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ON THE IRRELEVANCE
OF RELIGIOUS-ZIONISM

JEWISH NATIONAL CULTURE
FROM A RELIGIOUS-ZIONIST PERSPECTIVE

T

hroughout its history, much of religious-Zionist Orthodoxy has
advocated a Jewish national culture that integrates Judaism and
its religious traditions with broad aspects of society and culture.
Many religious-Zionists want not merely a state of the Jews, but a
Jewish state with a Jewish nationalism that brims with Jewish content.
This paper will examine the way in which two contemporary ideological
camps within religious-Zionism struggle to implement this vision, and
the challenges that they meet along the way.1
I will refer to these two ideological camps, for lack of better terms,
as “the religious-Zionist right” and “the religious-Zionist left.” By religious-Zionist right I refer to institutions such as Yeshivat Merkaz haRav (and most other religious-Zionist yeshivot), Gush Emunim (a religious settler movement), the dominant voices in Mafdal (the National
Religious Party), and the prevailing spirit in youth movements like
B’nei Akiva and Ariel. These groups represent the ideological and rabbinic leadership for most of religious-Zionism. By religious-Zionist left,
This article was researched and written before Prime Minister Sharon began
speaking publicly about his plan to remove Israeli military and civilian presence
from Gaza. The execution of the “disengagement plan” in the summer of 2005
created a great deal of ideological and religious ferment within religious-Zionism.
Some of the subsequent developments in religious-Zionism reinforce the analysis
in this article, while others point in other directions.Only historical hindsight will
grant us adequate perspective to appreciate how these events will alter the tense
relationship between religious-Zionism and secular Zionist culture.
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I refer to organizations like Meimad (a liberal Orthodox political party
and educational movement), Netivot Shalom (a religious peace organization), the Shalom Hartman Institute (a Jerusalem bet midrash and
think tank), and various intellectuals associated particularly with the
Hebrew and Bar Ilan Universities. They represent a smaller but ideologically active voice in the religious-Zionist minority.
I am not happy with this terminology, particularly because the
terms right and left are associated almost exclusively with issues I prefer
to bracket here: land, peace, and security. I am more concerned with
the relationship between religion and Israeli Zionist culture. For the
sake of this discussion, I will paint the two groups in somewhat broad
and oversimplified strokes, emphasizing the common denominators
shared by members of each group and deemphasizing the more subtle
differences within each group. I hope, thereby, to make some general
and systematic points about the relationship between the religiousZionist minority and the majority Jewish culture in Israel.
Furthermore, there is an important gray area between the two
groups, a less ideologically deliberate population of middle-class religious-Zionists who unselfconsciously compromise between religion and
secular Israeli culture. While this group deserves serious study of its
own, it lacks an articulated religious worldview, and is therefore less relevant to our discussion of how religious-Zionist ideology can or cannot
have a broad impact on Israeli culture.2 Within the ideologically committed religious-Zionist population, the right is the larger and more
powerful ideological wing, while the left makes up an important voice,
particularly among intellectuals, even if its approach has not gained
wide appeal.3
The vision of an integrated religious culture is central to the ideology of both groups, though they work with different models of how they
would like this to come about. In its extreme version, the religiousZionist right speaks of the collapse of the moral and ideological vision
of secular Zionism, particularly since the Yom Kippur war, and an
approaching “revolution of faith” 4 in which religious-Zionist ideology
will replace the emptiness of contemporary Israeli life, in the process
returning secular Israel to its “authentic” overtly religious essence. The
religious-Zionist right envisions the day when the Jewish religious tradition and the successes of Zionism will merge in perfect messianic harmony. Members of the religious-Zionist right want to “leave nothing
outside the boundaries of religion. Nothing remains religiously neutral.”5 The religious-Zionist left is more cautious and more respectful of
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existing Zionist culture. Instead of a religious-Zionist revolution, they
speak of “dialogue between worlds:”6 conversation, mutual influence,
and the gradual influence of modernity on religion, and of religion on
modernity. In either model, the Jewish religious tradition is to become
a driving moral, intellectual, and cultural force in mainstream Israel.
