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1. Bruce Bueno De Mesquita, James D. Morrow, Randolph M. Siverson, and Alastair
Smith, "An Institutional Explanation of the Democratic Peace," American Political Science
Review 93 (December 1999): 791-807; Errol Anthony Henderson, "The Democratic Peace
Through the Lens of Culture, 1820-1989," International Studies Quarterly 42 (September
1998): 461-84.
2. Some analysts argue that the term "peace process" is value laden, and assumes an
agreed definition of peace, as well asa particular outcome. The use of "negotiation process"
might be preferable to refer to the events that began in the mid-1970s with the talks be-
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The relationship between democratic institutions and practices, on
the one hand, and policy on issues related to war and peace, on the
other, is one of the most intensely debated topics in international relations. Under the framework of "democratic peace," a wide range of
theories and models has been presented in the attempt to clarify these
links. From the basic neo-Kantian argument that democratic states are
less likely to go war against each other, compared to dyads involving at
least one non-democratic country, the literature has developed a number of variations and refinements. Some analysts conclude that democratic processes and institutions reduce the proclivity towards the use
of violence in the context of international disputes, and others present
evidence that cultural similarities between Western liberal democracies
explain the perceived vafiance in behavior. 1
While the disputes among the theofists confinue, accompanied by
the collecfion and evaluation of the data, a number of attempts have
been made to analyze specifie regions and international conflicts in
terms of "democrafic peace" theofies, broadly defined. The Middle
East "peace process "'2 and the intense debate on democratization (and
its absence) in the Islamic world, have also led to studies of the links
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ISRAELI DEMOCRACY

In conside¡
the relationship between democracy and religion in
the Middle East in the context of democratic peace theofies, Israel is a
unique case. 5 A "Jewish state" ( o r a state for the Jews) in a region
characterized by states in which Islam is the official religion and dominant culture, the political institutions of the modern state of Israel resulted from an uncomfortable synthesis of Jewish tradition and
nineteenth-century European philosophy and institutions.
The foundations of the Zionist movement and the modern State of
Israel are based on a combination of both ancient Jewish and modern
tween Israel and Egypt, and continued with the 1991 Madrid Conferenee and subsequent
agreements. This is the sense in which "peace process" is used in this article.
3. David Garnham and Mark Tessler, eds., Democracy, War and Peace in the Middle East
(Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana University Press, 1995).
4. This omission can be found in Gabriel Sheffer, "Israel and the Liberalization of Arab
Regimes," in Democracy, War and Peace in the Middle East, eds. Garnham and Tessler,
268-88; and Gad Barzilai, Democracy at War: Argument and Conserus~usin Israel (Hebrew)
(Tel Aviv: Sifriat Poalim, 1992).
5. Bernard Susser and Eliezer Don-Yehiya, "Democracy vs. Nationalism: Israel as an Exceptional Case," (Hebrew) Tarbut Demokratit (Ramat Gan: Bar Ilan University, 1999), I: 18.
For an English version, see Bernard Susser and Eliezer Don-Yehiya, "Israel and the Decline of the Nation-State in the West," Modern Judaism (May 1994): 187-202.
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between democracy, war, and peace in this region. 3 This research has
highlighted the role of religion in this equation, resulting in three-sided
theories on the links between democracy, religion, and polices with respect to war and peace.
In this context, the case of Israel and the Jewish religion has been
largely neglected. Despite its involvement in a bitter and protracted
conflict, Israel has developed and maintained a democratic political
structure, and the nature of this democracy, as well as its relationship
to the Jewish tradition, has been the subject of intense debate. However, the few academic publications relating to Israel in the context of
democratic peace and the Middle East have dealt exclusively with secular political institutions and perspectives. 4
The objective of this article is to explore aspects of Israeli policy
with respect to Middle East peace processes in the framework of the
Jewish polifical tradition and its influence on the Israeli polity and government policies. Following an analysis of the nature of democracy in
the Jewish tradition and in Israel, we will examine the interaction of the
three principle variables--religion, democracy, and policies with respect to war and peace--in terms of the three central approaches to
the "land for peace'" formula that have developed in the Israeli religious
sector.
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6. Susser and Don-Yehiya, "Democracy vs. Nationalism," 19; Yosef Salmon, "Tradition and
Nationalism," in Essential Papers on Zionism, eds. Jehuda Reinharz and Anita Shapira (New
York: New York University Press, 1996), 98.
7. Rashi (Rabbi Shlomo Yitzchaki), eleventh-century Jewish commentator, in his commentary on the book of Genesis.
8. Susser and Don-Yehiya. "Democracy vs. Nationalism," 19, citing Jacob Katz, Emancipation and Assimilation (Westmead, Farnborough: Gregg International, 1972), 131.
9. Yonathan Shapiro, "The Histo¡
Origins of Israeli Democracy," in Israeli Democracy
Under Stress, eds. Ehud Sprinzak and Larry Diamond (Boulder, Colo.: Lynn Reiner, 1993),
65-82.
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Western political traditions. In Jewish history, the concept of a nationstate long predates modern nationalism that developed in the wake of
the French Revolution. 6 Indeed, the principle of national sovereignty
in a territorial state with defined borders is inherent in centuries of
Jewish history and tradition, beginning in the biblical period. According to Jewish commentators, the objective of the biblical narrative from
Genesis through the Exodus and the wandering in the desert is to establish the ¡
of the Jewish people to sovereignty in the Land of
Israel. 7 These concepts remained central to Jewish philosophy and
practice during two thousand years of exile following the destruction of
Jerusalem and the Roman conquest.
The modern revival of Jewish nationalism that occurred in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries (Zionism) was also strongly influenced
by modern democracy and nationalism, developed in the wake of the
French Revolution. Many of Israel's secular "founding fathers," who
were responsible for forming its political institutions, came from Eastern Europe and incorporated many of the concepts and institutions
that were current in European thought of the time. The governmental
system is a parliamentary democracy, with universal suffrage, and the
basic freedoms of speech and of the press are protected under law.
Furthermore, the North American and European Jewish diasporas are
strongly committed to democratic values, and their close links with and
strong influence in Israel have reinforced these norms. 8
However, for over fifty years, during both the pre-state and postindependence periods, most aspects of IsraelŸsociety were controlled
by a single dominant group, embodied in Mapai (the IsraelŸWorkers'
Party, or Labor). Israeli political processes were characterized by procedural democracy based on majoritarian hegemony, in contrast to liberalistic democracies based on pluralism and the protection of minority
rights. 9 The power structure controlled all aspects of public life (the
economy, the media, health care, education, and even sports and entertainment), and often furthered its objectives through illegal and less-
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DEMOCRACY AND THE JEWISH POLITICAL TRADITION

