality by blending
the private with the communal, the personal with the public
and the national, in a distinctive way. Yitzhak Tzepel Yeshurun's
“No’a at 177 (1982) reconstructed the 1951 split in the kib-
butz movement, with the filming and screening taking place
during the evacuation of Yamit and the entire Sinai Peninsula.
Amos Guttman, in “Afflicted” {1983), placed the story of a
young Israeli homosexual in an overlapping private, ethnic
and national context. Eitan Green, in “*Til the End of the
Night” {1985), set his hero’s story in ever-widening circles of
social, cultural, religious and national alienation. Haim
Bouzaglo, who in “Marriage of Convenience” did deal with
the Israel-Patestinian conflict directly, managed nevertheless
to handle it in a comic context of mistaken and shifting pri-
vale, personal, national and authentic identities.

The difficulty in defining the Lsraeli cinematic narrative,
which leads directly from the national and the public to the
private and the personal; reshuffles historic narratives; and
shifts from disciplined obeisance to Zionist values to a certain
rebelliousness against the vision that molded these values, is
reflected in the introduction to Schnitzer’s book,” titled, poeti-
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cally, “In This Burning Light,” with subheads titled The Zion-
ist Track, The Eastern [Sephardi] Alternative, In the Privaie
Domain, The Sabra Goes to War, The Secularization of the
Myth, The Coming of the Palestinian, and others. Schnitzer
begins by calling Israeli cinema:

a social cinema, of course, but not a political cinema. In

contrast, for instance, to Italian or French films, and Ameri-

can films, too, film-makers in lsrael systematically avoided
dealing with topics that harbor party disputation or that have
remained unresoived in terms of the national consensus.

There are no films about the affairs that rocked the country,

None about Arlosoroff’s murder or Jacob De Haan’s execu-

tion. None about “the Season” {the venal animosity between

the Haganah and the Etzel and Lehi undergrounds during the

British Mandate peried], and none even about the Ha'apalah

{the clandestine immigration operation during the Mandate],

or the assassination of UN Mediator Folke Bernadotte, or the

liquidation of Lord Moyne [British minister of state in the

Middle East]. And what about the sinking of the “Al{alena,”

and the Lavon Affair — the dark cloud that hung over the his-

toric Mapai Administration — none of these events made it
onto the screen. Not even the stirring military affairs — the
defense of Kibbutz Negba, the white lag raised at Nitzanim,

the fall of the Gush Etzion settlements, and the Syrian tank at

the gates of Degania.

Notably, the situation described by Schnitzer has not
changed in the nine years since his book was published. No
film has been produced relating to the events he cites, although
TV has begun dealing with historic eveuts sporadically, in a
series format, e.g., one about the Kastner trial, directed by Uri
Barbash, and another, directed by Elie Cohen, about the sink-
ing of the “Egoz,” which was carrying immigrants from Mo-
rocco. Later on, Schnitzer describes Israeli film-makers as
“speaking loudly but acting with constraint. Striking a rebel-
lous pose, but in practice docile and considerate.” He defines
Israeli cinema as “sullen and irate, but straight as a ramrod,
falling into line, standing at attention. Breaking down barri-
ers, but not avant-gardists, Seeking innovation, but putting it
off for the next film — the one that will be produced, although
maybe not.”

Without victorious soldiers

Schnitzer's observations reflect 4 degree of hypocrisy, in as
much as Israeli film criticism has never been open to inpova-
tion or to what Schnitzer describes as avant-gardism. This is
recognizable in Schnitzer’s book itself, which treats some of




the more nenconformist films that were produced in Israel in
the late 1980s and carly ‘90s with askance and dismissal. He
defines the device of breaking down the cinematic itlusion,
which Yitzhak Tzepe!l Yeshurun used at the end of his film
*Green Freids” (the first tull-length feature film set against
the background of the first intifada) ~ in which one of the
actors addresses the viewers in his own persona and not as the
character he portrays in the film, and with Yeshurnn’s voice
itself heard on the sound track — as “a surrender of the artistic
act to political events.” (Are we to understand from this that
the device used by Yeshnrun, which runs counter to the illu-
stonist trend dominant in Israeli cinema, is not an artistic act?)
He sums up Gidi Dar’s “Eddie King” {1992), one of the few
films produced in Israel that strove for a measure of
experimentalism, as a “chatty mishmash that lays claim to post-
modernism but is nothing but dilletantist pretension,”"
Schnitzer’s book is not the only one that ascribes a narra-
tive to Israeli cinema which leads from a Zionist cinema to a
cinetna that casts doubt on Zicnist values — or, more precisely,
casts doubt on the effectiveness of Zionism in fuifilling its
goals — and posits a confrontation between then and now in
everything related to the presentation by Israeli cinema of some
of the main components of Israeli history, society and culture,
such as manliness and bravery, the army and war, immigra-
tion and integration, and, especially, the role of Isracli cinema
itself.! One of the fitms analyzed by Nurit Gertz in her book
A Story From the Movies is Akiva Tevet’s “Atalia™ (1984),
whose screenplay was written by Zvi Kertzner based on a story
by Yitzhak Ben-Nez. “Atalia” also serves Schnitzer as evidence
of the changes that took place in the Israeli cinema’s treat-
ment of key components of Israeli society, and of the ground-
ing of Israeli cinema in the particular moment in history in
which it is produced. Schnitzer writes:
When the kibbutz-bred heroine of “Atalia,” who rejects col-
tective thought, lambasts the kibbutz-bred hero of the filin,
who was dishonorably discharged from the army and therebhy
failed to realize his manhood: “Why should you want to
fight? For the horeland? What they taught you here in Grade
One, that it is good to die for cur country, they lied to you, do
you understand? It isn’t good to die” — this is not only an
arfistic truth stemming from the character development in
the film, hut evidence of the social period in which “Atalia”
was made — 198412
However, “Atalia,” Schnitzer claims, does not represent only
the moment in which it was created (“two years after the large
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demonstration in the Tel Aviv square,” in Schnitzer’s identifi-
catton}, but the overall attitude of Israeli cinema to the kib-
butz, which contradicts the way the kibbutz was portrayed in
films produced before the founding of the state and in its early
years. Schnitzer goes on to say:

“Atalia™s plot takes place in a kibbutz, i.e., the entity which

served as the ultimate example of the success of the vision of

those who came here to build and o be upbuilt. The kibbutz,
together with the Israel Defense Forces, is one of the most
proncunced symbols of the state. Israeli filins have a grudge
against the kibhutz, against the collective thought and life
style. Alongside “Atatia)” in which ideological collectiviza-
tion is depicted as a primal curse, a similar suffocation is
palpable in “Intimate Story,” “The Hero’s Wife” “Belfer”
and “Stalin’s Children.” Even the children’s film *“The Boy

Takes the Girl” highlights the horror of the collective. Sud-

denly, the State of Israel is portrayed as a solitary land, a

place possibly of internal exile.™

Schnitzer identifies the most significant cinematic change
as its treatment of the Israeli male and hero. He asserts: “The
current portrait of the Israeli fighter - wild-eyed, defeated, disa-
bled and contused - is the central, and most fascinating, theme
of the films made in the 1980s. Ever since the invasion of
Lebanon, no victorious Israeli soldier has been portrayed on
screen.”’

The undermining of the image of the Tsraeli male and Ts-
raeli manliness did not begin then, Schnitzer points out. Signs
of it were discernible in several films produced even before
the Yom Kippur War, beginning with “Peeping Toms” and
“Whatever Became of Daniel Wachs,” both of which were re-
leased a ycar before that war (Schnitzer defines them as “the
two best [eatnre films produced in lsrael™). He writes:

These two films hold up a mirtor to the sabra whose hips

have widened. The slight distortion and the profanity of this

mirror ridicule the myth. “Peeping Toms™ deals with males
who channel their energies unconstructively - 1o voyeurism,
masturbation and fleeting encounters with prostitutes.... The
profanation of the myth is similarly pronounced in “What-
ever Became of Daniel Wachs,” which pecls away the high-
flown language from national concepts which had not been
updated over the first 25 years of the State of Israel. The
absence of such an updating of the national agenda ied not
only to the Yo Kippur trauma but aiso to the public schism,

the acts of conscientious objection in the wake of the intifada.’

Nine years after the publication of Schnitzer’s book, and
30 years alter “Peeping Toms™ was first released, Nahman
Ingbar wrote, on the occasion of the re-release of Uri Zohar's
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film:

Another sraeli myth has been shattered ~ the myth of the

best fsraeH film ever made, “Peeping Toms™ by Rabbi Ut

Zohar, A meaningiess, superficial, poorty executed,

repetitious, boring film, and if this is the best film ever made

about us, we deserve it. Once again we see Utl Zohar’s sag-
ging belly, his vile habit of kicking everyone and everything
that moves (I understand that this is a kick at Zionist values,

but come on, there’s a limit to gross symbolism}.... Sitting

through this film today is a nearly impossible mission.'®
Comments about “Peeping Toms” written when the film was
originally released: Schnitzer’s and other researchers’ and crit-
jcs® observations since, regarding the role of the film in the
overall context of the history of Israeli cinemna; and Ingbar’s
comments today reveal the difficulty of defining a narrative in
Israeli cinema and reading the text, i.e., each film separately,
as part of the historic, social, cultural and political Israeit dis-
course.

I will conclude this discussion of Schnitzer’s book with a
final quote from it. “The 407 fitms surveyed in this book,” he
writes, “are chapters in the process of dealing with the selt-
definition of the Zionist entity which may have a distinctive-
ness all its own.”"’

T agree in some respects with this formulation {(aithough
the ending of the sentence, “which may have a distinctiveness
all its own,” is surprising — is it Schnitzer’s way of expressing
his distancing from an absolute acceptance of the Zionist en-
tity that is seeking to define itself?), but the issue is not only
self-definition, and not only of the Zionist entity. The Israeli
cinema has always dealt with questions of identity: local iden-
tity, historic identity, national identity, ethnic and cominunal
identity and sexual identity, as well as social and cultural den-
tity and, above all, cinematic identity. It has asked who we are
and what is the nature of the place we are in, and whether we
in this place want to make films, and what kind we can, are
permitted or are obliged to make in this place. It has asked
what Tsraeli cinema is, $o as to try to understand what Israel
is.

Confrontation between Israeliness and
Jewishness

A key film in this discourse is Rafi Buka'i’s “Avanti Popolo”
(1986), which was well reccived both critically and by the
public at the time. This favorable response stemmed not only
from Bouka’i's expert directing, and the fine acting of both of
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the Gihm’s stars, Salim Dau and Haddad Suheii, but primarily
from the fact that the film, set on the last day of the Six Day
War an hour before the cease-fire between the Israeli and the
Egyptian armies was to take effect, centered on two Egyptian
reserve soldiers who had killed their commanding officer (for
refusing to comply with the Egyptian surrender) and who are
trying to make their way home across the Suez Canal. The
local teviews accepted the fact that the reality of the film is
portrayed through the eyes of the other— the Egyptian soldier
—as a sign of liberal openness; viewed it as a progressive work
of art that forces the Israeli audience to acknowledge and ac-
cept the existence of the other; and identified a humanistic,
anti-war message in it (which stemmed as well from the di-
recting style in the film, which highlighted the irrational, ab-
surd side of war, in the same vein as a significant number of
theatrical and einematic works that preceded if, such as
Arrabal’s “Picnic in the Baitlefield” or Philippe de Broca’s
“King for a Day™).

A deeper study of the film reveals that the issue is not as
simple as it appears, and that the identification with the other,
which the filin ostensibly encourages, also means the expro-
priation of the identity of the other. In essence, “Avanti Popelo”
describes the confrontation between lsraclis and Jews: the
Israelis in the film are represented by the Israeli soldiers whom
the two heroes encounter along the way, and the Jews are rep-
resented by the two Egyptian soldiers. At the climax of the
film, one of the Egyptian soldiers, who is a theater actor by
profession, recites Shylock’s well-known monologue from
Shakespeare’s Merchant of Venice, which had been quoted on
screen most prominently prior to “Avanti Popolo” in Ernst
Lubitch’s “To Be or Not to Be” (1942), by a Jewish actor in
occupied Poland in front of Nazi officers. The extant confron-
tation in Israel between Israeliness and Jewishness is relevant
to the present discussion of questions of identity. Films that
preceded “Avanti Popolo™ touched on the issue primarily in
the context of immigration to Israel and integration in it. Films
produced after “Avanti Popolo” alse dealt with the issue, most
notably Amos Gitai's “Berlin Jerusalem” (1989), whose plot
posited an encounter between Elsa Lasker-Schueler and Manya
Shochat. Buka’i, in “Avanti Popolo,” deals with the issue by
expropriating the identity of the other and destroying it for the
sake of the discussion. His film is a kind of conguest that ob-
literates the other in order to turn him into part of the L

The question of the treatment of the other in Isracli cin-
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ema, and the role of the other in the definition of Israeli iden-
tity, is central to the history of Israeli cinema. The inability of
Israeli cinema to respond satisfactorily to the question of who
we are, what this place is, what our shared history is, and what
kind of consciousness molds our coliective memory, increas-
ingly prevents this cinema from consolidating a narrative of
its own and confidentty following the course that the narrative
is supposed to posit. This phenomenon has been especiaity
pronounced from the jate 198{s onward. The genre concept
that ostensibly dominated Israeli cinema broke down abmost
completely at that time, and the dichotomy that ostensibly typi-
fied local fiimm-making — differentiating, inter alia, between
poputar comedies and films dealing with social and political
issues in a more “serious” context — was finally blurred. The
early 1990s, therefore, constituted perhaps one of the most
interesting periods in Isracli cinema history, marking a proc-
ess of growing varation and divergence that predicted the diz-
zyingly varied and divergent condition of Israeli society and
the Israeli reality today. (Notably, I am not trying to ascribe to
the Israeli cinema, or to any cinema, the ability to predict his-
toric, social and political developments and changes. Simi-
larly, I do not address the question of whether cinema molds
developments or merely represents thern. These are important
issues that merit a separate discussion. I will only note, most
naively, that anyone who followed cinema produced in Israel
during the 1990s was not surprised by the results of the last
elections, which testified to the existence of an increasingly
sphintered, divided and conflicted Israel.}

Reality becomes an illusion

Several films produced in the early 1990s may be said to sum-
marize the preceding cinematic period and hint at the future
direction of Israeli film. The vear 1991 witnessed the release
of the two latest films (to date) to deal with the Israeli-Pales-
tinjan confiict: Eran Riklis’s “Cup Final” and Haim Bouzaglo’s
“Cherry Season.” Both stories were set in Lebanon, with
Bouzagio’s film, in blending realistic scenes with fantasy, her-
alding the growing distancing by lsraeli cinema from dealing
with the extant reality in favor of a decomposing and irra-
tlonal reality, Shubi Gabison's “Shuru,” released in late 1990,
dealt with disconnection and alienation typical of the Tel Aviv
milieu through the character of a charlatan who draws 4 com-
munity of believers and admirers around him. The film was
screened in Israel during the Gulf War, which above all else
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undermined the typical Tel Avivian confidence in its immu-
nity and autonomous identity rather than its Israeliness.

The most notable film produced in Israel during the early
1990s was Assi Dayan’s “Life According to Agfa,” released in
1992, In it Dayan gathered ail the Israeli cultural and cin-
ematic efements — soldiers, Arabs, workers, Sephardis,
Ashkenazis, women, men, residents of the big city and repre-
sentatives of the periphery — into a Tel Aviv puh called Barby
(the name 1s associated with a well-known institution for the
mentally ill), and brought about their collapse in a bloodbath
in which nearly all the characters were massacred. The fiim,
shot in biack and white, ends with a single color shot in which
the camera shows a Tel Aviv landscape viewed from the win-
dow of one of the characters in the story. This single color
shot, contrasting in its calm and meditative mood to the shots
of the massacre that preceded it, represents an appeal by Dayan
to Israeli culture generally and Israeli cinema in particular to
step back, return to its beginnings, and reposition the camera
toward the Tel Aviv landscape — toward reality.