Both groups have met with a measure of success in achieving some
of their respective goals, but I venture that they have not succeeded in
having the kind of broad based cultural impact that they desire.7 I suspect that these failures stem from tensions that are inherent in religiousZionism as an Orthodox minority within a large non-Orthodox majority. On the one hand, becoming an active force in making the Jewish
religious tradition appealing and meaningful for Israeli Jews and Israeli
public culture requires social and intellectual openness. On the other
hand, Orthodoxy (Jewish and otherwise) requires boundaries which
inevitably limit contact between Orthodox people and others, and consequently diminish the ability of Orthodoxy to influence them. In the
context of this dilemma, the religious-Zionist right has chosen to build
boundaries, and has paid the price in lack of integration with and influence on mainstream Zionist culture. The religious-Zionist left has chosen to open itself to the outside, but has paid the price in the inability
to draw meaningful boundaries, and in consequence, has largely failed
to have important influence on the grassroots of observant religiousZionists. As an ideological leadership without a following, the religiousZionist left fails to have widespread influence on Israeli culture.
THE RELIGIOUS-ZIONIST RIGHT
The religious-Zionist right is the dominant ideological voice in religious-Zionism today. Its language and categories are virtually taken for
granted in most religious-Zionist ideological discourse. Its values dominate in yeshiva high schools, ulpanot (girl’s high schools), advanced
yeshivot, religious settlements in Yesha (Judea, Samaria, and Gaza), and
many religious-Zionist institutions within the Green Line. One of the
values shared in this discourse is the eventual revolution in Zionism
which the religious-Zionist right will help to bring about. The goals of
Gush Emunim are, for example, revolutionary and transformative:
To bring about a great movement of awakening in the Nation of Israel
in order to realize the Zionist vision in its entirety, with an awareness
that the source of this vision is the Jewish tradition and the roots of
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Judaism. Its goal is the complete redemption for the Nation of Israel
and the entire world.8

Secular attitudes and norms, long dominant in Israeli culture, will be
replaced by religious ones, as secular Jews in Israel absorb the sanctity
of the land and come to appreciate the hand of providence that guides
Israeli history. As the State of Israel moves toward its inevitable messianic future, self-consciously secular Zionism will become self-consciously religious-Zionism. In this vision, there will be no sphere of
social or political life that will not be integrated with religious symbols,
values, and concerns.
There is much more to this vision than a hypothetical “halakhic
state.” Religious-Zionist thinkers and rabbis have worked to construct a
halakhic constitution for the State of Israel and to address public issues
from a halakhic perspective.9 Yet, for both the proponents and opponents of a medinat halakha (a state governed by halakhic law), focusing
exclusively on law misses much of the point. There is a great deal more
to public culture than law. Religious-Zionists are also interested in seeing non-coercive public life revolve around Jewish themes. As R. Dan
Be’eri (a leading religious-Zionist educator) put it,
We should not be establishing the scarecrow of a dry, clerical, and totalitarian “halakhic state,” but rather the revived Jewish nation, with all
the powerful ideas of its creativity, in all spheres [of life].10

Jewish culture is to be reflected not only in law, but in literature, music,
the arts, physical culture, popular culture, recreation, the mass media,
education, and economic life. Religion will be tied up with the very fabric of day to day life.
One source, for example, which I choose not for its uniqueness but
because it presents these issues in a straightforward way, speaks of the
religious-Zionist right’s relationship to the arts. R. Ya’akov Ariel (chief
Rabbi of Ramat Gan) attacks secular art as being devoid of moral considerations. Artistic “criticism does not tolerate confusion between the
realms of ethics and aesthetics,” which leads to secular art that borders
on pornography. In contrast, an ideal religious art will be tied up with
the spiritual and moral power of the religious personality. R. Ariel
encourages religious-Zionism to establish elite art schools so that religious-Zionists can create an art that meets these demanding criteria.