Zionism is rooted deeply in Jewish tradition, and the concept of
"Retum to the Land of Israel" was nurtured asa central aspect of religious precept and practŸ during two thousand years of exile. The conditions required for the Return were heatedly debated throughout this
period, with some religious authorities supporting individual aliya (literally, going up) from exile to the Land in a practical sense. Their
opponents prohibited this, requiring divine intervention and restoration of the Temple in Jerusalem (which, according to one interpretation, would descend asa complete entity from heaven) prior to the end
10. Ehud Sprinzak, Ha'Ish Hayashar B'enav: IUegalizm BeChevrah HaYisraelit (Illegalism
in Israeli Society) (Hebrew) (Tel Aviv: Sifriyat Poalim, 1986).
11. Eliezer Don-Yehiya, "Religion, Social Cleavages, and Political Behavior: The Religious
Parties and the Elections," in Who's the Boss: Israel at the Polls, 1988-90, eds. Daniel J.
Elazar and Shmuel Sandler (Detroit, Mich.: Wayne State University Press, 1992), 91.
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than-democratic means, lo This elite was also militantly secular, substituting socialist Zionism and statism in the place of religious tradition, u
The dominance of the Labor party was broken in 1977 (following
the "earthquake" of the 1973 war), but narrow electoral victo¡
in
1992 and 1999 revived the tendency towards formal majoritarian definitions of democracy, in which concepts of minority rights and consensus based on compromise and pluralism are often overwhelmed. On
issues of religious tradition in the public sphere, religious Israelis often
feel that they have been relegated to the status of a "besieged
minority."
The nature of the Israeli population and the lack of experience with
democratic institutions have constituted an additional obstacle to the
adoption of more pluralŸ and tolerant norms. In the fifty years following independence, the Israeli population increased ten-fold, from
600,000 to six million. During the 1950s and 1960s, many of these
immigrants were Jewish refugees from the Middle East (from North
Africa to Iraq and Iran), and later, the majority of Ÿ
came
from the former Soviet Union. The vast majority had no previous exposure to liberal democracy, and immigrants were absorbed into a political culture that used elections and political processes as vehicles for
dominance and control over the allocation of public resources. As
these groups formed their own parties and developed political power
(i.e., Shas or Russian partŸ they have followed this pattern, seeking
to use the process to enhance narrow sectoral interests. As a result,
although democratic processes and institutions are firmly entrenched,
pluralistic norms and institutions remain relatively weak and
vulnerable.
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12. See, for example, Moshe Hallamish and Aviezer Ravitzky, The Land oflsrael in Medieval Jewish Thought (Hebrew) (Jerusalem: Yad Izhak Ben-Zvi, 1991).
13. Zvi Yitzchak Kook, "Ha-Torah Ve'Ha-aretz" (The Torah and the Land) (Hebrew).
Yuval Ha-Mizrachi (Jerusalem, 1952), cited by Yosef Salmon, "Tradition and Nationalism,"
in Essential Papers on Zionism, eds. Jehuda Reinharz and Anita Shapira (New York: New
York University Press, 1996), 97.
14. Palestine Post, 16 May 1948, 1-2, reprinted in Israel in the Middle East, eds. Itamar
Rabinovich and Jehuda Reinharz (New York: Oxford University Press, 1984), 12.
15. This theme was emphasized in the writings of the proto-Zionists who preceded Herzl,
such as Alkalai, Kalischer, and Friedland. See Arthur Hertzberg, The Zionist Idea (New
York: Atheneum, 1959); Yosef Salmon, "Tradition and Nationalism," in Essential Papers on
Zionism, eds. Jehuda Reinharz and Anita Shapira (New York: New York University Press,
1996), 94-116; Aviezer Ravitzky, Messianism, Zionism, and Jewish Religious Radicalism
(Chicago, II1.: University of Chicago Press, 1996), 1-2. (Christians, Muslims, Druze, and
others, are acknowledged as official minorities in the predominantly Jewish environment.
From the Jewish perspective, the Arab-Israeli conflict is not the result of religious antagonism. Judaism and Jewish tradition view Islam in a positive light, in part because Islam is
monotheistic and is based on Jewish precepts and texts, and in part because Jews have been
treated relatively well under Islamic rule, despite being defined as dhimmmis and relegated
to second class status.)
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of exile. However, throughout this period, the concept of the Return
remained a central precept of the Jewish religion. 19 As Rabbi Zvi
Yehuda Kook wrote, "The quintessential value of the entire Torah, including its commandments that are not dependent on Eretz Israel, lies
in the Land of Israel. ''13
With the inception of political ZionŸ these approaches were also
manifested in the attitudes of religious groups. In 1948, the Declaration of Independence proclaimed Israel as M e d i n a t H a Y e h u d i m u the
Jewish State - - founded on the p¡
of liberty, justice, and peace
as conceived by the Prophets of Israel, and guaranteeing the full social
and political equality of all its citŸ
~4
From the beginning of the Zionist movement, Jewish society in
Israel has been divided between religious and secular communities,
and each group, as well as the numerous subgroups, hold strong ideological and value-oriented views on the future of Israel and the Jewish
people. For religious Israelis, the State of Israel is seen as the seed
from which the Jewish nation would re-emerge following the decimation of the Jewish people in the past century, especially in the Holocaust. Indeed, in Jewish tradition, the return to the Land of Israel and
an end to the exile were equated with Messianic redemption. In this
context, the religious Zionists (Mizrachi) saw the establishment of a
sovereign Jewish state as marking the first steps in this redemption. ~5
In a manner consistent with this view, the physical return to the Land
was seen as requiring a religious framework for Jewish society living in
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16. Salmon, "Tradition and Nationalism," 99.
17. Daniel J. Elazar and Stuart A. Cohen, The Jewish Polity: Jewish Political Organizations
from Biblical Times to the Present (Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana University Press, 1985).
18. Ibid., 6.
19. There is a vast literature on Judaism and democracy, reflecting the centrality of this
issue in Israel and the Jewish community. See, for example, Jewish Political Studies Review
2:3 & 4 (Special volume on Communal Democracy and Liberal Democracy in the Jewish
Political Tradition): and 5:1 & 2 (Special volume on Israel as a Jewish State); Eliezer
Schweid, Democracy and Halakhah (Lanham, Md.: University Press of America, 1994);
Shlomo Dov Goitein, "Political Conflict and the Use of Power in the World of the Geniza,"
in Kinship and Consent: The Jewish Political Tradition and its Contemporary Uses, ed.
Daniel J. Elazar (Bamat Gan: Transaction Publishers, 1997), 281-83; Eli Clark, "'After the
Majority Shall You Incline': Democratic Theory and Voting Rights in Jewish Law," The Torah U-MaddaJournal (New York: Yeshiva University Press, 1999): 97-133; Charles Liebman,
Religion, Democracy and Israeli Society (Reading, Pa.: Harwood Academic Publishers,
1997).
20. See Daniel J. Elazar, "Judaism and Demoeracy: The Reality," Jerusalem Letter No. 48
(17 March 1986) (Jerusalem: The Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs, 1986).
21. Amnon Bazak, "'And you shall live by them'--A Test of Principles: An In Depth Look
at the Question of the Sanctity of Life and the Completeness of the Land," (Hebrew)
Meimad Journal 3 (April 1995): 17.
22. Charles S. Liebman, "Religion and Democracy in Israel," in Israeli Democracy Under
Stress, eds. Ehud Sprinzak and Larry Diamond (Boulder, Colo.: Lynn Reinner, 1993), 274.
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the Land. "The religious Zionist sees no justification for a separation
between national social life and [Jewish law]. ''1~
In the context of political Zionism and the establishment of modern
Jewish sovereignty, the role of democracy and the authority of the secular political system are also points of contention. Commentators note
that the Jewish tradition is not, per se, anti-democratic, and the governing concept of a covenant between the people (edah) and God is
central. 17 Popular acceptance and ratification of rulers, including kings,
is an important norm with roots in biblical and Talmudic sources. The
tradition and legal framework emphasize popular participation in government, 18 and in later periods, many Jewish communities adopted
democratic practices. 19
The BŸ and Talmud (Tractate Sanhedrin) also establish the importance of a clear and accepted political autho¡
and a number of
passages suggest that even during Talmudic times, democratic concepts
were central. Jewish sages declared that the legitimacy of different
forms of government is based on first securing the consent of the governed. 2o During the Mandate period, Chief Rabbi Avraham Yitzchak
Hacohen Kook and other authorities expanded the traditional
frameworks to include a democratic state and its president or prime
minister. 21 According to Liebman, the differences, in principle, are
sharp, but in a practical sense, "'There is no major or peculiar incompatibility between halakah and democracy in practice because Jewish
law is subject to interpretation. ''22
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23. Eliezer Schweid, "'The Jewish Religion and Israeli Democracy," Democratic Culture
(Hebrew) 1 (1999): 182. See also Eliezer Schweid, "The Jewish State and Democracy."
Jerusalem Letter No. 298, 15 July 1994. (Jerusalem: The Jerusalem Center for Public Affairs,
1994).
24. Charles Liebman and Eliezer Don-Yehiya, Religion and Politics in Israel (Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana University Press, 1984); Norman L. Zucker, The Coming Crisis in Israel
(Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 1973); Eliezer Don-Yehiya, Conflict and Consensus in Jewish
Political Life (Ramat Gan: Bar-Ilan University Press, 1986).
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However, as Schweid notes, "there is a substantial difference between socio-religious democracy, from which the Jewish religion derives a significant portion of its values, and secular democracy, which
was adopted recently as the basis for government on the basis of external European origins . . . . Religious democracy is based on the concept
of the supremacy of the Torah, whose authority is superhuman (al
enoshi)." It is up to the human leaders (rabbis, prophets, etc.) to interpret the words of the Torah and to make the legal rulings on this basis,
but they receive their authority or are recognized by the religious institutions, consistent with popular will. "'In this sense, democracy is expressed in the requirement that the religious leadership respond to the
legitimate demands of the populace, on the one hand, and from the
popular desire to obey the rulings of the religious leaders according to
Torah principles, on the other. ''23
In the first decades following Israeli independence, the tension between the Jewish and secular democratic (majoritarian) emphases was
reflected in the difficulties in developing national policies in a number
of areas of friction. These issues included education, personal status
(marriage, divorce, bu¡
etc.), kosher food regulations, and the operation of public services on the Sabbath (transportation, entertainment,
etc.). 24 Continuing the Ottoman "millet" system, personal status was
regulated according to membership within a particular recognized religious group (Jewish, Catholic, Orthodox, Protestant, Moslem, Druze,
etc.) and every citizen was expected to be a member of one of these
groups. Separate secular and religious (i.e., Rabbinical, for the majority Jewish population) court systems were established, as was a Chief
Rabbinate, all financed by the state. Religious Israeli children attended separate religious schools, while secular Israelis attended secular schools. Equality was an important principle but in contrast to
Western liberal democratic norms, this equality was group-based (communitarian), and not individual. Each person, asa member of a group
(edah), was entitled to rights and bound by obligations asa member of
a recognized religious group.
During this period, efforts to develop a written constitution failed
due to differences on the questions of the official status of the
Rabbinate, and fundamental principles relating to the nature of a Jew-
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25. Emanuel Rackman, Israel's Emerging Constitution 1948-1951 (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1955). These issues also arose in 1948 with regard to the wording of the
Declaration of Independence. "For the secularist, anti-religious left . . . any mention of
Divine providence was anathema. For religious Jews . . . the proclamation of the reestablishment of the Jewish state could not appear without such a reference." The compromise
was to use the phrase "Rock of Israel" to allude to but not specifically mention God. See
Daniel J. Elazar, "The Constitution of Israel," (Jerusalem: The ]erusalem Center for Public
Affairs, 1996), 2.
26. According to Elazar and Cohen, "'The Jewish political tradition does not recognize
state sovereignty in the modern sense of absolute independence. No state--a human creation--can be sovereign. Classically, only God is sovereign and He entrusts the exercise of
His sovereign powers to the people a s a whole, mediated through His Torah-as-constitution . . . . " Elazar and Cohen, The Jewish Polity, 5.
27. See, for example, Menachem Friedman, "The Ultra-Orthodox and Israeli Society," in
Whither Israel: The Donwstic ChaUenges, eds. Keith Kyle and Joel Peters (London: The
Royal Institute of International Affairs, 1994).
28. Liebman and Don-Yehiya, Religion and Politics in Israel.
29. For a development of this thesis, see Asher Cohen and Bernard Susser, "From Accommodation to Decision: Transformations in Israel's Religio-Political Life," Journal of Church
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ish state and the role of the religious establishment. 25 The "ultra-orthodox" community did not (and does not) recognize the legitimacy of the
secular state, and in contrast to the "modern orthodox" approach,
linked political salvation, in the form of sovereignty in the Land of
Israel, with religious salvation. 26 For some, a secular Jewish state was
and is considered an abomination. 27
In the absence of agreement, the Knesset began to adopt a series of
Basic Laws that formed the constitutional skeleton, dealing with specific issues and institutions. In many cases, the drafting and adoption
of these Basic Laws was also the result of negotiation and compromise
between the religious and secular factions in the Knesset.
In order to avoid internal divisions during the 1948 Arab-Israeli
war, which threatened national survival, conflicts in this area were resolved by acceptance of the status quo in areas of disagreement. Thus,
for example, the separate school systems that had been in existence
under the Mandate were continued, and the level of official Sabbath
observance with respect to public transportation, which varied from
place to place (in Haifa, the buses operated on the Sabbath, but not in
Jerusalem or Tel Aviv) was continued. In a broader sense, the IsraelŸ
political system was consociational in nature, incorporating different
groups (cleavages) into the government by dividing resources among
the groups, while allowing each group a high level of internal
autonomy. 2s
Over time, the combination of religious/ideological and political/
cultural factors gradually led to a weakening of the consociational structure, and the clash between the secular and religious norms has become particularly pronounced. 29 The expanded authority and scope
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RELIGION, DEMOCRACY, AND THE PEACE PROCESS