This shot is bound to remind the viewer of two Israeli fiim
beginnings that preceded it. The first is the shot of Tel Aviv’s
Ben-Yehuda Street that opened Avraham Heffner’s film “Aunt
Clara”™ (1977), which was a direct statement by him about the
cinema he wanted to make, the local reality he wanted to docu-
ment, and the alternative he wanted to posit vis-a-vis the Is-
raeli cinema being produced then. The other cinematic win-
dow, which also opened onto a Tel Aviv landscape, was the
window in the home of David Perlov, through which he began
photographing his “Diary” in 1973, perhaps the most signifi-
cant ereative work in the history of Israch cinema. Perlov, in
narration that accompanies the start of the first segment of
“Diary,” snnounces his intention of photographing through his
window as if through a tank slit. “Diary,” more than any otber
work in the history of Tsraeli cinema, raises the question of the
role of the individual in the Israeli collective; the link in the
Israeli reality between the personal, the public and the nationat;
the issue of Israeli identity generally and its connection to its
individual, private, historic and biographic sources; and the
hiurring by Israeli cinema, as by the Israeli reality, of the
boundaries between the I and the other.

More than anything else, the 1990s revealed the inability
of Israeli cinema to define the Israeli reality and the Israeli
place. As a result, it depicted an increasingly elusive reality
leaning toward delusion and evasion, in which the boundaries
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between the country’s center and its periphery are increas-
ingly blurred. Three examples stand out: Shabi Gabison’s
“Lovesick on Nana Strect” (1995), set in the peripbery and
focusing on the longing of the hero, who lives in the periph-
cry, for a woman who arrives there from the center — Tel Aviv;
Joseph Pitchhadze’s “Under Western Eyes™ (1996), which por-
trays the search for his father by a young man who arrives in
Isract from Germany; and Julie Shtes’s “Afula Express™ (1997},
about the odyssey ol a couple from the periphery to the center
and back again.

Gabison, at the end of his film, channels ali the compo-
nents in the reafity which the fitm portrays (and, some say, the
reality of the bourekas films as well, to which “Lovesick™ re-
lates) to a local hospital for the mentaily ill, shifting away
from the realistic style of most of the film by introducing pro-
nounced illusional effects. “Lovesick on Nana Street,” thus,
is the second Tsraeli film produced in the 1990s 1o break down
Israeli reality info components which are then gathered into
an institution that symbolizes emotional and mental break-
down.

The symbolic scarch by the son for his father in Pitchhade’s
film takes place in a reality that becomes increasingly discon-
nected, its detachment and iitusional atmosphere highlighted
by black-and-white photography that gives the Negev fand-
scape an unreal quality. Some scenes project the lunar setiing
of a sci-fi odyssey. Shles’s “Afula Express” is the story of a
magician and the woman who is with him and who supports
his dream of becoming a success in Tel Aviv. The story of
their journey [rom the periphery to the center and back again
is embellished hy fantastical effects designed to highlight the
fact that the more clusive the heroes’ confidence in their loca-
tion and destiny becomes, the more blurred reality itself ap-
pears, turning, as in many other films of the period, inte an
iliusion.

Amos Gitai’s tritogy of films are particularly significantin
this Isracli cinematic context. Each is set in one of the three
major cities in Israel; Tel Aviv (“Things,” 1996}, Haifa (“Day
After Day,” 1998) and Jerusalem (“Sacred,” 1999). The tril-
ogy represents the only cinematic attempt of the time 10 ex-
plore the link between place and ideology in order to exarnine
how place represents reality and determines its sociad, cul-
mral and political significance.

1f Israeli cinema has a narrative, it is a narrative that leads
from a cinema that was obedient to the dominant ideciogy
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regarding the essence and identity of Israeli reality, and the
essence and identity of (he place in which this reality existed
{and which sought to convey this ideology to its audience), to
a cinerna that disconnected from this ideology {which itself
wis increasingly caught up in a crisis of identity and signifi-
cance) and was no longer certain about its reality or about the
place in which it existed, The beginnings of this narrative, as
its continuation and its situation today, were never explicit in
terms of ideology and issues of identity, reality and place. Yet,
if an leraeli cinematic narrative is identifiable at all, it is a
narrative that was followed only 1o a degree, always to a de-
gree only, in terms of the Isracli reality and place.

Throughout this article [ have avoided using the term “post-
Zionist,” for Israeli cinema is not post-Zionist. It never pos-
ited an oppositionist, different or alternative narration to the
Zionist narrative, and when it disconnected from it, with atl
that is implied regarding the cinematie representation of the
Lsraeli reality, locale and population, it became panic-stricken.
This is reflected in the attempt by Israeli cinema over the past
decade to seek refuge in the altemative reality of ilusion and
in a place that is neither the center nor the periphery but which
exists in a territory beyond sanity.

Translated by Judy Krausz

Notes

1. Yor the history of the term cubt film and its cultural attributes, see
T. Hoberman and Jonathan and Rosenbaum, Midright Movies
{New York: Harper and Row, 1983).

2. Meir Schoitzer, The Israeli Cinema: All the Facts, All the Plots,
All the Directors, and the Reviews as Well (Tel Aviv: 1994, He-
braw}, p. 109,

3, Ihid, p. 164,

4. Ibid., p. 123.

5. Tbid., p. 130,

6. Many books, of course, have dealt with the history of American
cinema and its link to history, politics, society and mythology.
Since the present article deals primarity with the role of popular
perceptions in determining the Jsraeli cinematic narrative, I rec-
ommend exploring critical anthologies about American films pro-
duced during the period parallel to the emergence of Tsraeti cin-
ema {by Pauline Kael, John Simon, Stanley Kaufman, Dwight
MecDonald and otlsers), and two books especially: Andrew Sarris,
Politics and Cinema (New York: Columbia University Press,
1978); and Robin Wood, Hollyweod From Vietnam to Reagan
{New York: Columbia University Press, 1986).




Kesher No. 31, May 2002

7. Schnitzer, pp. 15-27, Frye, 1963; “Belfer,” Yigal Bursztyn, 1978; “Stalin’s Children,”
8. Ibid., p. I5. Nadav Levitan, 1987; “The Boy Takes the Girl,” Michal Bat-
9. 1Ibid, p. 328. Adam, 1982.
10. Thid., p. 346. 14, Schnitzer, p. 2.
11. Nurit Gertz, A Story From the Movies, Israeli Fiction and its Ad- 15, Thid.

aptations on Screen (Tel Aviv: 1993, Hebrew). 16. Nahman Ingbar, “New Films,” Akhbar Ha’ir, March 21, 2002, p.
12. Schnitzer, p. 22. 4.
13, “Intimate Story,” Nadav Levitan, 1981; “The Hero’s Wife,” Peter 17. Schnitzer, p. 15.

55e



Kesher No. 31, May 2002

Zionist Discourse in the Jewish Press in Post-Soviet Russia

Yuval Shahal

The Jewish-Russian press was a focus of contention for
decades. Its very name is telling: is it Jewish or Russian (with
an element of [sraeli-ness, whether concealed or apparent),
almost as if the Jewish press were being asked: are you with
us or against us?

All this has changed greatly since Mikhail Sergeyevich
Gorbachev's perestroika (restructuring) and glasnost
{openness), and since the collapse of the Soviet Union. Today,
the Jewish press is neither controlled by the regime nor is it
opposed to the regime. Itis not homogenous, either in stmicture
orin content. Tt deals openly with everything Jewish in Russia
and with all that relates to Judaism, including Zionism.

Yei, how much Zionism has there been in Russia in recent
years? How much could there be? And what is the natnre of
the Zionism of the recent Jewish-Russian modei when even
the current Isracti mode! has changed? The answer, from a
quantitative point of view, is surprising in its minimalism.
Research on the Jewish press which I conducted at the end of
the 1990s reveals that only 5%-6% of the contents of these
publications were related to Zionism, i.¢., support of the notion
of the State of [srael as a national home for the Jewish people.
By contrast, 16%-17% of the contents of this press dealt with
building up Jewish communities in Russia—nearly the opposiie
of Zionism. Based on the premise that the media exert
influgnce over their conswmers, preseni-day Russian Zionism
is not likely to be enhanced in this manner.

The newspaper as a component of building up a

community

Several facts, premises and factors affecting the subject under

discussion may serve as an introduction:

1. Despite the wave of emigration/immigration that brought
some one million Jews, or persons eligible for immigrant
status, to the State of Israel over the last decade and more;
and despite the emigration of hundreds of theusands of
other Jews to the West, hundreds of thousands of Jews
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remained in Russia and in other areas of the former Soviet
Union, especially in the European parts (Tolts, 1999). Some
stayed where they were, while others migrated elsewhere
in the former Soviet Union, from the Mushim countries of
Centra} Asia to the Buropean region, and from towns and
peripheral cities to bigger cities.

A large portion of those remaining in Russia did so of their
own free will, although they had other options. Essentially,
these options remain available to them even now.

Many of the Jews who stayed “came out of the closet” and
began identifying as Jews. There are many reasons for this:
revealing one’s Jewishness was no longer dangerous
{everyone knew in any case); and there were potential
advantages to participating in local activities arranged by
Israeli and/for Jewish organizations such as the Joint and
the Communications Division of the Jewish Agency. The
Jews constitute a large community, distinguishable from
the local population by ethnic differences, a higher than
average educational level (Brym & Rivkina, 1994; Krupnik,
1995), a complex collective historical consciousness, the
existence of hostility toward Jews as reflected in public
opinion and the general press (Rivkina, 1996; Friedgut,
1994), and a sense of otherness.

A gradual and cautious process of building up Jewish
communities has been going on in Russia for a number of
years {Chlenov, 1997; Gittelman, 1997). Itis still too early
to refer to the Jews as a “community” in the Western
European or North American sense, but the gap between a
“Jewish-Russian community,” a “Jewish-American
community,” or a French or British one is closing. This
process includes a definition, or sometimes a redefinition,
of identities; social reorganization; and the formation of
different patterns of representation, taxation,
responsibilities, etc. According to Avineri (1997), the
continued development of the Jewish communities in
Russia is closely linked to the continuation of the
democratization process in Russian society generally. If




Gorbachev’s well-known statement in this regard is to be
accepted — “protsess pashol” —1i.c., the process has begun,
is one-way and is unstoppable, then the buitding up and
institutionalization of the Jewish communities in Russia
are ongoing as well and are likely to continue.

5. The unique media of a society/minority/community
constitute a technical and a content-related organizational
tool for defining boundaries and identities as well as for
establishing an agenda, at least partially. In essence, the
existence of recognized media testifies to a high level of
institutionalization of a society or community {Riggins,
1992). Empowerment, too, is involved, both individually
and communally, i.e., the attainment of the capability and
expertise by which to take part in the shaping of identity
{Nossek, 2001). Communal media — newspapers, in this
case — serve as a convenient platform and a tool that can be
useful in this kind of process.

6. The Jewish press in the Russian language, therelore, may
be viewed as an important means for the development or
renewal of Jewish identity, and for heiping determine the
Jewish agenda locally, regionally or nationaily (Lokshin,
1692; Karasik, 1994, 1993). Notably, the vast geographic
expanse under discussion, even after the collapse of the
Soviet empire, must be born in mind in this discussion.

What is a Jewish newspaper?

Pincus {1999 divides the Jewish press during the Gorbachev
era, especially during the second half of the period (1988-91),
into three categories: the official press, the “Samizdat”
(underground) press, and the legal or quasi-legal press. While
the official press maintained the long anti-Istacl and anti-
Zionist tradition, its relevance vanished at a certain point in
the face of open borders regarding both information and people.
Moreover, the fact that Israel was no longer perceived as a
political enemy, and Zionism no longer as a cancerous disease
in the body of Soviet society, contributed to the de facto
disappearance of this press. Even the Samizdat — the
underground publishing venture that endangered yet enriched
generations of Jews in the Soviet Union - became redundant
when restraints on the press were loosened and prohibitions
revoked. As aresult, from the early 1990s, and certainly by
the mid-‘90s, the third type of press — the legal (no longer
quasi-legal} press, became dominant. Dozens ol Jewish
newspapers, publications, newsletters and periodicals flooded
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every locality where Jews lived, from cities with a dense and
educated population, as Moscow and St. Petersburg (Russia),
Kiev (Ukraine) and Minsk {Belorus), to small areas (by post-
Soviet Russian or Jewish-Russian standards) ~ ¢.g., Perm,
Hersen, Nikolayev or Derbent. Many of these publications
(not all of them can be considered newspapers, in light of
limitations of frequency, accessibility, and technological and
graphic proficiency) were published by Zionist or pro-Zionist
bedies. Conceivably, this is the mitieu of the Zionist discourse.
However, this discourse is not likely to be homogenous. Even
betore the breakup of the Soviet Union, Altschuler (1980, 19873
observed great differences between Jewish societies, groupings
and populations in Russia. Presumably, the unraveling of the
Soviet systemn and the redefinition of entire ethnic communities
speeded up this trend. A new media creation emerged: the
alternative, but legal, press. While the Western perception finds
nothing invalid in this development {Atton, 2002), from a
Soviet viewpoin( it is an oxymoron, i.e., despite roots that run
deep in the history of the Jews of Russia and of the Russian
press, the phenomenon of a relatively free Jewish press in
Russia is quite new. lés oldest components — independent
Jewish papers not under the patronage of the Cornmunist Party,
which appeared just prior to the breakup of the Soviet Union
— have existed for only a decade or less.

The questions raised in this context concern the identity of
this press and of its intended audience. What are its contents?
Is it a fighting, almost separatist press that defines the
boundaries of the Jewish community as cut off from the broader
society? A beckoning press intended quite naturally for Jewish
or partially Jewish readers, but also for those not included in
this category at all? Moreover, does it have a defined backbone,
a banner or two that are clearly distinguishable? 1f so, are
they Judaism and Zionism? Israeli-ness and Russian-ness? A
first and a second homeland?

A numerical evaluation of Jewish newspapers in post-
Soviet Russia points to the existence of 40-45 {Frenkel et al,,
2001). If newsletters, organs, publicity publications and youth
and student supplements are counted, the figure is 59 in 1596~
97, and 87 in 1998-99 (ibid., p. 93). Not all of them meet the
basic criteria of a newspaper as defined by Otio Groth in 1928:
regular and frequent appearance, mechanical duplication, [ree
access by consumers, diversified content, and continuity over
time (Bittner, 1983}

Of particular iuterest is the question of how mauy
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newspapers (I have adopted this term despite the reservations
stated above) are published in each city/community, and
whether this reveals the level of institutionalization or density
of the local community, Presumably, larger communities or
population centers will have more newspapers, and vice-versa.
In practice, however, the situation varies. Moscow, which has
over 200,000 Jews, has three significant Jewish papers. One
is identified with the Russian Jewish Congress, the second
with the Jewish Agency, and the third — the youngest, which
hegan appearing in 2002, is published by Habad. St
Petersburg, with nearly 100,000 Jews, has one Jewish
newspaper. In much smaller cities, such as Samara
{Kuibyshev), there are two Jewish papers, as in Rostov-on-
Don. The ultimate case s Yekaterinburg, a city with some
10,000 Jews, where four Jewish papers appear regularly (one
of them puhlished by the Jewish Agency).

A headline inspired by Lenin

The present study is based on the examination of approximately
ten Jewish newspapers of differing sizes, circulations, formats,
geographical areas and potential readerships. All appeared in
the large cities of post-Soviet Russia. Not surprisingly, these
are also the venues of the four or five largest Jewish
communities in the country. The newspapers were studied for
a three-year period (1996-98), with articies and other texts
that touched on Zionism analyzed by content, i.e., topic and
format (report, request, analysis, apology, invitation, etc.).

Fairness requires noting a point that might distort the
picture: some of the Jewish newspapers in Russia are in
essence part of the Israeli press, i.e., they are published and
financed by the Jewish Agency, and the editor, or the individual
with the authority to decide on texts to be published, contents
and parameters, is usually the local Israeli shaliach (emissary).
Not surprisingly, these papers show a relative preference [or
Zionist content. This, too, is part of the discourse relating to
the Jewish press in Russia, although some of this discourse is
imported.