Further, art does not function only on the individual level, but on the
collective one as well. A great artist “identifies with the national
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genius,” and therefore art can have a social and political impact: “Great
social revolutions in the world were sparked by the great writers and
poets.” R. Ariel envisions a religious-Zionist art that can help replace
what he considers to be the existing degenerate secular art, and thereby
help produce the kind of religious and moral revolution that the religious-Zionist right desires.11
Yet there is tension, if not contradiction, between the rhetoric and
the reality, between the desire to become culturally dominant and the
minority status of religious-Zionism. Examine the approach to the religious-Zionist relationship with secular Jews suggested by the late
Zevulun Hammer (a leading religious-Zionist politician):
We were focused on creating the tools and blazing the paths that would
allow for walking together and joint building of the nation. We lived in
a reality of bridge building . . . of attempting to conquer the heart of
the entire nation, but not closing ourselves off in our four ells.12

On the one hand, he speaks of cooperation between differing segments
of the Jewish people, implying an expectation that they will remain different. On the other hand, he makes it clear that his goal is evangelical,
implying that the rest of the nation will not remain as it was. The cooperation will come through conquest, even if only a conquest of hearts.
In reality, the heart of the nation refused to be conquered. Instead of
becoming a revolutionary ideological voice for all of Israel, the religious-Zionist right was left as a minority, moving, partially against its
will, in the direction of social and intellectual isolationism.
In other words, since the late 1970s and the development of Hardal
(haredi le’umi), or “nationalistic haredi,” the religious-Zionist right has
moved in directions of isolationism and segregation. While isolationism
is never an all-or-nothing affair, and little in religious-Zionist life has
reached the level of mainstream haredi isolationism, there are very influential trends in that direction. This is manifest most clearly in the tendency to live in exclusively religious-Zionist neighborhoods. The idealistically driven movement to settle the territories helped create separate
religious-Zionist neighborhoods. Many smaller yishuvim (settlements)
maintain “acceptance committees,” which have the authority to deny
residence to newcomers whose lifestyles might not match the desired
religious atmosphere of the settlement. Even within cities, both in and
out of the Green Line, where there is no legal right to exclude the nonOrthodox, newly constructed neighborhoods that want to attract religious-Zionist residents tend to market exclusively to them. One reli-
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gious-Zionist building company, for example, boldly declared that its
apartments are “For People Exactly Like You!”13
Religious-Zionism has long maintained a separate school system.
Of late, this school system, or at least the elite elements within it,
have moved further to the religious and political right.14 The more
elite and well-respected the school, the less likely it is to attract or
desire a student body that is not strictly observant. Students in these
schools participate in B’nei Akiva, Ezra, or Ariel—religious-Zionist
youth movements which work to inculcate the religious, political, and
ideological values of the religious-Zionist right.15 The best and brightest graduates of these yeshiva high schools for boys are encouraged to
continue their education either in yeshivot hesder—where they will
remain in an exclusively Orthodox environment for a number of years
more, and will serve in the army in Orthodox units—or in a religiousZionist yeshiva gevohah (advanced yeshiva) where they may not serve
in the army at all.16 Other students, often viewed as religiously weaker
in the eyes of educators, choose mekhinot kedam tseva’iot. In these
programs, students perform a full three years of military service in
regular army units. However, they do so only after immersing themselves for one more year in an intensive Orthodox environment. Elite
ulpana high-schools for young women often emphasize women’s
domestic roles, and some educators prefer that women avoid the dangers of the workplace entirely.17 These young women are actively and
aggressively discouraged from serving in the military, for, among
other reasons, the dangers of exposure to an irreligious environment.
Even a year of voluntary national service is often performed in an
exclusively Orthodox context.
Religious-Zionist dress has also moved in more distinctive directions,
helping religious-Zionists make clear statements, to themselves and to
others, that they are a separate group. In previous generations, head coverings for married women were not that common among religiousZionist laywomen. Today they are de rigueur in circles of the religiousZionist right. For men, large kippot have become common, and are often
accompanied by untrimmed beards. These trends are more noticeable in
yishuvim and in yeshivot, the centers of the religious-Zionist right.