The inherent tension between secular and religious perspectives
and political frameworks is particularly pronounced in the context of
the national debate regarding the Middle East peace process and the
"land for peace" framework. During the past twenty years, beginning
with the Israeli-Egyptian disengagement talks following the 1973 war,
the importance of this issue in Israeli politics has grown steadily.
However, in the first two decades of Israeli statehood, foreign and
secu¡ policy (issues of war and peace) did not playa significant role
in the religious-secular debate. The armistice lines created during the
1948 war fixed the territorial boundaries of the State of Israel, and the
question of settlement outside these lines was moot. 31 Peace was also
remote, as it became clear that the Arab states were unwilling to go
beyond the armistice agreements towards formal treaties, and acceptance of the legitimacy of the State of Israel.
This situation changed radically following the 1967 war, in which
the Israeli forces took control of East Jerusalem and the West Bank
and State 38 (Autumn 1996): 817-39. For a contrasting view, see Eliezer Don-Yehiya, The
Politics of Accommodation: Settling Conflicts of State and Religion in Israel (Hebrew) (Jerusalem: Floersheimer Institute for Policy Studies, 1997).
30. See, for example, The State of Israel asa Jewish and Democratic State (Medinat Israel
K'medinah Yehudit V'Demokratit): Proceedings of the 21~ World Congress of Jewish Studies
(Hebrew) (Jerusalem: World Union Jewish Studies, 1997); Arye Carmon, "Political Education in the Midst of a National Identity Crisis: The Compatibility of Judaism and Democracy
asa Pedagogical Theme," in Israeli Democracy Under Stress, eds. Sprinzak and Diamond,
293-308.
31. Liebman and Don-Yehiya, Religion and Politics in Israel.