What is the starting point? Each of the newspapers
examined draws a different iine. Yevreiskava Gazetta (Jawish
Gazetle), the most important Jewish paper in Russia, devoted
its September 1997 issue to the centennial of Zionism, and a
bold headline to this effect appears on its main pages. The
paper makes a somewhat zoological observation: “For 2,000
years, the Jewish people existed in a state of hibernation - just
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like reptiles and insects in winter” It continues: “It was Zionism
that decided to raise up the nation and turn it into flesh and
biood” In the same issue, the Israeli ambassador in Moscow
at the time, Prof. Aliza Shenhar, is interviewed and is quoted
as saying: “Zionism is what brings the Jews back to a normal
existence as a nation”” The interviewer was Mattew Geiser, a
senior member of the editorial staff and one of the most
prominent Jewish journalists in Russia, revealing the
importance attributed by a non-Zionist Jewish newspaper to
the topic. or at least to the centennial. Yet, the paper does not
miss the opportunity that presented itsell, or that it created, to
observe: “Zionism is not everything...the Jewish revival in
today’s Russia also brings joy.” Additionally: “Today there is
no fonger government-sponsored anti-Semitism in Russia.”
Dealing with Zionism gave the paper leverage in the opposite
direction, regarding the Jews who chose, choose and, one must
assume, will contimie to choose o stay in Russia. In the event,
the paper did not address the topic of Zionism again throughout
the entire period under review, i.e., until the end of 1998. Thus,
only a major event, or, more accurately, the commemoration
of a great event ~ the First Zionist Congress — prompted the
newspaper management, which is identified with the leadership
of Russian Jewry, to deal with this topic.

The Moscovian alternative, Vesenik (Herald), published by
the Jewish Agency, is a paper with many [sraeti components
both absolutely and in relation to the Gazerta, and deals,
expectedly, with more Zionist-related texts. Eschewing
ceremonious or political polemics, the editors of the paper,
some of whom are Israehi, carefully avoid any direct attack on
their readers in Russia, who remain there on a temporary or a
permanent basis. The paper’s general line is “Why Israel?”
and not “Why not Russia?" This, however, does not constitute
the backbone of the newspaper. The paper prints many short
human interest anecdotes, e.g., a driver in [srael who took a
reporter from Jerusalem to Ashdod is described thus: “Tam
not a Zionist,” he said, although no-one asked,” but the text
conveys 1o its readers that Zionism is really OK. “The essence
of Zionism is the establishment of a small state so that every
Jew who finds himself persecuted can pack his suitcase and
come here.... There are problems here...bureaucracy,
absorption, etc., but this is the country — small, and yours”
(Vestnik, July-August 1998). The paper also publishes reports
on seminars for Jewish scientists in Russia aud the
establishment of contact between them and firms in [srael with




the goal of future immigration and easing the difficult stage of
finding a job in israel. Here the emissavies from Israel are
given faces and names (Vestik, April 1998). Another issue
(February 1998) contains an interview article featuring people
who come from “here” — Russia or the Russian Diaspora,
succeeded “there”™ — in Israel, and felt impelled to return to
Russia {o promote the Zionist idea. Lena Feldman is such a
person. She immigrated to Israel in 1992 with the lewish
Agency “Na’ateh” program, served in the Isracli army as an
officer, and now works for the Jewish Agency in Minsk,
Bellorus. There is a hidden, or perhaps not so hidden message
in this: [f she can, why can’t you?

Although Vesmik tries to confine itself to pragmatic
Zionjsm (following the historic “another dunam, another goat”
approach, or, in the more current context, “another jobs fair,
another immigrant”™), it too waxed effusive when it came to
the Zionist centennial. The chairman of the Jewish Agency at
the time, Avraham Bnrg, declared in an article: “Today, one
hundred years after the First Zionist Congress, we celebrate
impressive achievements by the movement...the ingathering
of most of the Jewish people in a strong and independent
country.... Hebrew is not only the spoken language, hut also a
cultural bridge between past and future Judaism.... Modern
Zionism must combine the dream with the ability to act”
(Vestnik, July 1997}). However, this declarative, even
promotional style was atypical.

Vestik is skiflful in drawing from a diverse associative
pool. The headline used by its editors for a report on a debate
about assimilation vs. the attractiveness of immigration to Israel
(January 1998} was: “The Disaster We Face and How to Fight
It” This headiine, whether suited or not to the debate that
followed, was not composed by Vestnik but was taken from a
famous article by Lenin which dealit with completely different
issues. Similarly, the November 1997 issue reached far back
in deating with a current event: “The Zionist 18 Prepared to
Storm the Winter Paiace.”” This did not appear in a Petersburg
paper of 1903 or 1917, but was a device to report about a Jewish
Agency youth camp.

Israel as an option

Stern (Star), published in Yekaterinbusg, also went back in
time, reporting, in its November 1997 issue: “Over 1,500 guests
from all over the world participated in the jubilee event marking
the hundredth anniversary of the First Zionist Congress that
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was held in Basle” Another Yekaterinburg paper, Menara,
traced the link between the study of Hebrew in an “ulpan” in
that city {February 1996), and living in Israel, which comes
later. A factual report on the ulpan was followed by a report
on life in Israel. The material was taken from an article
published in an unidentified Russian newspaper in [srael.

Yahad (Together), a paper publisbed by the Jewish Agency
in Rostov con the Don, was the most Zionistic or Israeli in
content of the entire sample. Quantitatively, approximately a
third of its contents fall inte this category {as opposed to 5%-
6% in the Jewish press generally), while qualitatively, the
variety of suhjects dealt with fill the definition of Zionist. The
April 1997 edition of Yahad reported on a series of milestones
in the history of Zionism: “The First Zionist Congress Has
Ended,” “The Inauguration of the Hebrew Gymnasia,” *Tel
Aviv — The First Hehrew City,” “The Inauguration of the
Bezalel School of Art,” “A Local Branch of the World Zionist
Organization was Estahlished in Eretz Yisrael,” “International
Recognition for the Right of the Jewish People 1o Establish a
State in Eretz Yisrael,” “American Jewry to Aid the Jews of
Eretz Yisrael,” “Theodor Herzl Dies,” “The Holocaust of the
Jewish People: 6 Million Victims,” as well as a list of the main
periods of immigration to Eretz Yisrael since 1882,

Perhaps the Jewish newspaper that is the most interesting
and significant with regard to the Zionist discourse is Ami (My
People), published in 8t. Petersburg, where over 100,000 Jews
and persons eligible for immigration to Israel reside. Ami is
the only Jewish paper in the entire northwestern Russia, giving
it a monopoly in its field. It is not a Jewish Agency publication,
although it is partially financed by the Jewish Agency; its
Zionist obligation is not extensive. In as much as emigration
to Istael or elsewhere is known to weaken the local community,
Ami, a community paper, is not tasked to promote such a step.
Nevertheless, Zionist texts, or texts dealing with Zionism,
appear in it. While this materiat is not extensive — some 4% —
it is still double the amount in the Moskovian Yevreiskaya
Guazetta,

Ami, in February 1998, advertised a volunteer program on
behalf of I[srael called *[Srael” The headline chosen was:
“Israel — How Manifold Are Your Sounds,” a paraphrase, or
distortion, of a segment from Pushkin’s Eugene Onegin. Some
might consider this to be in poor taste, Others might view it as
atypically Soviet move. Inthe same vein, poetry supplements
of the regime’s newspapers (i.e., all the papers of the time)
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published a poem in the 1940s by the budding Russian poet
N. Nizlovin, titled “His Holy Blood.” The poem, which is about
a duel in which the admired poet loses his life, implies that he
is a loyal Communist who died in the line of duty while
protecting the proletariat, although the truth is known and is
completely different. Similarly, even if Onegin or his creator,
Pushkin, are nol among the fathers of Zionism, they are likened
to conscripts in it
The paper is consistent in its policy of presenting lsrael as
an option. Lt offers a great deal of varied information which is
ot about Israel directly but about Zionist activity in St.
Petersburg, e.g.: “‘Israel Fair Today — Work and Education’
will open in the town’s music hall” {May 1998); a conversation
with a Jewish Agency youth and student emissary in the city,
Dima Zitzer, himself a native of St. Petersburg, who immigrated
to Israel: “I do not hide my Zionist inclinations.... It is
interesting where [ live...come!” (October 1997}, remarks by
education emissary Tzipi Figor: “I [only] advise people
considering immigrating to Israel...I don’t persuade or dissuade
them. T only explain” By contrasi, the paper is ruch more
determined and much less neutral regarding other topics related
to Judaism and Jews. Zionism is not its primary editorial line.
The contents of the Jewisb press in Russia were found to
fall into two broad categories: the first ranged from matters
relating to those of Jews in Russia, to those of Jews from Russia
who have immigrated to Isracl; the second ranged from Jewish
history to the Jewish present and future. The first calegory
indicated a massive preponderance of local content. The
second indicated a slightly smaller preponderance of material
dealing with the present and the future rather than the past. In
terms of tocal content, every arca of Jewish society was
covered: current events (slipping into the “wars of the | ews,”
whether surreptitiously or openly), commentary, culture,
information {partly commercial) on local Jewish matters and
businesses, and information related to the Jewish calendar
(including educating the public that was distanced from this
area; dealing with anti-Semitism; and commemoration), The
Israeli aspect is generally presented through personal stories
by Jews from Russia who went to Israe} (zwo of the large papers
have correspondents in Israel). Qccasionally, wider aspects
of life in Tsrael are also reported: politics (mostty internal, with
an emphasis on Natan Sharansky and the Yisrael be-Aliya Party,
and more recently Avigdor Lieberman’s Yisrael Beiteinu Party),
society and economics. However, there is no ongoing oOr
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systematic coverage of life in Israel,

In dealing with the past, the survey reveals an ongoing effort
to show that Jews in Russia are not a new phenomenon or a
one-fime event, and that their past is dignifi ed and even heroic
by every criterion —culturai, academic, scientific, military, efc.
Important dates, prominent names and Jewish events — some
of which were tragic — are also marked. These inciude the
elimination of Jewish intelfectuals by Stalin during the 1930s
and “40s {Mandelshtamn, Babel, Michoels and others), and the
Holocaust of Soviet Jewry during the Nazi invasion in
“Operation Barbarosa” in the summer of 1941. Inthe context
of the present, a variety of aspects of Jewish-Russian society
are dealt with: conflicts of identity, anti-Semitism, the role of
Jews in contemporary Russia, open debates (certainly when
compared to the norm in the Soviet non-Jewish press for years)
on various issues, including the attitude toward Israel and to
immigration to it, and especially, a sense of the institutionalized
creation of strong, organized Jewish centers with a paipable
presence in the rapidly changing post-Soviet Russian milieu.
Put another way, the texts convey a sense of partnership in the
effort to build a community or communities. Inevitably, the
Zionist element in Jewish-Russian society and in its press was
minimized in any discussion of building up a JTewish
community in Russia.

The Russian Media Law

Conceivably, the breakup of the Soviet Union has made the
national Jewish liberation movement -~ Zionism — less relevant
and immediate precisely when aif the obstacles in its way, or
at least most of them, have been removed. Every Russian-
speaking citizen, whether his name is Rabinovitch or Ivanov,
is free to leave his homeland (real, artficial or forcedy and
head for a place where a better future might await him. The
key is no longer the consent of the country which Rabinovitch
or Tvanov want to leave, but a willingness on the part of the
country of destination to absorb them. This means that onty
those whose destination is Israel have some kind of interest i
7ionism, whether out of desite or necessity, which makes the
entire topic considerably less heroic ot relevant.

Moreover, the Russian Media Law (1992) divested Russian
Zionism of yet another of its characteristics or symbols. The
law, passed after the breakup of the Soviet Union, allowed the
appearance of almost every kind of content in the press. With
its passage, a unigue and impressive phenomenon disappeared
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—the Samizdat underground press. To be historically accurate,
the change actually occurred two years before the collapse of
the Soviet Union, when the Scoviet Media Law was passed,
doing away with censorship. The Russian faw, however, went
even further, stipulating that & newspaper may be shut down
either by its owner or by a court of law, but not by the state or
any agent acting on its behalf, such as a censor, a party {which
was not refevant at that stage) or a comptroller/punitive hody
ol any kind. The main significance of the 1992 law, though,
was not merely in the addition or deletion of elauses, but in
the rethinking of the old Soviet values and laws by the new
Russia and the adoption of a law that limits the state in iis
treatment of the press.

Does this mean that the discussion of the Zionist discourse
in the Jewish press in Russia is shifting from the purview of
analysts of content and current events, possibly aided by
political or cultural measurements, to the purview of the
historians? Does Russian Zionism, as its discourse and debate,
require — absurdly — a constrictive and punitive milieu in ordes
to flourish or, sadly, to be relevant? Or, perhaps, an outside,
quasi-intellectual stimulus, as Alexander Solzhenitsyn’s anti-
Semilic hook (at least in parl, and according to some of the
eritics) “Two Hundred Years Together,” which recently
appeared in Moscow, can revive the challenge of the term
“Russian Zionism’” or the “Zionism of Russians.” Or has this
already been accomplished by Vladimir Putin {the new
president with the old habits of behavior) in his abuse of “his”
Jewish media tycoons?

A thriving ethnic press

Quantitatively, as has been painted out, onky five or six articles
or texts out of every hundred published in the Jewish press in
Russia deal specifically with Zionism, i.e., with the State of
Israel as the only national home of the Jewish people. Broader
areas such as discussions about present-day Israeli society,
especially with an emphasis on immigration, emigration, and
the personal, cconomic, social and political organization of
immigrants, constitute 8%-9% of the texts in the Jewish press
in Russia. If the 6%-7% of texts deafing with politics in Israe}
are added, the total Israel-oriented material takes up
approximately a sixth of all that is offered to the reader of the
Jewish press in Russia. Thus, Israel is not at the top of the
agenda of this press, and the Zionist component in it is even
smaller. A somewbat absurd question may thus be asked; Must
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the vantage point of Zionism, or the prism through which this
vantage point is observed, be connected specifically to the
Isracli side of the equation? In many respects, Zionism is &
Jewish liberation movement and Israel is the result, so that a
logical or perceptual reverse may well be in place here, i.e.,
analyzing the Zionist discourse in the Jewish press of Russia
not with the Israeli teols of the here and now, nor with the
tools of the end result, but with the tools of the process, or in
conjunction with the needs, abilities, modes of self-expression
and methods of exposure, including the extant content in the
world of the readers of this press.

The Jewish press is not the only one blossoming in post-
Soviet Russia, Other ethnic minorities in the Soviet Union
and in Russia that followed it created their own media networks,
particularty in the print medium. The process began at the
end of the 1980s imunediately after glasnost was declared, and
gained momentum: with the breakup of the Soviet Union in
1991, Viewed somewhat cynically, the first venue in which
the question of national allegiance (which troubled the Soviet
Union during its entire existence and which gives no rest o
the Russian leaders who inherited it either, as exemplified by
Daghestan, Chechnya, the Cossacks of the Ion River and
others} was soived, was the press. Today there are “medija
awtonomies” and even media polyphonality, all coexisting
{more or less) in peace,

Permitted but redundant

To conclude, the picture that has been drawn here with the
help of a few comments about the Jewish press in Russia and
the Zionist discourse in it facilitates the evaluation that Jewish
society in the unstable Soviet system is going through an
accelerated process of stabilization. The Jewish press plays a
role int this process.

It would appear that most of those who chose to immigrate
to Israef or o other destinations that were percetved as no less
altractive have already done so. At the samme time, a population
shift of Jews is in process from the majority of the republics
of the former Soviet Union. and especially from those in
Central Asia, to the major Jewish population centers. The
Jewish populations in the peripheral areas in Russia itself are
also constricting. A central destination for these migrants is
Moscow, which is gradually acquiring the status of a city-state.
The city’s Jewish population is not small, and perhaps has
even grown. Moreover, the level of institutionalization of its
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Jewish community or communities, as in other Russian cities,
is rising constantly.

Freedom of self-expression, which, arguably, 1s not an
elevated vatue in post-Soviet Russian society, nevertheless
exists in practice. Evidence of this can be found, inter alia, in
the existence of the press surveyed here, its contents, and the
fact that there is no attempé by the authorities or the
sovernment, federal or local, to disturb its orderly process.
Such interference would not necessarily invotve censorship:
an administrative injunction would be sufficient to prevent the
publishers of this press from purchasing paper, or an injunction
could close the printing presses. None of these things are
happening, which means that the government has learned to
live in peace with this press or, sadly, turns a blind eye in order
to allow it to exist and even flourish.