The religious-Zionist right maintains many other exclusively Orthodox cultural institutions which limit the contact of religious-Zionists
with general Zionist culture. The settler radio station, Arutz Sheva,
until its recent closing by the authorities (it now broadcasts only over
the Internet), was a religious-Zionist alternative to the secular national
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radio stations. The decades old religious-Zionist newspaper, Hazofe,
and the more recently founded weekly, Makor Rishon, are alternatives
to the perceived leftist politics and voyeuristic “to’evot” (abominations)
of Israel’s secular press.18 The religious-Zionist right has also begun to
produce its own popular literature, imitating the parallel popular literature of the haredi community.19 Religious-Zionists often listen to haredi
popular music, and a cadre of distinctively religious-Zionist musicians
has emerged as well. The Orthodox popular culture serves as a partial
replacement of the general Israeli popular culture, which the religiousZionist right perceives as a threat.
Many graduates of the religious-Zionist educational system do
attend university, though they, particularly men, are often not encouraged to do so by the rabbinic leadership.20 Rabbis and educators often
encourage the top students in religious-Zionist yeshivot to stay in the
yeshiva before emerging to work as teachers or religious functionaries.
Some extreme voices within the religious-Zionist right have argued for
the dangers of exposure to general education, particularly the “science
fiction” of academic Jewish studies,21 even through teacher-training
programs within the yeshivot. The rhetoric about this issue became so
strong that one leading rabbi accused the European Union of funding
these teacher-training programs in order to educate a generation of religious-Zionists leaders who will acquiesce to a land-for-peace deal.22 The
intellectual isolationism feeds on itself. When religious-Zionist teachers
lack university education, they are likely to educate a generation of students who will not attend university.
Of course, there is diversity within the religious-Zionist right. For
every yeshiva student isolated in an Orthodox settlement in the territories, there is a university educated professional working in a mixed
workplace. Certainly, the increase in religious-Zionist representation
among petty officers in the socially diverse environment of the army
runs counter to the trends I describe. However, my goal here is not to
paint a comprehensive sociological and ideological picture of the range
of options available within contemporary religious-Zionism, but to
examine the broader ideological and social trends. Religious-Zionist
ideologues have moved in increasingly isolationist directions, and broad
sections of the religious-Zionist population have followed suit.
The motivations for this isolationism are understandable. First, being
among like-minded people is socially and psychologically comfortable,
particularly in as diverse and bifurcated a society as that of Israel. As one
religious-Zionist writer put it, “The need to be part of a group and to
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separate from other groups is a tremendously powerful human drive.”23
Second, and perhaps more importantly, there is a perception that isolationism is critical for education. Any religious commitment, particularly
in the modern world, requires a “plausibility structure,” a network of
social institutions and interpersonal relations that make a particular belief
system or behavioral pattern seem plausible, if not inevitable.24 Close
contact with individuals or institutions which do not uphold the norms
and values of the religious-Zionist right can implicitly call into question
the plausibility structure which isolation creates.
The development of this plausibility structure is part of the reason
that the religious-Zionist right has developed a large and unified following: a small minority within larger Israel, but a well defined camp with
political, social, and ideological self-consciousness. Settlements in the
territories are, at least in many cases, thriving, despite the security situation. Yeshiva high schools and ulpanot dot the Israeli map, and feed their
graduates into the dozens of midrashot (post high-school study programs for women) and yeshivot. The political bloc of the religiousZionist right, both in and out of the Mafdal, has remained an important
and influential coalition partner in recent years, and has been active in
bringing down governments that did not meet with its satisfaction.
When the religious-Zionist right has been dissatisfied with government
policy, particularly regarding the issues of land and security, it has little
trouble bringing tens of thousands to the streets in protest. True, there
has been increased attention to the problem of dropout youth who
adopt non-Orthodox lifestyles,25 and the entire movement has suffered
from at least a measure of crisis since the first intifada, the signing of the
Oslo accords, the Rabin assassination, and Sharon’s disengagement plan.
But the religious-Zionist right remains an ideological, religious, and
political minority that cannot be ignored in the Israeli scene. The separatism has helped build group solidarity and a collective sense of purpose
by creating defined social boundaries between insiders and outsiders.
Furthermore, the creation of this consolidated enclave has helped
the religious-Zionist right implement its vision of an integrated religious culture, at least on a small scale. Within a religious enclave community, wide aspects of social and cultural life can be deeply intertwined
with religion.26 In segregated and relatively homogeneous Orthodox
neighborhoods, shared religious assumptions allow religion to be integrated with art, recreation, business, politics, music, physical culture,
coercive power, and the basic goings on of day-to-day life. Granted, this
is a much smaller scale than the integrated national culture of which the
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religious-Zionist right dreams, but it can engender a sense of religious
integration and wholeness for members of the group.