Downloaded from http://jcs.oxfordjournals.org/ at Bar Ilan University on January 15, 2014

taken on by the secular court system in the past decade has contributed
to the undermining of the status quo. Under the influence of Judge
Aharon Barak (Chief Justice of the High Court of Appeal), the courts
have entered into areas and assumed powers that had, in the past, been
rejected by the secular courts as outside of their areas of jurisdiction.
The secular courts have ruled on cases pertaining to religious conversion practices, property division in divorce, public allocations to religious institutions, and other areas that had previously been considered
"off limits.'" In response, religious (primarily, but not exclusively ultraorthodox) groups organized protest movements, and in one major rally
in Jerusalem, over 100,000 people participated. The ultra-orthodox
groups have also sought to use their political power in the Knesset and
the government to trim the powers of the secular courts. Thus, the
Israeli political system is still highly dynamic and evolving, and as a
result of these developments, the role of pluralism and democracy is
increasingly being discussed and debated within religious society. 3o
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areas that were occupied and then annexed by Jordan in 1948-49.
These areas, known to Israelis as Judea and Samaria (based on their
biblical names), include many biblical sites, such as Hebron, Bethlehem, Beth El, Shechem (Nablus in Arabic), etc., which have been
closed to Jews since 1948.
The return to the ancient Jewish Quarter of Jerusalem was of great
historic and religious importance. This small area contains the remains
of Solomon's Temple, and the Second Temple, as well as synagogues
and other holy sites. Throughout the two thousand years of exile, Jews
continued to pray daily for the restoration of Jerusalem, and Jewish
weddings include a ritual in which a glass is broken to symbolize
mourning for Jerusalem. The loss of this area during the 1948 war, and
the subsequent destruction and desecration of much of the Jewish
Quarter was and continues to be a source of contention and emotion.
For many members of the religious community in Israel, the outcome of the 1967 war was interpreted asa divinely ordained opportunity to reestablish Jewish control over the Sacred City of Jerusalem and
all of the Land of Israel, and to observe the religious commandments
that pertained to this Land. Settlement in these areas became the primary objective for religious nationalists, but not, at the time, for the
ultra-orthodox communities--as will be discussed in detail below.
The results of the 1967 war also changed IsraelŸdemocracy in a
fundamental manner, and altered the approach of the religious sectors
of society with respect to issues of security, territory, and borders. Immediately after the 1967 war ended, movements were organized with
the goal of building Jewish settlements in the captured areas, including
Sinai, the Golan, and the West Bank. These settler movements included, but were not exclusively religious in nature. However, the religious parties and leaders were prominent, and their role increased
over time.
Their political power was enhanced by the stalemate between the
two secular political blocs (Labor/Left and Likud/Right). The religious
parties, and the NRP in particular, used this power to lobby the government to provide incentives for the settlements, and consistently
worked to expand and strengthen Jewish sovereignty and control in
these areas. (Initially, the secular community was divided, with some
joining forces with the religious settlement movement to form the
Greater Land of Israel Movement, while others called for withdrawal
from the "occupied territories" in the context of a peace treaty.)
Shortly after the 1967 war, Rabbi Zvi Yehuda Kook published a list
of biblical passages to demonstrate that withdrawal from "the eternal