A reasonable scenario, therefore, is that despite the
discourse and activities of veteran anti-Semites such as
Viadimir Jirinovski, or (relatively) new anti-Semites such as
Albert Makashov: the ongoing harrassment by Pufin’s
government of Jewish media moguls Boris Brijovski and
Viadimir Gosinski; and the publication of books like
Solzhenitsyn’s “Two Hundred Years Together,” published about
a year ago, which elegantly slanders Russian Jews (Kol &
Shahat, 2002), Jewish society in Russia will remain dominant
and significant, and not only on its own behalf. Perhaps that
is not good news for those interested in seeing every last Jew
leave Russia, but it is certainly good news for the Jewish press
in Russia. For the foreseeable future, at least, there wiil be
writers, something to write about, and, most importantly, a
large audience of readers. How much will be written and read
there about Zionism? Only a little, one may assume, but that
is a question whose answers are more likely to be found outside
rather than within the Jewish press in Russia.

In conclusion, yet another absurdity has been home grown
in Russia, the land of unlimited possibilities and impossible
limitations. At last one can write about and read about Zionism
openly, presumably a tried and tested recipe for disseminating
ideas and gaining believers. In effect, however, this license
banisbed the aura that had enfolded Zionism for decades while
it was banned. If it is permitted, it is, apparently, redundant.

Translated from Hebrew by June Spitzer
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“Der Jude” (1899-1902): Profile of a Zionist Periodical Published

in Yiddish

David Pur

Der Jude (“The Jew™),' a Zionist Yiddish biweekly (later a
weekly), was launched in Cracow (then Galicia) on January 1,
1899, and was edited in Odessa by Yehoshua Hune Rawnitzki.
From Odessa, it was sent to Warsaw, and from there to the
press in Cracow, to be distributed in Russia. Such a convo-
tuted journalistic process appears odd today but it was the rule
then. In essence, it became the guideline for the future Yid-
dish press in Eastern Furope,

The launching of the journal resulted from a sense of ur-
gent need for an organ that would sensitize the Jewish public
to new ideals. The extant Hebrew newspapers — Hamelitz and
Hatsfirah - did not meet the needs of the masses, who did not
understand Hebrew. The Hebrew press was read essentially
by the non-assimilated intelligentsia. A newspaper in Yiddish,
the language of the Jewish masses, was needed to convey the
spirit of the Zionist ideas fo them.

However, the Czarist government adamantly refused to is-
sue a permit for the publication of a Yiddish newspaper in
Russia. With this, a socialist press was beginning to emerge
alongside a periodical Zionist press.

Der Jude was a Zionist initiative. In 1898, the Zionist Or-
ganization in Russia approached the Hebrew publishing house
Ahiasal with a proposal to publish a Zionist weekly in Yid-
dish. Ahi’asaf at that time published various Hebrew works
and periodicals in a Zionist vein. The Zionist Organization
realized, however, that in order to disseminate its ideas and its
propaganda, Yiddish must be used. The start of the year 1899,
therefore, marked a new period. Ultimately, the paper man-
aged to attract even implacable opponents of Yiddish.

Ahi’asaf had been founded in Warsaw in 1892 as a non-
profit publishing house by the Benei Moshe moveinent led by
Eliezer Kaplan, with Ahad Ha’am serving as mentor. The
publishing house functioned until 1923, bringing out Hebrew
books, children’s literature, calendars, the Hebrew periodicals
Hashilo'ah and Hado ar, and other materials.

Eliezer Kaplan traveled to St. Petersburg in 1899 to try to

persuade the Russian censor to permit the publication of Der
Jude in Russia, as the journal was intended mainly for the
Jewish population there. However, he was refused decisively
by the Russian minister of interior, who declared that Yiddish
newspapers were absolutely forbidden, as the Jews were
“treife” and their language even more “treife” A decision was
made, therefore, to publish the paper in Galicia, then under
Austrian rule, and from there distribute it in Russia.

The appearance of Der Jude made an impact on the Jew-
ish masses, who until then were accustomed to reading only
anecdotal stories, novels and news items in Yiddish. Here was
a Yiddish periodical on the level of the Hebrew Hamelitz and
Huarsfirah, which an ordinary person could read and under-
stand. “Tt may be said that in comparison to the weeklies that
appeared during the next twenty vears, Der Jude was the most
forthright, the purest and the most interesting,” wrote the re-
scarcher of the Yiddish press D, Druck.?

Der Jude gained popularity and esteem not only within
the broad public but from the Jewish intelligentsia as welt. Its
relative material success enabled the publication of a cheaper
edition for the masses, as well as a monthly issued by the same
stafl titled Die Yudische Familieh (“The Jewish Family™). It
became the most importan: Yiddish periodical of its time in
Europe, not only in literary and journalistic terms but also in
its advocacy of Zionism and Hebrew. Tt demonstrated that the
Jew on the threshold of the 20th century could be worldly and
had a newspaper that reflected a world view. In this il initi-
ated a new period in the history of Yiddish literature and jour-
nalism.*

Yiddishists, nevertheless, leveled criticism at the Hebrew
writers who were published in Der Jude: “The effect of their
descent from their heights to the people confuses them and
mrakes them incoherent. [Reuben] Brainin wants all the Jews
to know Hebrew...and [1. E.1 Lubetzki sits in Vienna dreaming
of Jerusalem, of alters, of the Temple and of sacrifices.” With
this, they acknowledged that Der Jude was the only Zionist
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periodical to address the Jews in Yiddish and could spread
“light and life” to the people. They expressed the hope that
Der Jude would faithfully serve all the true Jewish needs, while
taking an interest in all that concerns humankind as well.

Notably, “Yiddish literature filled a significant portion of
the paper, with such contributing authors as Y. L. Peretz, Sha-
lom Aleichem, Abraham Reisen, [Hersh David] Nomberg and
Sholem Asch.”®

“Der Jude™’s Ideclogy and Aims

From the start, Der Jude had kfty ambi¢ions. Printed in Cra-
cow, it was, nevertheless, catled by the literati “The Warsaw
Weekly,” while its target audience was in Czarist Russia and
elsewhere. A list of countries in which subscriptions were avail-
able, which appeared on the front page to the right of the mast-
head, included Aussria, Hungary, Germany, Erclz Yisrael, the
United States and England. To the left, the notice “For Ru ssia
Only” appeared, The price of a single copy was 20 kopeks.
These details illuminate the basic approach of the paper and
the audience to which it was geared. Clearly, its raison d’etre
was not purely commercial.

The Zionist Der Jude expressed modern, unconventionat
notions. 1t sometimes went against the strearn, and in varied
directions. This tendency, apparently, was an important ele-
ment in its success. Had it conlined itself o the parameters of
a specific movement or a party, it would have been a negligi-
ble and limited organ. It dared preach Zionism and articujate
Zionist ideas in Yiddish to an audience that opposed them,
aired problems of a world scope, and discussed topics taken
from workd literature, introducing them to a readership that
was confined to the small, remote shtetd, It presented a broad
human panorama and an opening to the world o Jews who
were generally preoccupied with their own involuted concerns.
Tnevitably, it evoked opposition and reservations, but it also
stimulated interest and curiosity. Inthe social realm the paper
attacked the prevailing bourgeois, civic-Zionist environment.
As early as the second issue, an editorial titled “The Jewish
Treasures” accused the wealthy stratum of ignoring the trou-
bles of their Jewish brethren, failing to address the problems
of Jewish society and showing indifference to its misery. The
treasures referred to in the title, the editorial pointed out, were
a product of education: parents must educate their children so
that they can attain these treasores.

M.L. Lilienbium, in an article titled “What Do Ordinary
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Jews Read?” wrote:

Give the ordinary peopie good books, explain what and who the
Jewish people are, show them their place among other pations,
revive their national pride, and give them courage and strength to
aspire to bear the eternal historic name “Israel” and to reach the
piace and the status which they held in better days, while at the
same time not lag behind enlightened culture, the contribution of
the best of humanity.

The ideology and aims of Der Jude were outlined in its very
first issue in a detailed editorial’ in which the editor, Rawnitzki,
pointed to the oddity that Jewish authors who spoke exaltedly
of their love for Israel and the Eternal People failed to address
them in their language, the only language that all of them knew
and understood, and which, fortunately, no other nation or
people claimed. The entire Jewish people is literate, he wrote.

The Jews are the “People of the Book.”” Not only are ihey

literate, they love to read. They therefore read books, but,

Lord, what hooks! The true authors must draw closer to the

people, and instead of fairy tales offer them works that are

qualitative and constructive,

Jewish authors, Rawnitzki continued, must be given matfe-
rial that they can discuss, not about the people, but with them,
in their own language. This was the goal of Der Jude. And not
merely discuss but entighien the readers so that they can see
for themselves and understand who they are, what happened
in the past, and what their hope is for the future. “The revival
of the people, together with the revival of the ancient land and
our ancient language — these are our treasured ideals and
hopes!”

The editor presented the main sections of the paper thus:
1. Editorial articles: articles about issues in the Jewish world

written by gualified autbors.

2. Fiction: novels and short stories about Jewish life in the
present and the past - fine literature of intrinsic value that
could improve the taste of the ordinary reader.

3. Academic articles.

Monographs and historical research.

5. Criticism: literary criticism and brief bibliographic reviews.
Additional elements were articles, reports and important

news itemns about Jewish life in various countries, and polit-

cal surveys refevant to Jewish life,

“Zionist,” But Not “a Slave to Zionists”
An interesting question that aroused wide curiosity then and




later was why so vociferous an opponent to Yiddish as Ahad
Ha’am helped establish a serious Yiddish newspaper and made
peace with it.

Apparently, Ahad Ha'am, too, realized that the only way
to reach the masses was through a language they understood -
Yiddish. He agreed, therefore, to the publishing of the second
organ of the Zionist movement in Yiddish. Notably, the first
organ, Die Welt, was published in German, the language viewed
then as universal. Significantly, a bookiet about Herzl pub-
lished in Hebrew after the first Zionist Congress in 1897 sold
3,000 copies, while a Yiddish booklet on the same subject,
written by Shalom Aleichem, sold 27,000 copies.®

Ahad Ha’am viewed Yiddish as a purely practical means
to an end.® He agreed to publish his ideas in Yiddish in Der
Jude only on condition that the organ be published by the Zi-
onist movement. As a member of the board of Ahi’asaf, he
was consulted by its managing director, Eliezer Kaplan, re-
gardiug the prospect of publishing such a newspaper. Although
doubtful abous the need or the usefulness of such a venture,
Ahad Ha’am agreed on condition that the editor appointed be
a person of good literary taste and integrity, “He must be a
person who understands my thinking and who has simitar taste
as mine in most of the important matters.”

In a letter to writer Eleazar Schulmann, he wrote; “The
paper will be “Zionist,” but not ‘a slave to the Zionists.” It will
be similar in character to Hashilo’ah.”" Ultimately, he de-
manded that Rawnitzki, an associate of Hayim Nahman Bialik,
be appointed editor.

Rawnitzki, dispatching the first issue of Der Jude to Ahad
Ha’am, waited impatiently for his reaction, which arrived
promptly and in detail. Ahad Ha’am wrote to Rawnitzki on
February 16, 1899; “Congratulations to you! Treceived Der
Jude and read it. What can 1say? Evidently, 1 lack any sensi-
tivity to the beauty of the jargon [Yiddish].... I fear for the fate
of the Jude "

The Debate with A-D-M (Ahad Ha’am)

Interestingly, despite his opposition to Yiddish, Ahad Ha’am
became the “mashgiach” (supervisor) of the first Yiddish 1ie-
erary journal, although clearly he was dissatisfied with it. After
six issues of Der Jude had been pubiished, he wrote an open
letter to the editor that began: “Dear Friend!” and went on to
ask: “Who is Der Jude [the Jew]?"* The piece, signed “A-D-
M["* was the only article Ahad Ha’am ever published in Yid-
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dish — notabiy, in excellent Yiddish.* in it he wrote:

1 do not wish to give advice, but I want to ask a question:
Who is Der Jude? The Jew whom your writers call a “peo-
pie” (das folk) — who is he? A Hebrew newspaper for a Jew
is self-explanatory. It addresses every Jew identified as a
Jew and demands that he read and understand, even if he
understands seventy other languages. This is not the case for
a newspaper writlen in a jargon.

Ahad Ha’am continues:

The Janguage is the man...so it is not surprising that each
person loves his mother tongue so deeply, and each people is
prepared to make difficult sacrifices to acquire, enrich and
devetop the language it hotds dear. Only we, the Jews of the
jargon, perhaps the only people in the world so accursed, do
not know the sweet taste of a beloved and precious mother
tongue.... The most beautiful memories of our national life
stemn from the time when this [present] mishmash was not
our everyday language. The highest esteemn of our national
Kterature, of which we are so proud, was earned by it in an-
other language, a language other than this {Yiddish], and
which has no connection with it....

I know, my dear friend, that even though you are the editor of
a newspaper written in a jargon, you are not one of those
naive supporters of the jargon who believe that this beloved
jargon can and must become our national language.... T only
wanted to point out that Der Jude of the newspaper written
in jargon is not Der Jude of Jewish nationalism. Literature
in the jargon can never be the natjonal aspiration....

Who then is Der Jude of the jargon literature?

The simplest audience of ail, which does not understand any-
thing else but jargon, which has no other means to learn about
the world and about Judaism?

Yes! That is what I really thought, that is Der Jude whom
you defined for your newspaper: the simplest of the Jewish
masses, who from their childhood never learned more than
davenen (praying) and how to read the jargon.

But, as [ have become aware from your first issues, I appar-
ently erred. Your authors evidently do not intend to help the
simple Jewish public, to explain what it does not understand
or know. They are masters at preaching morality, at explain-
ing why the public does not feel this way or that. Why it
holds no high ideals, why it does not concern itself with the
public weal, does not educate the next generation as they be-
lieve — in short, nothing more than preaching. And ali this
fine preaching is aimed at the simple Iew, uneducated, the
Jew of the jargon. Do the writers believe that their modern-
istic preaching suits bim better and will have a greater influ-
ence on him tban the sexrmons of the preacher in the syna-
gogue?
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...Our simple masses, pathetic and persecuted — don’s forget
that we are speaking about the simplest and least educated
Jew of the jargon! What does he know of the world, of life,
of Judaism, when he lacks the elementary concepts of cul-
ture generally and Jewish culture in particular?

What must be done is g0 begin with the ABCs: to tell him in
soothing language what man 1s and what a Jew is. To give
him a true concept about tife, about history, and especially
about Jewish life and Jewish history.

If it is not he whom you are targeting, then tell me, dear,
friend, who is the Jew whom you think this newspaper in
jargon will benefit?

A Sharp and Bitter Polemic

Ahad Ha’am’s article evoked many responses. Notably, only
after the Czernowitz Yiddish Language Conference (1908),
which declared Yiddish a national language, did he view such
a decision as a betrayal and embarked on a bitter struggle
against Yiddish.

The first reaction to his article was that of the editor,
Rawnitzki, who argued that one way of responding to the ques-
tion of who is a Jew is by asking another question: “Who is
not a Jew?” Indisputably, he wrote, Hebrew newspapers, for
the time being, were read only by the “elite,” a small sector of
the public, while Yiddish was understood by nearly every Jew.
If good materia} were published in this language, Jews - even
“eplightened” or “aristocratic” Jews who knew another sev-
enty languages — would read it willingly and happily. In what
way is Yiddish worse than other languages, Rawnitzki inquired,
especially for the “Jews of the jargon” who were educated in
it from childhood?

Continuing his response in a lengthy editorial in May 1899
(No. 9), titled “Who is a Jew?” and signed “R,” he wrote that
no individual or party had a monopoly over Judaism, and all
Jews, whatever their opinions, were equal. Evenso, he asked,
who is a Jew? His answer was: every Jew has an equal share
in the name Jew, and in this context there can be no differen-
ttation on the basis of staius or party.