Yet, success in the vision at this small scale comes at a price, for it
makes it that much more difficult for this religious-Zionism to find
common ground with mainstream Zionist culture. Religious-Zionism
has long viewed itself as a potential bridge between secular Zionist culture and the Jewish traditions of old, a bridge that would be absolutely
necessary if religious-Zionism is to have the kind of influence that it
wants on Israeli life. Social and intellectual isolationism can destroy the
foundations upon which that bridge might stand. By making do with an
integrated Jewish enclave, the religious-Zionist right is damaging its
dream of cultural influence on mainstream Israel.
Despite the fact that the religious-Zionist revolution has not materialized, the religious-Zionist right has not given up on its hope and its
vision. Some call for a re-evaluation if not of the overarching goals, then
at least of the tactics. R. Yoel Bin Nun, one of the most vocal and influential critics to emerge from within the religious-Zionist right,
explained in 1986 that,
Gush Emunim has lost its way. The Gush grabbed the stage for quite a
while as a pioneering force which led the way for the collective. . . .
[But now] the revolution may fail, for there is no attempt to reconnect
with the nation. Gush Emunim was the leading locomotive, but it
pulled the train’s chain until it broke. . . . In Gush Emunim there are
still those who do not understand that it has broken. . . . The Gush had
opportunities to take a step back—not in order to retreat from all that
we have done, but to reconnect [with the people]. But we did not
understand this.27

R. Yuval Sherlo (head of the yeshivat hesder in Petah Tikva), who
does not fit neatly into the typological picture of the religious-Zionist
right (or of the left), but who has important links to and some influence
on that group, is particularly concerned about dangerous educational
consequences of isolation. Once students leave the closed environment,
he claims, the isolated religious-Zionist culture loses its hold:
We are not offering anything which can nourish the religious-Zionist
understanding of those between the ages of 25 and 40. More or less
after “Hesder,” at the moment when the protective envelope disappears, things change for them very quickly.28

He calls for a loosening of the isolationist religious-Zionist envelope.
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Yet, other leaders of the religious-Zionist right work to justify the
segregation with the dream of immediate and widespread cultural influence. I will examine just one contemporary example of this, because it
reflects the challenges involved in maintaining the self-image of influence
in the face of isolationism. The religious-Zionist right is developing a
new program of hahzara be-teshuva, which is activist outreach designed
to convert secular Jews to religious-Zionist Orthodoxy. The notion that
there is an unacknowledged and unselfconscious religious aspect to the
ideology and activities of secular Zionists has a long history in religiousZionist thinking. Further, there has long been a messianic expectation
that this unacknowledged religiosity will sprout forth into overt religious
practice. Generally, however, the issue of when and how this would happen was left vague. It was assumed that as secularists would become dissatisfied with a purely secular Israeli culture and as messianic history
would play itself out, secular Jews would naturally return to a religion
that represents their essences as individuals and as a collective.29
Of late, segments of the religious-Zionist right are no longer willing
to leave this to chance. Rav Shlomo Aviner (head of Yeshivat Ateret
Kohanim), perhaps one of the most influential and prolific rabbinic
leaders of the religious-Zionist right, has been actively involved in
developing a group called Rosh Yehudi, which adopts the rhetoric,
style, and techniques of haredi teshuva activists.30 Outreach by the religious-Zionist right is itself nothing new. Makhon Meir, for example, has
existed as a religious-Zionist yeshiva for ba’alei teshuva [newly Orthodox]
since 1974, though it did not actively and aggressively recruit students.
What is new is the public rhetoric and the attempt to draw religiousZionist laypeople into a vast grassroots effort to attract secular Jews to
Orthodoxy. Just a few years ago, in a publication of Makhon Meir, R.
Aviner declared that “the terms ‘religious’ and ‘secular’ . . . are nonsense names which cause destructive division in the nation. Making
social boundaries which divide the public is a lie.”31 In May of 2003, R.