INTERPRETATIONS OF JEWISH TRADITION

103

32. Zvi Yehuda Kook, Lemaan Daat and Lo Taguro, cited by Yael Yishai, Land or Peace:
Whither Israel? (Stanford, Conn.: Hoover Institution Press, 1987), 130.
33. Shlomo Aviner, "A Double Crisis," Nekuda 14, 15 May 1980, cited by Yishai, Land or
Peace: Whither Israel?, 131.
34. Yishai, Land or Peace: Whither Israel?, 116-19.
35. Ehud Sprinzak, Ha'Ish Hayashar B'enav: Illegalizm BeChevrah HaYisraelit (Illegalism
in Israeli Society) (Hebrew) (Tel Aviv: Sifriyat Poalim, 1986).
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land of our forefathers" was illegal and unacceptable. ~2 Members of
the Gush Emunim movement declared that "in the Jewish tradition lies
the key to the understanding of the uniqueness and mission of the peopie and the Land of Israel . . . . Forfeiting Jewish roots puts into question the very value of Israel's survival and their adherence to Eretz
Israel.'33
From this perspective, democratic procedures, particularly with respect to settlement activities, were not central considerations. Settlements were established without the permission of the government, and
led to intermittent confrontations with the police and army (i.e., Sebastia, 1974; later known as Kadum and Elon Moreh). The settlers were
often able to negotiate a compromise, allowing them to maintain a
presence on state-owned land nearby, and eventually growing into
larger settlements. ~4 While religious objectives were given pfiofity over
obedience to the law, the culture of "illegalism," fostered by the secular
founders of Zionism and Israel, also contributed to this pattern of
behavior. 35
The tension between democracy and religious hierarchy in the context of Middle East peace negotiations increased during the negotiations between Egypt and Israel following the 1978 Camp David
accords, and the agreement by the Israeli government to dismantle settlements in the Sinai. Although Yamit and the rest of Sinai is outside
the Land of Israel, religious Jews and Rabbis led the often violent protests and resistance, in large part to demonstrate their commitment to
maintaining control over the settlements in Judea and Samaria.
At the time, the IsraelŸgovernment was headed by Menachem Begin and the Likud Party, and the National Religious Party [NRP] was a
member of the coalition. This government could not be accused of
being militantly secular and anti-religious or oblivious of Jewish values
and history. Nevertheless, the confrontations between the government
(including the army units sent to dismantle the settlements) and the
settlers were very intense. The religious leaders declared that the secular political power structure lacked authority to violat› Jewish law.
This group called on soldiers to ignore government orders to dismantle
settlements, rather than violating religious edicts.
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THREE RELIGIOUS RESPONSES

The Jewish religion is by no means monolithic, and there are many
different schools of interpretation. In a broad sense, the confrontation
between religious and democratic authority in Israel generated three
responses within the religious authority. Each response places primary
emphasis on a different central principle in considering the relative importance of the three primary values: 1) sovereign control over the
Land; 2) sanctity of life and the prevention of war; and 3) the role of
democracy and avoidance of civil conflict, a6
1)