The dispute continued in the issues that followed. Issue
number 12 tan an article by one of the paper’s editors, Mordecai
Spector, titled “Der Jude is a Jew,” which was a direct and
blunt response to A-D-M’s piece. Setting out Der Jude’s ide-
ology clearly and unequivocally, Spector wrote that the paper
Joves the mother tongue in which it speaks to its brothers. A-
D-M demands that Jewish writers spit in the well from which
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they drink, he charged. However, even if a Jew knows Hebrew
and seventy other languages, if his first words were mameh
and tazeh, he will love and esteem that language, the language
of his infancy. A-D-M demands that Der Jude begin with the
ABCs. That is a great mistake. The “enlightened” stratum
forgets that the Jewish people are not a backward people, and
that the simple Jew, too, is capable of understanding lofty con-
cepts. He dislikes the ABCs. Jews want to be addressed as
grownups, not as children.

A-D-M is mistaken, too, in thinking that supporters of the
jargon believe that it will remain the Jewish national language,
Spector wrote. The Jewish jargon is as necessary to the peo-
ple as food, as the eyes in one’s head.... The Jews love both
languages, Hebrew and Yiddish, because both are important
to them as Jews. Der Jude loves them both.

Spector responded to each of Ahad Ha’am’s criticisms in
full, expressing confidence in and hope for the future of Der
Jude and its ideological orientation.

The editorial board of the paper also requested a response
from the editor of the German-language Zionist Die Welt, Dr.
Siegmund Werner. He replied that a newspaper in the jargon
was a great contribution to nurturing education and cuiture
and could be highly beneficial.

Liquidation in Exchange for 2,000 Rubles
With issue number 21, Der Jude became a weekly under the
editorship of Dr. Joseph Lurie. In his first editorial, Lurie noted
that there was no longer any need to pose the question of
whether Der Jude was necessary, and for whom. Its content
and its orientation were clear. Readers viewed it as a newspa-
per that serves the public. It shed light on the condition of the
people and the issues that vex them. It also iltuminated their
glorious past. Der Jude, he said, reinforces the people’s hope
for better days,
In the dark and shadowed times, a bright star in the distant
sky shined on us and its light prevented us from despairing.
The star illuminated our hope for a free and happy national
life in our holy land.... This hope descended from heaven and
ignited many hearts with a burning love of Zion. It awak-
ened a strong Zienist movement and founded congresses, a
bank, and thousands of organized associations all over the
world wherever a Jewish heart beat."®
Lurie went on to explain the paper’s Zionist task and orienta-
tion: to serve not a particular party but the Zionist idea. The
paper, under his editorship, would be independent and free. It




would devote a great deal of space to editorials. The articles
would be written in simple, clear language aimed at the masses
who understood and read only Yiddish. Morcover, they would
deal not only with the Jewish world but with events in the
wider world as well.

A section on “Cities aud Villages.” to appear in every is-
sue, would contain descriptions of Jewish life in the provin-
cial cities. The fiction seetion, Lurie promised, would cuiti-
vate good taste and a love of beauty and goodness. Reviews
would cover not only Yiddish literature but also important
books written in other languages. “We hope that Der Jude,
which speaks to the pcople in their own language, will be a
living, authentic popular newspaper that wilt bring light and
life,” Lurie concluded the presentation of the paper under his
editorship.

Indeed, he edited the paper along the lines he had laid out.
It became an important platform for the dissemination of po-
litical Zionism, then at the height of its development. The
language of the paper became livelier, less sentimental and
more assertive. Der Jude understood how to adapt to the times.
The turn of the 20th century was a fruitful period for the Zion-
ist idea, which spread far and wide among the Jewish people.
The period witnessed the largest Zionist Congresses ever, un-
der the leadership of Theodor Herzl. Large numbers of Jews
anticipated salvation and solace. Judaism reawakened to ex-
pectations of a new future.

Der Jude uddressed all the questions and probtems that
arose at the time regarding the solutions proposed for the Jew-
ish people in Eretz Yisrael. This was especially pronounced
during the fourth Zionist Congress, which took place in Lon-
don in July 1900, with Der Jude publishing extensive propa-
ganda for the Zionist idea as related to Eretz Yisrael in numer-
ous editorials, Another topic that was covered extensively was
the issuc of Jewish education.

Issue no, 20 of July 1902 carried a large announcement by
the editorial board reflecting concern by the editors that they
had not fulfilled their duty to the Jewish reader sufficiently
and thad not been concerned enough about the readership and
to the level of the paper. The editors sought to justify the price
of the paper, while announcing that a cheaper edition would

be published. Five months later, in December 1902, Ahi asaf

announced that ownership of Der Jude and Die Yiddishe
Familieh was to pass to the editor, Joseph Lurie. This move
ushered in a period of difficulty for the paper, with Lurie hay-
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ing trouble implementing his plans.

Atthe samne time, the first Yiddish daily, Der Fraynd (“The
Friend”), appeared in St. Petersburg. It soon bought out Der
Jude for the sum of 2,000 ruhles, acquiring the services of
Lurie as well. This marked the end of the paper after some
four years of publication.

In parting from his readership and his staff in the final is-
sue (No. 52}, Lurie revealed the nature of the relationship be-
tween the editorial board and the readership:

We wanted to continue working toward improving the paper,

which had acquired good friends everywhere. We did not

have the good fortune to realize this aspiration. Regrettably,
this is the last issue.... Qur newspaper was aimed at readers

in Russia and could have existed so long as there was no

newspaper in Russia in the jargon. Now, with the establish-

ment of a daily in St. Petersburg, an impossihie situation has
heen created for us. Therefore, we have passed on all our
rights to Der Jude and Die Yiddishe Fumilieh to the board of

the St. Petersburg Der Fraynd,

The Editors — Rawnitzki and Lurie

Der Jude had the good fortune to have been led by editors
with a strong literary background, talent and discrimination.
Yehoshua Hune Rawnitzki edited the first 21 issues, published
biweekly, while the succeeding issues, published weekly, were
edited by Dr. Joseph Lurie.

Rawnitzki (1839-1944), born in Odessa, began his career
as a teacher and un editorial writer first in Hebrew and later in
Yiddish. He was uctive in the Hibbat Zion movement. As
Bialik’s first sponsor, he published the poet’s first poem, “To
the Bird” (Hebrew), in Pardess, which he edited. The two
maintaiued a close relationship in joint literary projects for
decades. Immigrating to Eretz Yisrael in 1921, Rawnitzki, to-
gether with Bialik and Shmaryahu Levin, established the Dvir
publishing house, with which he was involved for the rest of
his life as editor and co-author of a series of books with Bialik.

As editor of Der Jude, Rawnitzki published Bialik’s first
two Yiddish poems. The correspondence between the two e-
garding the publishing of the poems is revealing. Bialik wrote,
inter alia: “A decent writer who can write in Hebrew but writes
in the jargon robs us and himself as well. In the end, the jar-
gon will disappear from under God’s heavens....”*” Still, both
Bialik and Rawnitzki, who were committed Zionists and great
advocates of Hebrew, joined the Yiddish Der Jude and made
their contribution to it.
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The correspondence between Rawnitzki and author Reuben
Brainin is atso instructive, revealing Brainin’s intensely nega-
tive attitude toward Yiddish, on the one hand, and his willing-
ness to be associated with Der Jude as a Hebrew writer on the
other. This ambivalence was reflected throughout the corre-
spondence, e.g., in remarks by Brainin in a tetter: *'I hate the
jargon with a deadly hate, bui we are forced to use itas a
means to reach the people and are obligated to educate the
masses and not let our opponents influence them.”*

The reason for the change in editors was typical of the
times. The publisher insisted that Rawnitzki relocate to War-
saw in order to be closer to Cracow so as to spare the need for
two editorial staffs — one in Odessa, where Rawnitzki Tived,
and the other in Warsaw, where the paper was published.
Rawnitzki would not agree to leave Odessa, and the publisher
was compelled to replace him.

Dr. Joseph Lurie {1871-1937), born in Pumpenai, Lithua-
nia, joined the Hibbat Zion movement in his youth. As a stu-
dent at the University of Berlin, he was a founder of the stu-
dent Zionist assoctation there and a member of the Benei
Moshe and the Hovevei Zion branches there. He completed
his studies in 1896 with a doctorate in philosophy.

His career centered on the field of education. Editing Der
Jude from November 15, 1899, until its closure, he enhanced
the leve! of the paper, attracting the finest Hebrew and Yiddish
writers to it. From 1903 he was literary editor of Der Fraynd,
and in 1905 he edited Dos Yidishe Folk in Vilna, Immigraiing
to Eretz Yisrael in 1907, he taught at the Gymnasia Herzliya
in Tel Aviv and later held senior posts in the education system
of the yishuv, including director of the Education Department
of the National Council (Va’ad Leumi}.

Lurie was enamored with Hebrew, yet his attitude to Yid-
dish was positive. [n an article titled “Yiddish and Its National
Value,”" he wrote:

The attitude of some of the socialists and of the Zionists that

the jargon serves as a temporary means or as a specific pur-

pose must end. {Yiddish] mustnot be a transitional language

to another fanguage for the Jews of Russia, for that other

language cannot be Hebrew but rather the state language,

which harbors assimilation.... The jargon and its literature,
therefore, must not serve only to educate the ignorant masses

but also [to contribuie] to the nationat lfe of the people, with

all its problems and issues.

Lurie invited Sholem Aleichem , Spector, Reisen, Nomberg,
Anokhi and Asch to contribute to his weekly, and their work
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attained wide popularity on his far-reaching piatform. He also
pubiished pieces by Lilienblum, Elhanan Leib Lewinsky and
Shmaryahu Levin, who dealt with the entrenchment of Zion-
ist education.

The editor and contributiors were assisted by an unofficial
editorial board consisting of Y. L. Peretz, who managed the
feuilleton section; Mordecai Spector, who edited the “Jewish
Cities and Villages” section; and “A Thinker” (Y. A. Hliashiv),
editor of the book review section.

The Sections

Belles Lettres

Literary work was given a significant amount of space in Der
Jude. Authors sympathetic to Zionism were published as well
as those who were not Zionists, The paper published not onty
the classicists, two of whom — Mendele Mocher Seforim and
Y. L. Peretz — were formerly Hebrew authors, and Shalom
Aleichem, who was a delegate to the Zionist Congress, but
also Abraham Reisen, S. An-ski and even David Pinski and
Abraham Walt (Liessin}, who were registered Bundists then.
Abraham Reisen’s poem “A Winter Song” was to be adopted
as the anthem of the Bund,® the large Jewish anti-Zionist party.
Authors and poets overseas also appeared in Der Jude, such
as Yehoash, Marris Rosenfeld and Y. Y, Schwartz in the U.S.

Der Jude initiated a new era in the history of Yiddish lit-
erature and the press. The works first published in it consti-
tuted the foundations of modern Yiddish literature. The liter-
ary development of writers such as Reisen, Nomberg, “A
Thinker” and Sholem Asch began on the pages of Der Jude.
Other writers and poels whose work appeared in the paper
included Shimon Frug, Menahem Mendel Horowitz, Shimon
Bronfeld and Jacob Dineson. The paper published not only
recognized writers and poets but also unknowns.

Of the Hebrew writers published in Yiddish by Der Jude,
Bialik was the most outstanding fizure. TFive of his poems
appeared in it over the years.

Der Jude published the prose of a total of 54 writers and
the poems of 38 poets during its four-year existence.

Jewish Cities and Villages

This section was distinctive fo Der Jude. Introducing it in the
first issue that he edited, Lurie wrote: “This section, which
will appear in every issue from now on, will provide descrip-
tions of Jewish life in the provincial towns.” The editor of the




section, Mordecai Spector, was a well known and experienced
writer,

The section constituted a survey of Jewish life in Russia.
It reflected the living, sometimes wretched reality of Jewish
life in the many villages throughout the Czarist state, viewed
through the prism of social Zionist criticism. It was based on
letters to the editor or anecdotes generally written in a feuilleton
style by Mordecai Spector under the pseudonym “Truth.”
Several examples are:

Here in Vilna there are “book peddlers” who sell books in

the jargon. The peddler goes from house to house with a

bundle of several dozen books. For a large book he gets 2

kopeks, for a smali book 1 kopek. When you finish reading

then, he returns and collects them and gives you new books,

He vsually comes around on Sabbath eve or before holidays.

He distribuates his entire library on these days.*

From Litchikov we read: In one of your articles you wrote
that light shouid be brought to the dark villages, Indeed, a
decision was made [here] to finance this. Two sides immedi-
ately formed up: one side argued that the streets should be 1it
up, and the other side that minds should be illuminated — that
a school should be built or the Talmud Torah should be en-
larged. The first side won out. Sidewalks were built and 36
street lamps were installed, and now our streets are lit up, but
the minds and hearts are as dark as before.

A Jewish woman in Zhitomir borrowed 50 kopeks from her
neighbor. When the neighbor demanded repayment of the
debt from the woman’s husband, he replied: [ give you my
wife as repayment. The neighbor agreed, and both of them
laughingly shook hands in the presence of two witnesses.
The joke, however, developed into a serious matter. The
neighbor claimed that by law the borrower was now his wife,
and he demanded a sum of money in exchange for forfeiting
the purchase. The woman meanwhile moved into her par-
ents’ home... The woman is the daughter of a rahbinical fam-

ily.

In Odessa there is terrible poverty in the Jewish lower class.
This is especially evident in the side streets. The well-off
Jews who live on the fine streets arc oblivious to the tribula-
tions of the unfortunate families with their hungry, half-na-
ked children. They see nothing and do not want to know
anything. Thousands of unfortunate Jews are to be found in
the side streets of Odessa and many die of hunger and cold,
and zll this happens in a city in which wealthy Jews, weaithy
merchants, live.
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Korchev, a small village near Otvosk, makes its living from
the deceased whom vacationers leave behind in the summer,
In Otvok it costs at least 500 rubles to bury a dead person
because the vacationers are millionaires...but this summer
there was a poor livelihood to be made....*
And so on and so forth. A gallery of images, a sea of events,
anecdotes and occurrences that made up Jewish [ife then.

Literary Criticism (“Critique”)

Newly published books were reviewed by “A Thinker” (Y. A,

Eliashiv) in this section. Critical articles on various fiterary

topics also appeared. A susvey of the books reviewed reveals

the breadth of erudition of the reviewer and his desire to inter-
est the readership in the range of bocks published in Yiddish,

Hebrew and Russian as well as in a variety of topics relating

to literature and culture. Examples from various issues of Der

Jude are:

* A review of a monograph by 8. Nissenbaum titled “The
History of the Jewish Community of Lublin.”

= Acritical analysis by “A Thinker” of Jacob Dineson’s story
“Yossele.”

* A brief review upon the appearance of the third notebook
inVolume 2 of “The Talmud in Russian Translation” hy N,
Ferperkovitch.

* A critique of the literary album by academician M. L.
Maimon.

* A listof easily comprehensible booklets in the jargon about
various academic topics. Four dealt with the natural sci-
ences and two with issues of religion and morality.

* A survey of the “Agricultural Settlers and Gardeners Li-
brary™ in simple, easily understood Yiddish providing ex-
planations about agriculture,

= A critical article about academic research on the jargon (Yid-
dish) by Fabins Schach and about Jacob Gerstein’s book
“The Yiddish-Germanic Language” in four parts.

Two articles of many that appeared in this section were
“Something About Literature” hy Reuben Brainin, in which
he analyzed the genre of the literary sketch, and an article by
“A Thinker” (EHashiv) on the poet Morris Rosenfeld.

Feuilleton Section

Although called the Feuilleton (i.e., a sketch in a light style)
Section, this department, headed by the renowned author Y. L.
Peretz, was a literary section in every respect. An examina-
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tion of the feuilletons published in Der Jude reveals that most
were distinctly literary pieces written with humor and irony.
Exarnples are a series by Jacob Dineson titted “The Birth Pangs
of the Messiah™ (1900, Nos. 42, 43, 44), and an ironic piece
by Mordecai Spector (1900, No. 27), “A War on Behalf the
Jews.” in the form of a kind of fantasy about the harsh perse-
cution of Jews in Rumania which prompts the consuls of the
enlightened countries of Europe to threaten Rumania that if
the persecution is not balted, Europe will declare war against
1t.

Art
Der Jude regularly printed reproductions of works of art by
Jewish artists in Russia. The pictures generally portrayed ex-
pulsions, persecution and destruction by fire, often showing
Jews in nightclothes fleeing with Torah scrofls and babies in
their arms, although other themes also appeared. The very
fact that the paper incorperated art into its content was excep-
tional for Jewish newspapers of the day.