Aviner changed his tone: “We must convert to Orthodoxy [le-hahzir beteshuva] the secular of different varieties, including the distant traditional Jews.”32 As part of a “great call to young men and women to repent
and to convert others to Orthodoxy [lahzor u-leHahzir be-teshuva],”33
R. Aviner urged religious-Zionist youth to take to the streets, to put
tefillin on passing men, and to distribute Shabbat candles to women.
Activists were to encourage secular Jews to attend Torah classes, or to
read a pamphlet of religious-Zionist ideology. Religious-Zionist laypeople should persuade their friends, co-workers, or milu’im (reserve duty)

30

Finkelman.QX 11/24/05 10:51 PM Page 31

Yoel Finkelman
buddies to become observant. R. Aviner’s call has been heard by at least
some, and his organization has spawned street booths, parlor meetings,
and Torah classes around Israel.
This program is a direct consequence of increased religious-Zionist
isolationism. As the religious-Zionist right distances itself from the
mainstream, religious-Zionism’s ability to influence Israeli general culture in a gradual and non-threatening way diminishes. The image of the
bridge between religious and secular becomes harder to maintain. The
discourse of hahzara be-teshuva allows the religious-Zionist right to
maintain its self-image as the force that will transform Israeli culture at
the same time that it allows religious-Zionism to meet the secular other
in a context particularly conducive to the maintenance of Orthodox
self-confidence and self-understanding. Orthodox Jews meet their secular counterparts in an Orthodox-defined context, which projects neither
respect nor appreciation of the other’s values and culture. This is not
dialogue among equals. Rather, the mahzir be-teshuva is the teacher and
the secular Jew the student. As R. Aviner explains, “We are not speaking of dialogue. We passed that stage long ago.”34 Dialogue implies the
legitimacy of the stance of both partners, while a discourse of hahzara
be-teshuva defines the secular Jew as deviant, even if hopefully temporarily. Conversation and dialogue might have been appropriate for an
earlier period, but today, say some religious-Zionist activists, there must
be a different approach.
As is often the case with proselytizing, these activities may be more
important for the maintenance of the in-group’s self-image than they are
it is for influencing outsiders, particularly when a group feels threatened
by the failure of its expectations to materialize.35 The involvement in outreach helps maintain the religious-Zionist segregation without sacrificing
the self-image of the religious-Zionist right as part of a larger cultural revolution within the Jewish people. Indeed, upon raising the issue of
hahzara be-teshuva to the public agenda, R. Aviner was asked if this might
result not in closeness, but in increased alienation between religious and
secular Israelis. He did not deny that this may be a result, but argued that
hahzara be-teshuva is an existential need of religious-Zionists, irrespective
of its chances of success or the likelihood that it will lead to backlash:
Shall we abandon them [secular Jews] because of our apparent status in
Israeli society, because of calculations of influence? . . . Bringing people
to faith is not a leisure activity about which we must ask if it will damage other important things. Rather, it is the essence of life.36
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This recent discussion of hahzara be-teshuva may be a passing phase,
or it may be a new trend in the religious-Zionist right’s increasingly
complex attempts to maintain its image of influence as it drifts further
from mainstream Israel. In either case, it is indicative of the kinds of
problems that face the religious-Zionist right, and the kind of ideological
gymnastics that it will have to perform as it struggles with the tensions
between its expectations of the religionization of Israeli public culture at
the same time as it continues to distance itself from that culture.
THE RELIGIOUS-ZIONIST LEFT
In place of the segregationalism of the religious-Zionist right, the religious-Zionist left tries to bridge the gap between Jewish religion and
non-Orthodox Israeli culture. Thinkers of the religious-Zionist left
spend much of their intellectual energy working to demonstrate the
compatibility of Judaism with modern cultural values like democracy,
pluralism, tolerance, feminism, and the like. This group argues for
increased sensitivity to humanist and democratic values, openness to
non-Orthodox ideas and people, increased religious flexibility, greater
room for individual autonomy within Jewish law, an academic and historically self-conscious approach to Jewish studies, as well as (in most
cases) a more dovish position on a land-for-peace issues.37 The religiousZionist left argues that a secular Israeli culture devoid of a deep and intimate connection with its traditional roots amounts to a historical and
religious tragedy. Secular Israelis must provide “real content to secular
Judaism” before the lack thereof leads to social “disintegration.”38 The
modernistic and liberal religious approach, the left claims, is the only one
that can make Judaism relevant to secular Israeli culture.