Primacy of Sovereignty over the Land of Israel

While the centrality of settlement in the Land of Israel became a
major focus of religious nationalist ideology after the 1967 war, the
p¡
was central to the ¡ of the Young Guard in the NRP, beginning in 1963. 37 For this group, settlement in the territories and opposition to any withdrawal is a religious requirement that is not open to
compromise and bargaining, as The commandment is based on the bib36. There is also a fourth approach, which opposes maintenance of control over inhabited
occupied territories, based on the biblical injunction to treat the stranger with dignity "for
you were strangers in the Land of Egypt." This approach often overlaps with the third
group and will be discussed in a further development of this article.
37. Eliezer Don-Yehiya, "Religion, Social Cleavages, and Political Behavior: The t/eligious
Parties and the Elections," in Who's the Boss: Israel at the Polls, 1988-90, eds. Daniel J.
Elazar and Shmuel Sandler (Detroit, Mich.: Wayne State University Press, 1992), 91.
38. See, for example, Yaakov Filber, Ayelet HaShachar (Sunrise) (Hebrew) (Jerusalem:
Hamachon LeCheker Mishnat Hara'ayah, 1991).
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The confrontations resumed and intensified following the 1993
Oslo Agreement, when the territory involved was the heartland of Jewish settlement in Judea and Samaria. The creation of the Palestinian
Authority and the transfer of sacred territory to the PA were anathema
to the concept of exclusive Jewish sovereignty in the Land of Israel.
This situation, combined with the waves of Palestinian suicide bombings and other forms of terror, and the continued incitement by the
Palestinian leadership, led to the massive protests that developed in
1994 and 1995. This atmosphere, in turn, provided the background for
the assassination of Prime Minister Yitzchak Rabin in November 1995.
As the negotiation and withdrawal agreements proceed, these issues continue to be highly contentious. However, as will be seen below, the public debate in the Jewish religious community (as distinct
from the majo¡ secular and Arab communities in Israel) has crystallized into three different approaches.
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39. Zvi Yehuda Kook, Or Lenitavati (A Light to My Pathway) (Hebrew) (Jerusalem:
Hamachon Al Shem Rav Zvi Yehuda Hacohen Kook, 1989).
40. Menachem Friedman, "The First Non-Zionist Right Wing," MeimadJournal (Hebrew)
7 (May-June 1996): 14.
41. Don-Yehiya, "Religion, Social Cleavages, and Political Behavior," 92.
42. Prior to the 1999 elections, the NRP membership distanced itself from the most outspoken leaders of the settler movement, such as Hanan Porat, who left the party asa result.
However, at a later stage, the NRP leadership asked Rabbi Haim Druckman, whose positions on territorial issues are similar to those of Porat, to take the second position on the
Knesset list.
43. Davar (Tel Aviv), 4 November 1985, cited by Charles S. Liebman, "Religion and Democracy in Israel," in Israeli Democracy Under Stress, eds. Sprinzak and Diamond, 276.
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lical verse: "'And you shall take possession of the land and settle in it,
for I have given the land to you to possess it'" (Numbers 33:53).
Building on the commandment to settle the Land, this group relies
on the religious messianic ideology of Rabbi Zvi Yehuda Kook, in which
the State of Israel is viewed as the "beginning of the flowering of our
redemption.'" The Israeli military successes ate interpreted in terms of
miraculous divine intervention, precisely in order to implement the
commandment of settlement in the Land of Israel. 39 Major leaders of
this movement include former Chief Rabbis of Israel such as Rabbi
Avraham Shapira, Rabbi Haim Druckman, who headed the religious
youth group Bnei Akiva, and Yitzchak Levy, head of the NRP and cabinet minister from 1996. In addition, some ultra-orthodox groups, such
as the Lubovitch (Chabad) movement, have taken a similar position. 4o
In the 1973 elections, a substantial portion of religious Zionists who
traditionally supported the NRP voted for other parties, in large partas
a result of policies that were not sufficiently vigorous on foreign policy
and settlements in the territories. However, in 1977, following a
change in leadership a n d a more "Land of Israel" centered platform,
support for the NRP increased. 41 Since then, the NRP has emphasized
the territorial issue. 42
Adherents to this group espouse a policy based on the sanctity of
the land, and in opposition to territorial withdrawal. In 1981-82, following the signing of the Egyptian-Israeli peace treaty and prior to the
evacuation of Yamit in the Sinai region, a number of rabbis issued ah
edict forbidding the transfer of any part of the Land of Israel to nonJewish control. In 1985, the Council of Jewish Settlements in Judea,
Samaria, and Gaza declared that any surrender of territory in these
areas would "representa prima facie annulment of the State of Israel
9 . . whose purpose is to bring Jews to the sovereign Land of
Israel . . . . -43
In December 1993, the late Rabbi Shlomo Goren, a former Chief
Rabbi, published a ruling forbidding Jews to evacuate any settlement in
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44. Herb Keinon, "Goren Tells Troops: Disobey Orders," Jerusalem Post, 20 December
1993.
45. Sarah Honig, "NRP: IDF Commands Should Be Obeyed 'Unless They Are Illegal,'"
Jerusalem Post, 1 April 1994; Liat Collins, "Rabbinate Defers Decision on Soldiers' Disobeying Orders to Evacuate Jews," Jerusalem Post, 5 April 1994.
46. Honig, "NRP."
47. Herb Keinon, Batsheva Tsur, and Evelyn Gordon, "Rabbis: Soldiers Must Stay in Areas. Rabin Asks A-G to Probe if Decree is Seditious," Jerusalem Post, 13 July 1995.
48. Hillel Halkin, "Israel, Rabbis Battle for Soul of Their Army," Forward, 21 July 1995.
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the biblical Land of Israel, which includes Judea, Samafia, and Gaza,
and declared that Israeli soldiers should disobey any such evacuation
orders. He declared that "according to Halacha [Jewish law], a soldier
who receives an order that runs contrary to Torah law should uphold
the Halacha, and not the secular order. And since settling the land is a
commandment, and uprooting the settlements is breaking the commandment, the soldier should not carry out an order to uproot
settlements.'44
In April 1994, discussion of possible evacuation of the Jewish residents of Hebron caused a number of rabbis, including Chief Rabbi
Avraham Shapira, Rabbi Moshe-Zvi Neria of the Bnei Akiva movement, and Rabbi Shaul Yisraeli to direct soldiers to reject any order to
evacuate Jews from Hebron or other settlements. 45 Citing the religious
importance of Hebron to Jews, MK Hanan Porat (NRP) declared,
"This would be a palpably illegal order, which I could not carry out, as
it goes against my conscience and everything I believe. I would be
willing to pay the price by going to jail. ''46
In July 1995, during the intense national debate that took place
following the Oslo DOP and the Cairo implementation agreements,
seven rabbis (eight more joined the ruling later on) belonging to the
Council of Religious Zionist Rabbis and headed by former Ashkenazi
Chief Rabbi Avraham Shapira issued another religious (halakic) edict.
It declared " . . . there is a Torah prohibition against uprooting IDF
bases and transferring the sites to Gentiles, since this contravenes a
positive [Torah] commandment and also endangers life and the existence of the state. ''4r
Subsequently, another decree stated that the peace process would
open "the way for [Arabs] to conquer the entire land" and therefore,
" . . . it is forbidden, under any circumstance, to hand over parts of
Eretz Yisrael to Arabs." Rabbi Nachum Rabinovich, head of the Birkat
Moshe Yeshiva in Ma'aleh Adumim, and one of the signatories of this
ruling, also cited the precept of protecting life. "Wherever the Israeli
army pulls out, settlers" lives will be endangered. There is a fundamental moral issue here and the moral law supercedes any government. ''4s