Der Jude also published articles on science, biographies,
historical and political surveys and a column titled “Roaming
the Wide World.”

Light and Warmth to the Lonely

In summary, Der Jude was the first and only Yiddish Zionist
periodical of its time. 1t attracted a tong list of authors, Zion-
ist and non-Zionist, encouraged fine literature written in Yid-
dish, and published the best of this cutput - a policy quite
unanticipated for a Zionist organ. It was open to the entire
Tewish world and to the wider world outside, bringing its read-
ers knowledge from all parts of the globe. This, too, was a
highly innovative approach. At the time, there was no exdant
source for ongoing and regular information ahout Jewish life
in remote places.

Der Jude, whose essential aim was 10 disseminate the Zi-
onist idea, became a supra-party organ devoted to all topics
that concerned the Jewish people. An editorial titled “What
Must Zionists Do?” observed that “the tragedy is that a Zion-
ist is forbidden to deal with anything that smacks of the galut
fexile; the Diaspora).... The heders [religious schools] are
ghetto-like, the jargon is the language of the exile.... But, good
Lord, this approach is narrow and short-sighted.... We should
bring light and warmth to the parrow, suffocating dark corners
and to the lonely hearts.”
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In a similar vein, the paper did not function as a Zionist
organ in conveying information about Eretz Yisracl. Itreported
about the difficult situation there with accuracy, as an anti-
Zionist publication surely would have done. A pseudonymous
w7ionist Old-timer ™ reparted in “A Letter from Eretz Yisrael”
that the situation was terrible. People everywhere behieved
that “ali was lost'” Ruin in the workers’ realm and ruin in the
villages. People were in such despair that they had stopped
protesting or submitting requests and plans. The paper did
not beautify the harsh reality. Even though it was Zionist, it
remained faithful to the truth. 1t made an important contribu-
Gon in various areas of Jewish creativity and culture. Tthrought
news to its readership of about Yiddish theater, marking its
importance and status in Jewish national life, and reviewed
books, other literary works and cultural events. The newspa-
per, and Joseph Lurie, its second editor, earned high esteem
by non-Zionists because of the friendly attitude to Yiddish and
Yiddish writers.®

Der Jude was a qualitative periodical that set a high stand-
ard in its field. It was atso distinetive in the ideological and
political landscape of the turn of the 20th century in Eastern
Europe. It aspired to educate the Jewish masses in Russia
toward Zionism, Jewish cultural values, openness and discern-
ing taste.

Tt would be no mistake to conclude that these lofty aspira-
tions. as has been shown, were well and truly realized.

Translated from Hebrew by Judy Krausz
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Tribulations of a World Zionist Newspaper:
The Rise and Fall of the “Jiidische Welt-Rundschau”

Thomas von der Osten-Sacken

Zionist newspapers played a variety of roles in Germany after
the National Socialists came to power in 1933." Unlike the
press of assimilated Jews, they focused increasingly on Eretz
Yisrael as the most important immigration destination and as
a psychologically stabilizing center for a new national Jewry.
Depictions of “the new Jewish man and woman” in Eretz
Yisrael, embodied in the ideal image of the halutz, the Zionist
pioneer; and descriptions of Jewish life in Eretz Israel were
consistently, though not explicitty, a form of resistance against
the anti-Semitic image of the parasitic Jew disseminated by
the Nazis.

The less the Zionist press was allowed to report from Ger-
many, due to increasingly harsh restrictions imposed by the
German government during the 1930s, the more it concen-
trated on Eretz Yisrael and, later, on other countries as immimni-
gration destinations. While press reports in Europe displayed
increasingly nationalist tendencies, the Jewish nationalist, i.e.,
Zionist, press became increasingly cosmopolitan.? Immigra-
fion to Eretz Yisrael, and to other countries, spawned a new
readership whose contact with the old bomeland, Germany,
and the new one, Eretz Yisrael, was often sustained only
through the Jewish newspapers it received.

New Zionist publications in both the Diaspora and Eretz
Yisrael developed a close bond with the Diaspora. One of the
most interesting of these newspapers, which carried on the
tradition of the best-known German Zionist paper, Jiidische
Rundschai, was the Jidische Welt-Rundschau, whose forma-
tion and role are the subject of this article.

The first issue of the Jiidische Weltr-Rundschau (JWR), a
Zionist weekly produced in Jerusalem and printed in Paris,
whence it was distributed in over 60 countries, was published
on March 7, 1939. The idea for, and the marketing of the JWR
constituted a direct response by German Zionist immigrants
in Eretz Yistael 1o the ban imposed in 1938 on the Jewish press
in the German Reich. The JWR was linked both in terms of its

T

staff and contents to its precursor, the Zionist Jidische
Rundschau, which had been pubtished in Beriin. The new pa-
per was published by former workers of the Association of
German Zionists and former editors of the Jiidische Rundschau,

The JWR, which became the mouthpiece of German Zion-
ism for almost a yvear when Zionists were denied freedom of
expression in Germany, is one of the most interesting German
Jewish publications of the 1930s. It was a centinuation of the
Jiidische Rundschau, but published in Eretz Yisrael. In es-
sence, it was a German Zionist publication produced hy ex-
iles. Yet, as it was conceived in Eretz Yisrael and written for
readers there, it was also a local Eretz Yisrael newspaper. Thus
it was a makeshift solution with an “in-between” base, no
tonger in Germany, not yet in Eretz Yisrael, intended for an
exiled readership.® This position, developed by the JWR un-
der pressing circumstances, was a response (o the particular
situation of Jews from Germany and the regions annexed by
the Nazis. One of the first issues aptly described the Jiidische
Weir-Rundschau as “a unigue enterprise, unprecedented in
modern history”™

A publication in the spirit of “Wear the yellow

patch proudly”
After the Kristallnacht pogrom in 1938, the Jews of Germany,
including the Zionists, lost Germany for good as a base for
their activities. The publication of the JWR was a one-fime
attemnpt to turn a newspaper into a new center for German Jew-
ish-Zionist life, with a purely ideological rather than geographi-
cal link:
The JWR seeks to resume the illustrious tradition shaped by
German Jewish newspapers such as the Welr and the Jiidische
Rundschau.... Since the Jewish center in Germany had dis-
appeared. and no Jewish newspaper can be sent from there to
serve as a link between German-speaking Jews, this task i
being assumed by the Jiidische Welt-Rundschaw. What place




in the world can serve as the base for such z task? We do not

wish to represent a Jewry consisting of “emigrants,” but of

Jews who know where their center Hes, The Jiidische Welr-

Rundschau is published in Fretz Yisrael, This in itself consti-

tutes a symbol.... Eretz Yisrael and the Diaspora are two facts

of contemporary Jewish life. The Jiidische Welt-Rundschau

will cover both Eretz Yisrzel and the countries of the

Diaspora.... It wants to offer Jews a sense of unity and help

them cope with their concerns.... The Jidische Weli-

Rundschau speaks foremost to Jews, but addresses the non-

Jewish workd as well.

It seeks to forge a worldwide image of the new, comtempo-

rary Jew, tortured and persecuted yet steeled by work and

struggle and conscious of his or her human dignity even at

the height of a fateful storm. Tt supports Bretz Yisracl, it re-

quests the assistance of civilized nations in integrating the

Jews of the world and in healing the wounds inflicted by the

violence of recent years.’

The field of action of Zionist politics in the fall of 1938
seemed (o have shrunk more than ever. By allowing the Evian
refugee conference to fail, the Western countries had hluntly
demonstrated thetr refusal to assist Jews from the German
Reich.® Moreover, during the same year, almost all potential
countries of tmmigration closed their borders to Jewish refu-
gees. In the spring of 1939 Great Britain de facto stopped
Jewish immigration to Palestine, announcing that it did not
wish 1o see “a motley swarm of Jews he granted entry to any
other part of the Empire.””

Until the fall of 1938, many Jews still hoped that they would
be allowed to lead a ghetto life under National-Socialist rule
or would at least be granted an extension of up to ten years
within which they could emigrate from the Reich, Kristallnacht,
the state-organized pogrom on November 9, 1938, had hru-
tally confirmed the beginning of a new chapter in Nazi policy
toward Jews, which would lead to deportation and annihila-
tion.

Powerless and desperate, the German Zionists who had
managed to reach Eretz Yisrael followed the developments in
Germany, unable to halt or even affect them. Confrontation
with the Nazi government seemed pointless, and the possibii-
ity of negotiation to assist those Jews who had remained in
Germany was nenexistent. For over six years these emigrants
had been forced to watch, more or less helplessly, the Nazi
march from one victory to the next.

A newspaper such as the Jiidische Welt-Rundschau, pub-
lished in Eretz Yisrael, was meant to cover much more than
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the catastrophe of German Jews. In keeping with the tradition
of the Zionist press, the paper intended to function in the spirit
of a series of articles by Robert Weltsch titled “Wear the yei-
low patch proudly™ and write about a new Jewish conscious-
ness in a period when Jews were being reduced, to an unprec-
edented extent, “(o a worthless political object.”

It was this role, and not merely its name, that linked the
Jiidische Welt-Rundschau to the Jiidische Rundschau and the
tradition of Zionist journalism. Until the ban imposed on it in
19338, this Zionist newspaper, the largest and most important
in Germany, was much more than a typical newspaper: it rep-
resented Zionism to the outside world; it conducted major
dehates on the role and mission of Zionist politics on its pages:
and it hefped organize the emigration from Germany. Tts regu-
lar appearance and its boid lead articles steadied and strength-
cned the Jewish readership amid hardship and humiliation,
proving that Zionists “still had the ability to deliberate and act
even when their political impotence had become ohvious to
all, including themselves.”!?

The ban imposed by the Nazis on the German Jewish press,
which, along with other repressive measures, ushered in the
end of Jewish life in Germany, deliberately aimed at depriv-
ing Jews of their last venues of self-expression and at reduc-
ing them totally to no more than “tolerated objects.”’’ Even
earlier, the feeling was that “when speaking of the life of Jews
in Germany...cne should not forget that this term [Jewish life}
has a special ring. Tt cannot really be called life, but at best the
existence of a group of people non-tolerated and deprived of
every possible right, whose daily life is becoming harder every
minute.”* After the Austrian Anschluss in 1938, the very sight
of Austrian Jews forced to clean the street pavement with tooth
brushes had compietely shattered all hope for a Zionist solu-
tion to the “Tewish Question,” first and foremost the organ-
ized emigration to Palestine. Foliowing the pogrom of No-
vember 1938, the few Zionist activists left in Germany could
do little more than make every effort, under encrmous pres-
sure, to assist as many Jews as possible in their flight from
greater Germany — the so-called “Fluchiauswanderung” 1t
had become clear that Jewish life and politics would be possi-
ble only outside the German Reich, that “a Jewish era had
come to an end through terrible suffering, in the blazing light
of sacred assets set on fire.”"

The first editorial of the Jiidische Welt-Rundschau read:

In these hours our first thoughts go to our brothers in Ger-
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mary. All of us who emigrated from Germany (inciuding Aus-
tria and the Sudetenland) have experienced part of the Jew-
ish tragedy.... Quite some time has gone by since the Jews’
civil and legal rights were first violated, causing consterna-
tion and decp emotional shock among hundreds of thonsands
for whomi this blow came as a total surprise.... According to a
recent statement by a spokesman for the ruling party. the cuor-
rent policy intends to wrn Jews into a heap of dispossessed,
totally disenfranchised, hence desperate and antisocial hu-
man beings, and the state that has itself forcibly reduced them
to this level will thus feel entitled to take violent measures
against them, As far as this depends on German Jews, they
will not be reduced to this level.”

Early history of the JWR

As stressed in the first issue, the publishers of the Jiidische
Welr-Rundschau adopted the various aims previously pursued
by the Jiidische Rundschau and other Zionist newspapers pub-
lished in Germany. Making up for the loss of these papers,
and at the same time reinforcing the role of Zionism and Eretz
Yisrae! among all German Jews were viewed as a necessity.
Moreover, besides the support it lent Jews in Germany, the
Zionist press after 1933 increasingly provided the “new
Diaspora“ of German Jewish emigrees with information, analy-
sis and propaganda that would tie them ideologically to the
building of Eretz Yisrael. The ban on Jewish newspapers thus
affected not only Jewish readers who had remained in Ger-
many but also Jewish emigrants and refugees abroad.

In Eretz Yisrael. where over 60,000 German-speaking Jews
had immigrated during the 1930s, the Jewish press from Ger-
many, and especiatly the Jiidische Rundschau, played a cru-
cial role, as all attempts to publish a local Zionist daity or
weekly in German had been thwarted by the opposition of the
Jewish comumunity — the yishuy — which often resoried to strin-
gent means to keep Hebrew the sole language of written corn-
munication.

Several Zionists from Germany, among them Erich
Gotigetrew,'* had attempted in 1935 Lo found a German Zion-
ist magazine, titled Orient Express, as a suppletnent 1o the
newspaper L‘Orient published in Beirut. However, it was
forced to close after a few months due to vehement opposition
by all the Zionist bodies and by the Hebrew press in Eretz
Yisrael, Fven the German Jewish organizations in Eretz Yisrael
distanced themselves officially from the project.'® Non-He-
brew-speaking German Jews, probably the majority of new
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German immigrants at that time, had to rely, therefore, on for-
eign publications or, at best, on duplicated newspapers such
as Blumenthals Neueste Nachrichten (Blumenthal's Latest
News) or Presse Echo (Press Echo), which since 1937 offered
mostly news translated from the Hebrew or English press. The
only exception was the Minteilungsblatt der Hitachduth Olej
Germania {Information Bulletin of the Association of Ger-
man Emmigrants; MB).

The Association of German Immigrants (HOG), founded
in 1932 by Zionists who had been active in the Association of
German Zionists {Zionistische Vereinigung fiir Deutschland)
to represent the interests of German Jews in Eretz Yisrael,
evolved into an important institution in the yishuy. The HOG,
renamed, following Austria’s Anschluss, Hitachdut Qlej
Germania ve-Austria {the Association of German and Aus-
trian Fmmigrants — HOGOA), published a biweekly,
Mitteilungsblart {Information Bulletin}, for subscribers, which
featured, besides advice on integration and daily life in Eretz
Yisracl, background articies and analyses on the situation there
and in the Diaspora. However, despite its increasingly profes-
sional level, the Mifteilungshiart could not replace a daily or
weekly newspaper, though with a circulation of 3,500' it ot-
fered new German immigrants an important link to political
life in Palestine.

Early planning
Despite the setbacks, the German Zionists in Eretz Yisrael never
abandoned the idea of publishing their own newspaper. With
an eye to the lucrative local advertising market,'® the editorial
stalf of the Jiidische Rundschau in 1937 planned to print its
own Palestine supplement in Jerusalem, independently of the
German edition. Apparently, the German government itself
had indicated in mid-1938 that it would agree to such a
project.' In a mermorandum to Robert Weltsch, the long-time
editor of the Jidische Rundschau, one of the Zionist activists,
Bruno Kirschner,® proposed another idea in Augunst 1938,
namely, to develop a German daily in Eretz Yisrael to be pub-
lished as a supplement to He ‘aretz.?' Since Weltsch, who had
been a symbol of Zionist journalism in the 1930s, had immi-
grated to Erctz Yisrael in September 1938, such a project
seemed feasible on a personal level as well,

Moreover, following the ban on the German Jewish press,
no German Zionist newspapers remained in Europe, except in
Switzerland. An important link was thus severed between vari-




ous German Jewish populations who had increasingly joined
forces around the idea of building a national homeland in Ereiz
Yisrael. The psychological significance of Eretz Yisrael, noted
in 1939 by the former manager of the Jiidische Rundschau,
Erich Liepmann, was true not only for those Jews who had
remained in Germany but for the majority of all the emigrants,
whether Zionist or non-Zionist:

It is the thought of building Eretz Israel that brings some

light amd hope into the Jews’ bleak life in Germany. Since

there is almost no Jewish family in Germany today without
children or relatives in Palestine, since the developments in

Germany have vindicated the Zionist idea, the thought of

huiiding Eretz Israel has become in the last scven years the

common praperty of German Jews, and is now the silent hope
and great faith of German Jewry. ™

As attested by countless letters from readers from abroad
to the editors of the /R, the Zionist press thereby forged cross-
border links between German Jews. Understandably, after the
ban on the Jiidische Rundschau, German-speaking Jews both
in Eretz Yisrael and other countries increasingly called for a
Zionist newspaper in German.*

With the ban on the Jiidische Rundschau, the German Zi-
onists in Eretz Yisrael lost, inter alia, an important political
organ that had supported their activities in the country. Immi-
grants from Germany had been trying o gain political clout in
the vishuv since the mid-1930s. In 1938, the Achdnt Ha’am
(People’s Unity) Party was formed in Eretz Yisrael nnder the
leadership of Gustav Krojanker, a noted Zionist, with the goal
of representing fberal-leaning immigrants.frem Central Euo-
rope. The party’s goal was to establish a third, moderate, lib-
eral force between the East European socialist majority and
the revisionist minority in the yishuyv. Achdut Ha'am’s plat-
form dovetailed more or less with that fostered thus far by
German Zionism: reconciliation with the Arahs and the Brit-
ish; no radicalization of the yishuy; and advocacy of “a third
way” opposed to both a socialist economy and the revisionists
under Ze’ev Jahotinsky, who were labeled fascists by the Ger-
man Jewish liberals and who had been the main opponents of
“German Zionism” back in Germany.