The platform of the ideological movement and political party,
Meimad, defines some of its goals:
Conventional wisdom claims that there is a gradual deterioration in the
Jewish character of the State of Israel, and that it may become a society
where Jewish culture loses its centrality. . . . The educational system will
contribute to the genuine effort to increase the awareness of Jewish culture and democracy. . . . The educational system will require studies of the
Jewish tradition, including the Written and Oral Law, in the context of all
streams of the educational system. . . . It will encourage the development
of creative Jewish culture in the spheres of literature, theater, and film.39
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This platform identifies a decrease in the influence of Judaism on Israeli
public culture, and works to increase Judaism’s cultural influence. Avi
Ravitzky (professor of Jewish thought at the Hebrew University) makes
a similar point:
The Torah must return to the public sphere and to history, to become
relevant again for a broad and integrated Jewish society, with an economy and law, policy and agriculture, social services, health care, and
technology.

The religious-Zionist left envisions a Jewish religion that is more
appealing and useful for a general Israeli public. It wants Judaism to
speak in the language of Israel’s Western values, thus enabling Judaism
to become a more significant cultural force. Ravitzky further emphasizes the religious creativity which this requires: “New historical and
social reality, which did not develop out of the power of Torah, invites
religious growth and dynamism.”40
There are various methods of bridging the gap between modern
values and traditional ones (though these approaches are not mutually
exclusive). Some writers indicate that Judaism already accepts, inherent
in its own tradition, Western liberal values.41 Another strategy is to
deliberately reinterpret the Jewish tradition, at times in conscious opposition to the straightforward reading of the sources, in order to make it
compatible with modernistic sensibilities.42 Others simply admit that
modern Orthodox Jews do not derive their values exclusively from religious sources, but from secular sources as well.43
This ideology pushes the religious-Zionist left to be active in founding dialogue groups between religious and secular Israelis,44 and in
founding institutions where secular Israelis can learn to appreciate the
wisdom embedded in the age-old tradition without coercion to move
over into the Orthodox camp. On paper, this group seems like a perfect
bridge between Orthodoxy and the rest of Jewish Israel, and the religious-Zionist left has made headway in accomplishing its goals. They
have grounded their religious ideology in Jewish sources and in philosophical and political theory, in a number of books, conferences, scholarly articles, and journals. Groups that advocate open dialogue between
the secular and the religious in Israel have grown, in part due to the
cooperation of the religious-Zionist left. Further, the religious-Zionist
left has become an important prophetic voice, critiquing the religiousZionist right and challenging it to clarify and defend its values.
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Still, the religious-Zionist left has failed to have the kind of broadranging cultural impact it desires, in large part because of its inability to
attract a following. The religious-Zionist left has marshaled an impressive intellectual and ideological leadership, but it has failed to attract a
consistent following, and has even earned the scorn of much of the
committed Orthodox Zionist population.45 The religious-Zionist left is
a leadership without a consistent or powerful following. Damning himself with faint praise, Meir Roth, a leader of the liberal Orthodox group
Ne’emanei Torah va-Avoda, defines the recent success of the religiousZionist left by the fact that its ideas are no longer ignored. The ideas
and values which the religious-Zionist left holds dear have
accomplished quite a bit in the religious public . . . Though these ideas
have not yet reached a leadership role, they have enough of a serious
and weighty claim that even their most bitter opponents are no longer
capable of ignoring them, as they did a decade ago.46

The religious-Zionist left has developed nothing that can compare to
the vast social, educational, institutional, and political network that the
religious-Zionist right has created. Without a grassroots following, it is
difficult to imagine that the religious-Zionist left could have the kind of
cultural impact that it desires.