INTERPRETATIONS OF JEWISH TRADITION

107

49. Keinon, Tsur, and Gordon, "Rabbis," Jerusalem Post, 13 July 1995. A detailed discussion of this issue is presented by in Yaakov Blidstein, "And Even if they Tell You Right is
Left: The Strength of Institutional Authority in Halacha and its Boundaries," in Between
Authority and Autonomy in Jewish Tradition (Hebrew), eds. Avi Sagi and Zeev Safrai (Tel
Aviv: Hakibbutz Hameuchad, 1997).
50. Eliezer Don-Yehiya, "Jewish Messianism, Religious Zionism, and IsraelŸPolitics: The
Origins and Impact of Gush Emunim," Middle Eastern Studies 23 (April 1987): 214-23.
51. See, in particular, Lawrence Kaplan, "'Daas Torah' A Modern Conception of Rabbinic
Authority," in Rabbinic Authority and Personal Autonomy, ed. Moshe Sokol (Northvale,
N.J.: Aronson, 1992).
52. Alon Pinkas, "Soldier Jailed for Refusing to Evict Settlers," Jerusalem Post, 17 August
1995.
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These edicts explicitly emphasized the vŸ that rabbinical authority supersedes the secular authority of the government (whether democratic or in any other form). Its authors based their argument on
Maimonides (an authoritative twelfth-century Spanish commentator),
who wrote, "Even if the king ordered [one] to disobey the Torah, he
should not be listened to. ''49 From this perception, a secular government has no right to violate Jewish law, which places primacy on control over the Land of Israel. 5o The rabbinical authorities also cited
threats to national security resulting from territorial withdrawal, claiming precedence of their analysis over the judgment of the professional
military and political leaders. This is an extraordinary development in
the context of Jewish religious authority, although consistent with the
overall trend towards daat Torah--the doctrine that attributes expertise and authority in all public issues to prominent rabbinical figures. 51
These eclicts hada quick and substantive impact. In August 1995, a
soldier was sentenced to twenty-eight days in military jail for refusing
to evict settlers encamped without permission near Hebron. He stated
that he refused the order on ideological grounds and that he did not
join the army to fight Jews. 52
The reactions to these developments were intense and came from
all sections of the Israeli population. Secular Israelis generally condemned the rabbinical edicts, and among the religious sectors of society, the responses were mixed. As will be seen below, many rabbis
criticized the ruling for undermining the military command structure,
and for paving the way for anarchy and disorder.
The assassination of Prime Minister Rabin in November 1995
shocked some leaders and members of this group, and led them to a
fundamental reassessment of philosophy and policy. This process accelerated during the Netanyahu period (1996-1999) and contributed to
strengthening the support for alternative positions within the religious
community, as will be discussed in the following sections.
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In the 1999 election campaign, the NRP's most militant supporters
of the settlers and opponents of concessions in the peace process, such
as Hanan Porat, lost power and were replaced by less hawkish members of the party. 53 (Porat then joined a new party, The National
Union, which placed territorial issues at the forefront. This party did
quite poorly in the elections, and Porat resigned his Knesset seat.) At
the same time, two alternative approaches based on Jewish law and
tradition were developed and gained strength.
Primacy of Human Life and Prevention of War over Sovereignty
in the Land of Israel
From the beginning of the Oslo process, some prominent rabbis
and religious leaders ruled that although settling the Land of Israel is
an important commandment, negotiating peace is of even greater importance, citing the emphasis placed on pikuach nefesh, the preservation of human life, in the Torah. "'I have put before you life and death,
blessing and curse. Choose life--if you and your offspring would live-by loving the Lord your God'" (Deuteronomy 30:19).
This approach was articulated by the late Rabbi Yosef Dov
Soloveichik, who lived in the U.S. and was regarded by many modern
Orthodox Jews, including Israelis, as the leading authority of his generation. Opposing the rabbinical rulings that gave exclusive emphasis to
sovereignty in the Land of Israel, and noting the centrality of pikuach
nefesh, his view was that policy decisions on these issues are best left to
the professional military and political authorities. 54
Rabbi Ovadia Yosef, the former Sephardic Chief Rabbi of Israel
and founder of the Shas political party has adopted a similar position.
(Poll data suggests that Shas supporters tend to be more hawkish than
some of its political leaders, but in most cases, the voters are willing to
accept the religious and political authority of the rabbinical leadership.
Shas was a member of the Netanyahu coalition, but often seemed to
exert a moderating influence on policies related to the peace process.
After the 1999 elections, Shas joined Ehud Barak's government, but
resigned du¡
the Camp David summit in July 2000 in protest to the
Israeli concessions and willingness to discuss the status of Jerusalem.)
In Rabbi Yosef's opinion, the positive commandment to settle the land
is overridden by the commandment to avoid unnecessary loss of life.
If the heads of the army with the members of the government, declare that

lives will be endangered unless territories in the Land of Israel are relinquished,
53. Gerald M. Steinberg, "Foreign Policy and Security Issues in the 1999 Elections," in
Israel at the Polls 1999, eds. Daniel J. Elazar and Ben Mollov (London: Frank Cass, 2001).
54. Cited by Adam Doron, Medinat Yisrael V'Eretz Yisrael (The State of Israel and The
Land of Israel) (Hebrew) (Tel Aviv: Beit Berel, 1988).
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and there is the danger of an immediate declaration of war by the neighboring
Arab [states]. . . . and if territories are relinquished, the danger of war will be
removed, and that there are realistic chances of lasting peace, then it appears,
according to all the opinions, that it is permissible to relinquish territories of the
Land of Israel . . . . [according the principle of] pikuach nefesh. 5~

55. Ovadia Yosef, "Haehzarat Shtachim Me'ertez Yisrael Bimkom Pikuach Nefesh" (Returning of Ter¡
in the Land of Israel vs. the Sanctity of Life) (Hebrew) in Lectures
presented at the 21 st National Conference on Torah She'baal Peh, ed. Yitzchak Rafael (Jerusalem: Mosad Harav Kook, Jerusalem, 1980), 14; see also Ovadia Yosef, "Me'sirat Shtachim
Me'ertez Yisrael Bimkom Pikuach Nefesh" (Giving Territories of the Land of Israel vs. the
Sanctity of Life) (Hebrew) in Lectures presented at the 31 ~ National Conference on Torah
She'baal Peh, ed. Yitzchak Rafael (Jerusalem: Mosad Harav Kook, 1990). These analyses
generated an exchange of articles, religious edicts, and responses in this and other publications, which are beyond the scope of this essay.
56. Michal Yudelman and Sarah Honig, "'Arafat wants to meet Yosef," Jerusalem Post, 30
May 1997.
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(In the same articles, however, Rabbi Yosef also notes that military officers, government officials, and security experts are divided, and some
have concluded that withdrawal from territories could increase the
dangers, and that these views should also be considered.)
Rabbi Yosef has also been active in meeting with Arab leaders. In
July 1989, Rabbi Yosef met with Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak,
and in May 1997 a Palestinian official said Yassir Arafat would welcome
Rabbi Yosef's help in renewing the stalled peace talks and getting the
process back on track. 56 Although clearly n o t a dore, his views and
declarations on issues of war, peace and land have had a major impact
on Israeli policies and the public debate, particularly within Israel's religious community.
The members of the Meimad religious group, founded by Rabbi
Yehuda Amital, also emphasize the primacy of preserving life. The
Meimad movement began in protest to the 1982 Lebanon war and its
aftermath, and some of its members were associated with Netivot Shaloro, a small religious group parallel to the secular Peace Now movement that provided an alternative to organizations such as Gush
Emunim and the NRP. Meimad became a political party in 1988, but
after a poor showing in the elections, was transformed into an ideological movement in 1992, and reconstituted a s a party in 1999. Its founders included rabbis, observant academics, and other professionals who
were disaffected with the religious establishment. For this group, policy decisions on issues of war and peace made by a democratic government take precedence over edicts of the religious leadership (see the
detailed discussion of this below). On this issue, Meimad is very distinct from Shas, whose policies are determined by the Council of Torah
Sages, headed by Rabbi Ovadia Yosef.
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Primacy of the Democratic Process and the Avoidance of Civil
Conflict