Furthermore, as the majority of politically active imimi-
grants from Germany, but unlike the establishment yishuv,
Achdut Ha’am considered “the critical situation of German
Jewry the foremost challenge for Zionism in particular and
world Jewry in general.™ Ils announced goal, which was
adopted by the JWR, was to assist the Jewish Diaspora from
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its base in Eretz Yisrael. Controversies over internal Erctz
Yisrael issues, therefore, receded into the background, in con-
trast to the platforms of other local parties. Georg Landauer, a
long-time activist in the Association of German Zionists, noted
that the yishuv, although shocked by the events in Germany,
“concentrates heavily on local problems, on the political tate
of Palestine, Jewish immigration, security issues. The press
reacts harshly, yet no substantial public stir has been noted.”

The goals set for the Jidische Well-Rundschau were de-
signed, inter alia, to break the fixation of Eretz Yisrael politics
on internal issues and thrust the fate of the Jews persecuted by
the Nazis onto the Zionist agenda. Nearly all former members
of the Association of German Zionists who had immigrated Lo
Palestine participated in the planning and founding of the
Freundeskreis der Jiidischen Welt-Rundschau {Friends of
Jiidische Welr-Rundschauw), which kept close contact with vari-
ous Zionist bodies. These establishment bodies agreed to the
project, provided that the new paper would target only the
overseas public and would not develop into a German news-
paper in Eretz Yisracl.”® Nevertheless, HOGOA sought to com-
bine the new paper with the extant information builetins in
order to reach the German-speaking public in Eretz Yisrael as
well, to impart “knowledge about Jewish life and Zionist
thonght to the tens of thousands driven unprepared to the coun-
iry by the current tragic circumstances and thus help them
strike firm roots there.”"?

A decision was made, therefore, to change the format of
the information bulletins, and to publish the new paper “in
two editions with different titles — a local edition entitled
Mirteilungsblatt der HOG (Information Bulletin of the
HOG)...and a foreign edition as JWR."#

In the event, close personal ties existed between HOGOA,
Achdut Ha'am and the Freundeskreis, as their members were
former activists of the Association of German Zionists who
had besn seeking for vears to Hnk their activity in Germany
with Eretz Yisrael. They anticipated that a newspaper of their
own would further reinforce their position and allow them to
carry on their activities from Eretz Yisrael: “With Jiidische
Rundschau subscrihers in 64 countries outside Germany, the
newspaper should attempt to become the central organ of Ger-
man-speaking fewry throughout the world.... It is of utmost
importance to establish a fait accompli in order to keep the
wortdwide German Jewish newspaper...in Zionist hands.”*

Aware that time was running short, since Hitler’s politics
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would soon plunge Europe, and with it European Jews, nto a
catastrophe, the Freundeskreis set to work at full speed in or-
der to cope with the vast array of financial and organizational
prohiems raised by the project. At the same time, the staff
feared that a rival Zionist body might forestall publication of
the Jiidische Welt-Rundschai with a newspaper of its own tai-
lored to German Jews in the new Diaspora. A paper with revi-
sionist leanings, Medina Ivrif, published in Prague, had al-
ready announced that it would be “the sole Jewish German
Janguage paper in the world” from then on.™

International Zionist newspaper or emigrant
bulletin?

The original plan to retain the name Jiidische Rundschau for
the newspaper to be published in Eretz Yisrael was discarded
in the winter of 1938, “as it could jeopardize the lives of col-
leagues who were still in Germany.™  Since the Jidische
Rundschau was officially banned, a breach of the ban, it was
feared, would prompt the Nazis to use harsh collective pun-
ishment against Jews still living in Germany.™ Moreover, the
staff decided to make the independent status of the JWR clear
to the German authorities,

The JWR's somewhat reserved position toward the Ger-
man anthorities and the National-Socialist state with its anti-
Semitic ideology was the subject of extended controversy.
While the editors saw it as their duty to sharply criticize the
war-mongering Nazi regime and Germany’s policy toward
Jews, they had to bear in mind that severe restrictions nol-
withstanding. Zionist organizations were still active in the
Reich and had to cooperate with the National-Socialist au-
thorities, for example in emigration matters.™ Since the Nazis
had proved in the past that they did not distinguish between
Zionists abroad and those in Germany, but held them account-
able for each other, caution was needed. In terms of content,
the JWR did not want to acquire the reputation of yet another
“emigrant newspaper,” since from 1933 onward the Zionists
had expressed strong reservations about various exile publi-
cations, which they decried as a “red assimilationist press.”™
This exile or emigrant press was both feared and criticized as
the stronghold of assimilated Jewry which rejected the Zion-
ist solution to the Jewish question, i.e., the creation of a na-
tional homeland in Palestine, and advocated instead the inte-
gration of Jews in the Diaspora.

A related issue was also treated tactfully:
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One of the main tasks of the Jidische Welt-Rundschau will

be the debate with hostile, anti-Jewish powers in the world.

Unlike the Jiidische Rundschau in Berlin, the Jidische Welz-

Rundschau will be able to speak openty and clearly and will

sharply underscore the Jewish position on the anti-Semitic

slandler propagated throughout the world, It will fight against

National-Socialism with both dignity and determination,

while trying to win the attention of non-Jewish bodies as

well.?

Even if they did not entirely abandon their original Zionist
analysis of anti-Semitism as “the gentiles” normal, almost ra-
tional reaction to the abnormal, perverse state of the Jewish
people in the Diaspora,”™ the publishers of the JWR revised
their political position when they joined - albeit with some
reservation - the anti-Nazi movement that was gathering mo-
mentum worldwide.

Still, criticism of the Nazis was strikingly restrained in the
first issues of the JWR. In a letier to Ha' arerz publisher Salman
Schocken, Yeshayahu Klinow was openly eritical, noting: “The
first issue didn’t feature a single word against Nazi Germany.™
JWR Editor-in-Chief Rohert Weltsch, too, stated iater:

I believe the issue [of the newspaper] is gnite harmless; I

assume you can notify Berlin that if anything should be beld

against us, one may say that ours is a Zionist paper rather
than an ‘emigrant builetin, which will not attack Germany,
although it cbviously cannot agree with Nazi anti-Semitism,

a position that was not expected of the /R in Berlin either®

Final plans

The publishing plans for the JWR were completed in Febru-
ary 1939, A puhlishing committee was set up to represent the
German-speaking Zionists in Eretz Yisrael, in consultation with
representatives of the former Association of German Zionists,
the German section of the Jewish Agency, the Zionist Execu-
tive. and the executive committee of the Association of Ger-
man Immigrants (HOG). Siegmund Katznelson, previously
publisher of the Jiidische Verlag in Germany, assumed the
management of the JWR. He, together with Gustav Krojanket,
guaranteed the project’s financial success with personal in-
vestments, and almost all the known German Zionists in Eretz
Yisrael supported the new paper. A former worker at the JK,
Betty Frankenbeimer, had managed to escape Germany and
brought the paper’s foreign subscription list to Eretz Yisrael.
The JWR could theretore be sent out to some 11,000 addresses.
The HOG had already sent three issues of the Mitteilungsblatt
{MB) — the Information Bulletin ~ to these subscribers and




Teceived a positive response.”

The JWR could also rely on the correspondent network of
the Jiidische Rundschau, which spanned the world from Shang-
hai to ali the European capitals and Latin America. The open
nature of the JWR inspired people to join the project, with
manuscripts arriving at the editorial office from all parts of
the world. The JWR could thus develop the cosmopolitan tenor
ol its precursor, the JR, even further, and inform readers about
the situation ol Jews as far afield as Swaziland.

A former JR correspondent, Erwin Kaskeline, found a print
shop in Paris willing to print the galleys overnight. They were
flown in Wednesday night from Jerusalem, and the JWR could
be distributed next morning all over the world. Additionaily,
Paris was chosen as the printing venue in order to turn the
JWR into a paper officially produced abroad rather than in
Palestine. Although the Mitteilungsblatt of the HOGOA was
to be printed in Tel Aviv with a front page identical to that of
the JWR, the publishers of the Mirteilungsblatt reached an
agreement with the Zionist Executive whereby they would send
the bulietin to suhscribers only and would not sell it on the
stands.*

The dispute over the ‘“Jiidische Welt-Rundschau”
The first issue of Jidische Welt-Rundschau had barely ap-
peared, in March 1939, when a fierce quarrel hroke out in
Eretz Yisrael over the paper, which scon turned into a dispute
ahout the role of German immigrants in Eretz Yisrael and high-
lighted the far-reaching differences hetween Central European
Jews and the yishuv with its Eastern European sensibility.

It is not clear whether the Mitteilungsblatt, to he distrib-
uted in Eretz Yisrael as the JWR, appeared on the newsstands
due to an oversight, as the pubiishers laler explained, or
whether, as claimed by the Hebrew press, this move was
planned ahead of time despite the agreement with the Zionist
Executive. The leading Hebrew newspapers, Ha'aretz,
Haboker and Hamashkif, severely condemned the publication
of the JWR; trade unions and various Zionist organizations
publicly protested against the paper’s publication; and a “Com-
mittee for the Struggle against the German Press™ was set up
in Jerusalem. Matters went so far that the JWR was allegedly
burned in public.# Appeals to boycott the paper followed:
“Stands selling the Jidische Welt-Rundschau or the
Mirteilungshlart of the HOG will no longer be supplied with
Hebrew dzilies.™* On March 26 a central protest meeting took
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place in Jerusalem, where the HOG was presented with an
ultimatum: halt the publication of the paper within 48 hours,
or face stricter measures against it.*

The indignation had been unieashed hecause of the merge
of the Mitreilungsblast with the JWR, which ostensihly resuited
in the publication of a German newspaper in Eretz Yisrael. A
letter to Weltsch read: “Stop publishing a newspaper in Ger-
man hecause Hebrew s the language of the country.”* Under
mounting pressure exerted on the JWR and HOG, inciuding
by some German Jews, the publishers finally yielded. In two
separate staternents pubtished in suhsequent issues of the JWR
and MB, both papers, together with the HOG, justified the
original concept of their project hut agreed to the Hehraists
demands: from now on the JWR and the M5 would be two
separate publications. The JWR would be distributed from
Paris as an overseas newspaper, while the MB would once again
be distrihuted in Palestine as a local biweckly of the HOG.

Responding to the charges against them, the HOG, and
Robert Weltsch, defended the JWR and criticized the way the
conflict was handled. After ail, they pointed out, countless
Yiddish and English puhlications had been printed in Eretz
Yisrael for years without any public objection. Only the use
of German regularly evoked a storm, although it was precisely
the German irnmigrant community that had heen making vig-
orous efforts at infegration. Opposition to the JWR had a
counterproductive effect on overall Zionist politics and fur-
ther isolated those affected, they argued. “Today,” stated
HOGOA, “thousands of Jews live alongside the yishuv with-
out any connection to the life of the country. Previously, this
population, oo, was able to read the Zionist press of Central
Europe”™ Moreover, HOGOA pointed out that absence of
German Zionist papers, which would play an important edu-
cational role, reinforeed, instead, the danger of a “new assimi-
lation,” as those immigrants in Eretz Yisrael still unfamiliar
with Hebrew would withdraw to German-speaking isiands,
while refugees in other countries would lose contact with Zi-
onism. Those Jews who professed apolitical or non-Zionist
attitudes before the Nazis came to power would be most af-
fected. HOGOA feared these Jews could be

completely iost for Zionism, as no organization was able to

care for them on an ongoing basis. A newspaper is the only

means to maintain contact with these people and to struggle
against geography and total fragmentation — a struggle in-
formed by the idea that all Jews belong to one people. Moreo-
ver, immigrants from Central European countries today are
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exposed everywhere to strong anti-Zionist and anti-Palestin-
ian influences. The efforts to assimilate, wilh no prospects
left in Germany after 1933, are visibly stronger today. While
we arc silent, other Jewish groups are gaining more influ-
ence over Jewish emigrants.

We firmly believe that following the collapse of German-
speaking Jewish centers and the forced dismantling of Zion-
ist organizations in Germany-Austria, the denter for such a
Zionist organ can exist only in Eretz Yiseael.... This is why
we have made every effort (o promote the publication of a
new paper to replace our destroyed Zionist press, and are
glad the Jiidische Welt-Rundschau has become a reality.®

Causes of the hostility toward the new
newspaper
Considering the claims raised by the HOG, and the predica-
ment of German Jewry, one wonders why large sectors of the
yishitv reacted 50 agpressively to the publication of the JWR.
Even then, there was speculation that the Hebrew newspapers
were defending their monopoly in the advertising market and
feared the considerable competition that might result from a
professionatly produced German newspaper.”” Another factor,
noted by Israeli historian Yoav Gelber, was thai the majority
population of the yishuv, with its Bastern Buropean sensibil-
ity, had long since been angered by the German immigrants’
“loyalty to the German language and culture.... They injure
national pride and interfere with the attempt to revive the He-
brew language”* Even more importanily, the campaign was
an aitempt to weaken the impact of German Zionism, with
which both the JWR and Achdut Ha’am were associated. Ger-
man Zionism was deemed a liberal current seeking a settle-
ment with the Arabs, embodied mainly in the Brith Shalom
organizaticn which advocated a binational state® as well as a
policy of close cooperation with the British. Tom Segev suc-
cinetly conveys the difference between the German Jews —
called “Yekkes” in Eretz Yisrael — and the majority population
in the yisauv:

In the conflict between socialist collectivism and liberal in-

dividualism, the Yekkes were to be found among the liberals.

In the conflict between the demands of the country and indi-

vidual rights, most Yekkes took the side of the individual....

In the conflict between viclence, militarism, exlremism as

well as hostility toward the Arabs, on the one hand, and a

readiness for peace, on the other, the Yekkes advocated toler-

ance and compromise.”

In Eretz Yisrael, staff members and conteibutors to the JWR
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such as Martin Buber, Robert Weltsch, Elias Averbach and
Kurt Blumenfeld were perceived as representatives of this
moderate position, which et with growing crificism in the
aie 1930s. Palestinian Arabs had been mounting an open re-
volt against the British Mandate government and against Zi-
onist immigration since 1936, which claimed a daily toll of
fatalities and wounded and slowly led to the militarization of
ihe yishuv. Haboker wrote that white all German Jews were
warmly welcome, transplanting “Meineckenstrasse [the toca-
tion of the headquarters of the Association of German Zion-
ists| with its character and atmosphere o Palesiing” was un-
desirable” Ha’aretz editor Yeshayahu Klinow wrote mock-
ingly: “The ideological rift between the JWR s line of thought
and that of the yishiv is infinite."*

Moreover, the Zionist parties feared that, should the Ger-
man Zionists manage to set up a party of their own, it would
be a formidable competitor for influence and constituents.
Later on, the establishment of the Aliya Hadasha Party by
immigrants from Germany in the early 1940s, which perpetu-
ated the platform of Achdut Ha’am and became the second
strongest party in Eretz Yisrael for a time, was to vindicate
these fears. The dispute over the J WR was also, therefore, a
conflict between political forces, namely between the Eastern
European proletarian orientation of the earlier immigrations
and the middie-class liberal mindset of the immigrants from
Germany and Central Europe. Hans Georg Burger reached
the conclasion that “the Welt-Rundschau, the MB and the
HOG...were perceived as a SeTious new opposition,” and that
the disputes over the JWR “stemmed from conflicting politi-
cal positions and the atiempt to prevent the formation of a
new organ of political opposition in the vishuv” The issue of
a German newspaper in Eretz Yistael, therefore, was not the
reason but the pretext for the dispute.” &

Robert Weltsch, a distinguished representative of the left-
liberal tradition of German Zionism, was also aware that some-
thing more essential was at stake than the publication of a
German-language newspaper. Presumably, this was the rea-
son that he tried publicly to minimize the aftacks on the JWR
as misunderstandings. In a long letter, published in the He-
brew press as well, he laid out a defense of the idea of the
JWR before its detractors. He, too, stressed that the JWR was
not an Eretz Yisrael paper but was intended for German Jews
scattered throughout the world, whose unique fate required
special acton:




If you are interested in facts, § am wiiling to show you hon-

dreds of letters from all the countries, from German and non-

German Jews, who no longer have a newspaper, since the

Jewish press in Germany has been discontinue.... This situ-

ation cannot be compared with that of any other Jewish group

in the world. A large, widely distributed Yiddish press exists,

for example, in Poland, America and other countries, and thou-

sands of copies of these newspapers are allegedly sold in Pal-

estine as well. Bug German-speaking Jews no longer have
either a center or a newspaper; they have no contact with

Jewish centers. The peopie who publish the JWR are no less

attached to Hebrew culture and Jewish rebirth than anyone

else. But tens of thousands of people who do not understand

Hebrew stand behind us. This is our reality, [am convinced

there is no more important task in this situation than to medi-

ate between these people and Hebrew Eretz Yisrae].

Following these statements, and the formal separation be-
tween the JWR and HOGOA, criticism of the JWR ahated,
although it did not entirely cease until the outbreak of World
War [1. The distribution of the paper from Paris without the
M us aJocal paper printed in Eretz Yisrael was a sethack for
the Welr-Rundschau project, as described somewhat
understatedly by Felix Schneebalg: “To a large extent, the
paper’s content is no longer topical, and the advertising pros-
pects have greatly declined.”

In Aprit 1939 the Freundeskreis of the Jiidische Welit-
Rundschau founded the Jewish Newspaper Lid., with Gustay
Krojanker and Siegmund Katznelson puiting up a personat
investment of £1,500 as collateral for 40% of the capital
Cooperation with the HOGOA was officially terminated and
the JWR was no longer automatically sent to subscribers of
the MB, although some unofficial cooperation did subsist. De-
spite financial losses caused by the reorganization, the pub-
lishers were able to bring out the JWR in the same format until
the ountbreak of World War 11 As hoped, it evolved in those
few months into a Zionist medium not only read worldwide
but welt received by Zionists and anti-Zionists alike. Undoubt-
edly, it was the most important organ of German Zionism un-
tif ity final closure in the spring of 1940,

An attempt “to survive and find one’s way
through the storm”>

The scope of this article does not allow me to discuss the vari-
ous articles, essays and commentaries on the politics of cul-
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ture in Eretz Yisrael published in the JWR, although they more
than merit exposure. Whether Martin Buber‘s “The End of
the German-Jewish Symbiosis,” the coverage of the 2ist Zi-
onist Congress in Geneva, the debate over the role and the
dangers of the new Jewish nationalism in Eretz Yisrael,*® the
appeal for an understanding with the Arabs, or the analyses of
anti-Semitic racism — all these ought to be presented in de-
taif. Similarly, a report on the different articles written in the
paper about the changes in the German Zionist analysis of
anti-Semitism and Zionist strategy toward the British and the
Arabs is sorely missing.

Supported by noted Zionists and non-Zionists, the JWR
endeavored to be & forum for these arguments and, at the same
time, analyze and comment on the rapid developments in in-
ternational politics and take a stand wherever possible. Dur-
ing the paper’s short life span, when it was distributed from
Paris, the Germans marched inta Prague, the Hitler-Stalin Pact
was signed, the 21st Zionist Congress was held and the Brit-
ish Mandate government de facto banned Jewish immigration
to Palestine, while boats with so-called illegal immigrants fre-
quenily landed on the Palestinian coast or were intercepted by
the British navy.

With the outbreak of World War 11, the publication of the
JWR in its extant format had to be discontinued. Resunied in
December 1939, it was produced and printed in Palestine,
whence it was sent to several countries. The Nazi invasion of
France, Belgiumn and Holfand put an end ¢o its publication
finally in May 1940,

With the outbreak of the war, the MB and JWR were again
merged de facto, though no disputes with the vishuv recurred.
On November {3, 1939, the Freundeskreis members decided
that HOGOA would officially publish the JWR.® With the clo-
sure of the JWR in 1940, all rights to the paper’s name were
transterred to Eretz Yisrael HOGOA, which stated: “Should it
be possible 1o republish the JWR in Palestine, the HOGOA
would do its utmost to prevent publication of an organ in Ger-
many or any other country which claimed to carry on the old
tradition by taking advantage of the name JR or JWR.%

The Jiidische Welt-Rundschau was never published again.
Still, beginning in the summer of 1940, the Mirteilungsblatt,
with the active help of Robert Weltsch and other JWR staffers,
evolved into a German Zionist weekly published in Eretz
Yisrael, which assumed, at feast for German Jews in Eretz
Yisrael, the role originally intended for the JWR, The MB was
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sent 1o subscribers abroad as long as this was possible, and
soon served the Aiya Hadasha Party as an organ, carrying on
the traditions of German Zionism in Eretz Yisrael in the 1940s.
At the same fime, the Aufbau in the U.S. grew from a small
emigrant paper into the most important organ of the German
Jewish Diaspora and perpetuated, in its own way, the pro-Zi-
onist and anti-fascist political tenor of the JWR.

Transiated from German by Beatrice Smedley
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English Reviews of Hebrew Articles

New Books in Hebrew About the Press and the Media

An Open World: Positive and Negative / Michael
Keren

Niv Ahituv, A World Without Secrets: On the Open
Information Society (Tel Avivi Am Oved, Atidot Series, 2001)

Niv Ahituv’s book deals with the phenomenon of a world
without secrets. Listing the agencies that have information
about us, he cites a series of bodies ranging from the Income
Tax Authority to credit card companies, Internet servers and
the Ministry of Education.

Rather than rebel against the development of the open
information society, which he feels is useless, Ahituv suggests
joining it and preparing for the revolution that is unfoiding
before us. This revolution is characterized by the mass
distribution of inter-organizational systems for conveying
information, for carrying on electronic commerce, for spying
by satellite and so forth.

The book posits two forecasts — one optimistic, the other
pessimistic — regarding the nature of this new society. The
optimistic one is based on the possibility of business creativity
stemming from competition based no longer on information
itself but on the creative use of it. In a similar vein, a halt in
the arms race may be anticipated in light of the impossibility
of keeping research and development secret. The pessimistic
forecast is based on harm to the freedoms of the citizen due to
governmental and corporate control of information which turns
the individual's fortress/home into a venue for police
interrogation.

A challenging question raised by the author is whether the
safeguarding of privacy should continue to be viewed as a
sacred cow. Ultimately, he claims, the public will have to
consider the benefits of putting limitations on the right to
privacy. In Ahituv’s view, by preparing for the open information
society and by molding it along moral lines, the approaching
era can be one of the best ever for humankind.

Two problems loom, however. One is the possibility that
the public itself will decide about its future, whether based on
cost-benefit considerations or on meral principles — a prospect
that conflicts with the technological determinism at the heart
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of the discourse about this revolution. The other is that, as
Herbert Marcuse has pointed out, the developmeni of moral
principles is not independent of material and technological
forces. The demand for freedom, for example, developed as
part of the conditions engendered by the earlier industrial
revolution. The probiem, therefore, is not how to protect the
freedom-loving individuai from the sciensific revolution, but
how to safeguard the conditions that engendered the demand
for freedom historically. The fear is not of harming the freedom
of people who are concerned for it, but of the emergence of a
generation whose existence in the shadow of enslavement to
scientific technology witl become natural to them.

In contrast to the optimistic spirit of the book, T tend to
view the future in terms of the prospect it raises of the “open
information society that has gone off the rails. It does not
improve the lives of all, but rather distorts them, is controlled
by only a few, and turns the world into a hetl on earth” (p. 7).

The Israeli Press at the Start of the Al-Aksa
Intifada / Anat Biletzki

Daniel Dor, The Press Under the Influence (Tel Aviv: Babel,
2001

Daniel Dor takes on a double task: that of a philosophic/
semantic/political analysis of the journalistic output that
flooded the press during the first three weeks of the al-Aksa
intifada from a linguistic and media point of view; and the
enhancement, thereby, of our understanding of these events.
While an understanding of the events was and remains deeply
problematic over the past year and a haif, the first part of the
task — a detailed exposure of the journalistic response during
the first days of panic — is well handled through the provision
of fascinating, even astonishing, analyses, insights and
explanations.

Essentially, the ontbreak of the intifada elicited a reaction
of fear, anger, hate and ignorance on the part of the Israeli
press. In practice, the press refiected the establishment
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propaganda line of the government, the Israel Defense Forces
and the Security Service. In effect, the readers were subjected
to the influence of these elements through the editorial policy
and treatment of layout, headlines, etc. All of this is illuminated
throughout the book by countless examples of every
Journalistic sin: propagandistic slanting of news reports, the
unilateral blaming of Arafat as instigator of the intifada,
fomenting an atmosphere of apocalyptic panic, entrenching
the lie of Israeli restraint, incitement against the Arabs of Israsi,
the total delegitimation of Arafat and the Palestinians as
partners in peace, and the deep conviction of Israel’s pure
intentions.

Notably, Dor poings out repeatediy that a close examination
of the articles shows a more complex picture of reality than
the simplistic consensual “We want peace, but we have no
partuer on the other side at this time” that was reflected in the
headlines and that took root in the Israeii Jewish public. The
fact that the complexity of the issue is discernible in the news
reports and the commentary, and yet a simplistic consensus
was created uevertheless, underscores the merit of exposing
and studying the journalistic/editorial factor which led to such
a significant deviation from reality.

Dor’s explanation may be summarized in four points: the
reliance by the newspapers on establishment infermation; the
recruitment of the newspapers for the mission of national unity;
a disregard of the ongoing occupatiou; and a conviction in the
supreme efforts for peace made by Barak.

The reaction to the book by the press was predictable:
Ha'arer; devoted a not inconsiderable amount of space to it,
while Yedi'ot Aharonot and Ma’ariv ignored it entirely. The
book, however, made an impact in other venues where the
painful issues raised in it are discussed in study days,
conferences and lectures. Readers whose interest in the media
is not only professional but also relates to political and moral
aspects will find great interest in it,

“Ma’ariv’’ ~ A View From Within / Mordecai Naor

Yuval Elitsur, From Shaharit to “Ma’ariv’: Chapters in
the Press (Tel Aviv: Te'uda, 2002, 261 pp.)

Elitsur, a media person from his earliest youth, began his career
in the British Mandate’s Voice of Jerusalem Hebrew broadcasts,
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in which he read parts and wrote skits while not vet 15 years
oid. He then edited a newsletter for the Scouts movement,
wrote for the newspaper Ashmoret, and became one of the
first writers for the Israel Defense Forces Bamahaneh and for
the Air Force organ. He also worked for Kol Israel.

Following a period of study in journalism in the U.S,,
Elitsur returned to Israel and joined Ha arez as a night editor
and economic writer. He soon shifted to A’ ariv, where he
was appointed editor of the economics section and eventually
became assistant editor of the paper during a 35-year career.
His story is also the story of Ma'ariv, from its glory days of
the 1950s, when the banner “The most widely distributed
newspaper in the state” appeared beneath the logo, until the
early 1990s, a period of crisis and changes of ownership, with
the paper trying unsuccessfully to close the gap with Yedi’ot
Aharonot.

It is a highly personal story, and unflattering to Mea'ariv,
revealing the paper’s weaknesses even when it was viewed as
the most pepular and influential paper in the country. Elitsur
criticizes the senior editors and the management, following
the death of founder Dr. Ezriel Carlebach, as fearful of change,
which eventually led to the decline of the paper and the re-
ascendance of its rival, Yedi’of Aharonot. 4

The book contains a great deal of behind-the-scenes
information about newspaper work, as well as about the tes
of Ma’ariv’s senior editorial staff with the country’s leaders
and policy makers. To his credit, Elitsur writes with a
commendable degree of candor. One example is his treatment
of the controversial “‘putsch” carried out by the senior staff of
Yedi'ot Aharonot in Febroary 1948 in quitting that paper
without notice and clandestiuely launching Ma’ariv. Another
example is his analysis of the meteoric rise and fall of Ma'ariv,
which, he claims, was saved by a large capital injection by
Robert Maxwelt, and after his death by the acquisition of the
paper by the Nimrodi family. Elitsur ascribes a major portion
of the blame for the decline of the paper to the failed
management of Ido Dissenchik as editor in chief.

Notably, Elitsur emphasizes the large measure of freedom
given to him as a writer and analyst over the years, especially
in light of the fact that the targets of his criticism were often
well-known establishment figures. Other areas covered in the
book are his work as a foreign correspondent, his roie in the
struggle against the Arab Boycott, poelitical and economic

83e



Kesher No. 31, May 2002

assignments on behaif of the Foreign Office, and books that
he has written — most notably The Establishment (1973)
together with Eliahu Salpeter.

Objects of Discrimination by the Israeli Media /
Vicky Shiran

Eli Avraham, The Israel Hidden From the Media: The
Kibbutzim, Settlements, Development Towns and Arab
Communities as Reflected in the Press (Jerusalem:
Alkademon, 2001)

This book is required reading for anyone interested in the media
and its role in molding the Tsraeli milieu. It analyzes the patterns
of representation of the periphery in the press from the early
1960s to the mid-90s. Conceivably, the findings are applicable
as well to the electronic media, which have adopted many of
the practices of the press. The importance of the book lies in
the mirror it holds up to the dominant media center, showing
how these media mold the image of entire populations as
socially marginal in the mainstream consciousness, thereby
perpetuating negative stereotypes. The book, however, is even
more comprehensive and complex in that it exposes the focal
point of media power and its role in social and political
processes.

The book is based on qualitative and quantitative research
of patterns of press coverage using a sample of 800 issues of
Ha'aretz and Yedi’or Aharonot spanning four decades. The
study is also supported by dozens of interviews of editors,
reporters, spokespersons and public figures.

Four main groups constitute the “periphery” in Avraham’s
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book: development towns {population 1,100,000), the Arab
communities within the Green Line (800,000}, the kibbutzim
(124,000) and the settlements across the (reen Line (116,000),
based on data from the Central Office of Statistics from 1996,
The research found that the kibbuizim, which constituted a
small fraction of the total population studied, were treated
positively over the time span under review, although this trend
began to change during the 1990s. By contrast, the coverage
of the development towns and the Arab communities, which
together comprised some 2 million residents, was
conspicuously and continually negative. The Arab
communities, moreover, received relatively less coverage
proportional to their population, while the coverage of the
settlements was proportionally much greater, albeit not positive
in tone.

Avraham reveals that the key factor regarding the patterns
of coverage is the sociopolitical affinity of the population
stadied with the foci of power in society and in the press, as
exemplified by the sustained positive coverage of the kibbutzim
despite the systematic decline of their mythologic status from
the late 1970s onward. This is attributable, the author argues,
to the shared sociopolitical background (Ashkenazi, secular,
liberal-Left) of the editors and reporters and the kibbutz
population. Additionatly, the agenda of the press, despite
protestations of neutrality, differs from that of the development
towns or the settlements. Ultimately, neither geographic
distance nor size of the population studied influenced patterns
of coverage.

While the book would have benefited by tighter editing in
presenting the research, the analytic element is pointed,
illuminating and insightful, making the book essential in the
study of the Israeli media, political science and social sciences.
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