As noted, the Jewish religious tradition also includes interpretations
that give primacy to the decisions of the secular government, even
when these decisions may be seen to violate other religious principles.
With the heightened internal conflict, on both the secular-religious
and Left-fight dimensions, a growing number of rabbis began to emphasize the need for authoritative decision-making based on the primacy of the secular and democratically elected government. The
emphasis on the legitimacy of secular political institutions and policies
was voiced in 1982, during the confrontation over the evacuation of the
Yamit settlement in the Sinai. Religious leaders and rabbis warned,
"There is a danger that, in an atmosphere of violence, soldiers may be
killed, God forbid. Such a war would stain the people of Israel to the
extent that will not be wiped out. "'~s
This approach has also been emphasized by Meimad, whose platform opposes coercive religious legislation, emphasizes democratic
57. Herb Keinon, "Extraordinary Events," Jerusalem Post, 25 November 1994.
58. Itamar Warhaftig, "The Soul Should not be Granted," Nekuda 41, 19 March 1982,
cited by Yishai, Land or Peace, 241.
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For Meimad, religious law does not require opposition to the "land
for peace" formula. In contrast to the messianic interpretation, Rabbi
Yehuda Amital, the founder of the MeŸ
movement, declared that
the "miracle of the [1967] Six Day War" was not primarily the conquest
of the biblical Land of Israel. "People at the time were concerned
about another holocaust, they were receiving letters pleading with
them to send their children abroad. So when we won the war, it was a
feeling of great relief, a feeling that God saved us from destruction.
That was the miracle. It had nothing to do with Judea and Samaria. ''5~
Based on this perspective, in 1993-94 Meimad supported the DOP,
and in the 1996 elections its leaders endorsed the Labor party and
Shimon Peres. Similarly, in 1999, the leadership endorsed Ehud Barak
for the office of prime minister, and entered the "One Israel" list
(based on the Labor Party). Asa result, Meimad placed one member
in the Knesset, joined the governing coalition, and Rabbi Michael
Melchior also became a government minister responsible for religioussecular relations. This process reflected the gradual increase in the
relative strength of the approach that places the principle of pikuach
nefesh (preservation of life) above that of sovereign control over the
Land of Israel.

INTERPRETATIONS OF JEWISH TRADITION

111

CONCLUSION

Despite involvement in a bitter and protracted conflict, and the numerous complications arising from the absorption of immigrants from
many different political cultures, Israel maintains a strong commitment
to procedural and institutional democracy. As demonstrated in this es59. Meimad Journal 14 (Hebrew) (September 1998): see inside back cover.
60. Gerald M. Steinberg. "Peace, Security and Terror in the 1996 Elections," in Israel at
the Polls 1996, eds. Daniel J. Elazar and Shmuel Sancller (London: Frank Cass, 1997).
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practices in the Jewish State, and actively supports education regarding
democratic values in both the religious and secular school systems. 59
These themes were underscored and became primary issues in November 1995, following the assassination of Prime Minister Yitzchak
Rabin. Many religious leaders, including those previously associated
with the more "nationalist" and "hawkish" approaches and parties, expressed concerns regarding the impact of internal divisions, violence,
and civil conflict on the future of the Jewish people. Examples from
history, and, in particular, the internal divisions and senseless hatred
(sinat chinam) that commentators have cited as the main cause of the
destruction of the Second Temple and the long period of exile, were
repeated as warnings of future catastrophe. Rabbis from many clifferent groups stressed the theme of national unity and political stability
based on accepted democratic norms and institutions.
The assassination followed months of intense and often violent
demonstrations against the policies of the Rabin government (particularly in the wake of terrorista and suicide bombings). 6o In this period,
nationalist rabbis issued edicts declaring the p¡
minister and the
government to be in violation of Jewish law (according to their interpretations) by endangering lives through their policies of territorial
withdrawal.
In this environment, the assassination and the perception that some
elements in the religious sectors of Israeli society provided justification
for this act led to a fundamental change among many rabbŸ and religious leaders. Some, such as Rabbi Yoel Ben Nun, who had been a
major leader of the territorialist Gush Emunim approach, renounced
their earlier views and emphasized the importance of national unity
and democracy. In the curricula of the national-religious school system
(although not in the ultra-orthodox system), a program to emphasize
democracy asa core Jewish value has been introduced. While it is too
soon to be able to judge the impact of these changes, this approach has
gained recognition in the policy spectrum within the Israeli nationalreligious community.
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say, in practice the Israeli political system tends to be majoritarian in
nature, with distinct characteristics (and limitations) when compared to
Western liberal democracies.
With barely fifty years of experience asa sovereign state, the evolution of Israel's civic culture and the triangular relationship between democracy, the religious tradition, and the policies on issues of war and
peace remain highly complex and very fluid. The future of Israeli democracy depends on many factors, including the balance of power between the religious and secular communities and within the religious
sector. In addition, events unconnected with the political struggles between the religious and secular groups, such as the ar¡
of over one
million immigrants from Russia (of which an increasing number are not
considered to be Jewish and do not identify themselves as such) has
already h a d a profound impact. (Ironically, although the Russians are
overwhelmingly secular and oppose the religious establishment, they
are also relatively hawkish on issues of war and peace, and have formed
alliances on these issues with the more conservative religious groups in
Israel.)
External events, including the outcome of the various negotiations,
will also have a major impact on the evolution of the structure and
substance of Israeli politics and democracy. Although the three primary approaches to the relationship between the Jewish political tradition and issues of war and peace discussed in this essay are firmly
established, their relative importance is subject to change. A failure of
the peace process, with continuing or increased hostility and violence,
particularly involving Palestinians, is likely to increase support for the
posŸ
that places priority on sovereignty and settlement in the Land
of Israel. In contrast, successful negotiations, resulting in agreements
and implementation, and in which the level of violence is visibly reduced are likely to strengthen the approaches that accept territorial
compromise and emphasize national unity through (secular) democratic government.
Finally, in considering the value of any particular case study, it is
useful to examine the possible applications of the analysis and conclusŸ to other situations and cases. Although, as noted, the Israeli case
is an exception in many respects, there may be some interesting analogies that may be drawn with another non-Arab country in the region in
which religion is a central element in the structure of politics--the case
of post-revolutionary Iran. Like Israel, the Iranian political culture
draws on a combination of traditional religious elements (although in
this case, this tradition is Islamic and specifically Shia) and Western
political institutions, including democracy. Given Iran's recent history,
particularly the Iraqi invasion of 1980, questions of war and peace, and
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the authority of religious and secular leaders in this context, are also
central. While the comparison of the IsraelŸand Iranian eases is beyond the scope of this analysis, this subject might be of interest in the
future.
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