How do we explain that failure of the religious-Zionist left to
attract grassroots support?47 Some of the values which lie at the center
of the ideology of the religious left seem incompatible with creating a
community of followers. Individualism, personal autonomy, tolerance,
and self-conscious attempts to balance competing values—all hallmarks
of the religious left—are not easily compatible with the creation of institutions and cohesive social groups. Further, given the preponderance of
liberal Orthodox academics in the religious-Zionist left, this group
places too much emphasis on intellectual aspects of religious commitment, at the expense of other, at times more important factors, like
emotion, habit, nostalgia, economics, and perhaps most significantly,
society and community.48 Just as culture is more than law, culture is also
more than ideas.
Intellectuals figure in the religious-Zionist left in ways that are
entirely out of proportion to their numbers in the population. There
are tens of books and hundreds of articles dedicated to defining and
clarifying the ideology of the religious-Zionist left. Few read them, in
large part because they are written by and for the intellectual elite.49
This emphasis on intellectual factors and scholarly articles matches the
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experiences and concerns of the intellectuals who make up the religious-Zionist left, but does little to spread their ideology to wider circles. Ideology cannot be imposed on the people by an intellectual elite.
Influential intellectuals are able to work in tandem with the concerns of
the common people, either influencing existing communities or creating new kinds of communities; non-influential intellectuals speak only
to themselves.
Notice the way David Hartman (theologian and founder of the
Shalom Hartman Institute), in a passage ostensibly about the ideal
social function of religion, ignores the role of community in Orthodox
commitment. For Hartman, there is only one community, kelal yisrael
(the Jewish people). The Orthodox right consists of scattered individuals, detached from that single collective:
Rather than serving as a catalyst for the building of community, halakha
is often used as an instrument of divisiveness, subtle aggression and
spiritual isolation. Instead of mitzvah awakening the individual to
embrace kelal yisrael, it is often, and mistakenly, viewed as calling for
the isolation of the individual from the community.50

In fact, however, kelal yisrael is not the only community. It is an
“imagined community” of people who do not know or come into dayto-day contact with one another. This larger community is constructed
not of isolated individuals, observant or otherwise, but of smaller subcommunities. Some of the strongest and most cohesive of these subcommunities make up the Orthodox right. It is therefore not surprising that this essay, which focuses on the educational aspects of
Hartman’s Orthodox vision, has a great deal to say about cognitive
and intellectual education, and virtually nothing to say about education as socialization.
Furthermore, the openness itself helps make the ideology unacceptable to many halakhically observant Zionists. Religious-Zionism, like
any Orthodoxy, requires boundaries. As James Davison Hunter, a scholar of American Protestantism, explains,
The issue here (and one common to all orthodoxies) is the issue of
boundaries. . . . Such criteria provide a test for group membership:
those who adhere belong; those who do not adhere . . . do not belong.
While all ideological systems or world views maintain cognitive, moral,
and behavioral boundaries of one sort or another, religious orthodoxies
are often distinguished by the narrowness with which these lines are
drawn and the strictness with which they are enforced.51
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Hunter is not merely defining Orthodoxy as a subject of discussion. He
is describing the way in which boundaries are critical to the maintenance of Orthodox practice and identity.
The religious-Zionist left has trouble creating these boundaries. For
some, whether or not to follow halakha is a matter of personal preference: “Secular humanism had to be recognized as a vital possible orientation of human beings to the world, even if it was not a live option for
me.”52 In other cases, the religious-Zionist left retains the claim that
halakha is binding: openness “does not come . . . to permit violation of
the words of Torah.”53 Even in the latter case, the religious-Zionist left
has a great deal of trouble translating into practice this verbal opposition to non-observance. With its ideological commitment to not alienating the secular majority, the religious-Zionist left simply cannot treat
halakhic heteropraxy as deviant or beyond the border.
Defining deviance is a matter of great significance for social and ideological groups. As Durkheim taught, groups define and punish deviance
not only to prevent criminals from acting upon their impulses, but in
order to teach law abiding members of the group what the community’s
deepest values are and in order to create social cohesion among them. Or,
in more contemporary terms, defining the “other” is always part of a
community’s attempt to define itself. In this context, the difficulty of the
religious-Zionist left to define non-observance as deviant or to act and
“punish” non-observance (through whatever social sanctions are available
to voluntary groups like contemporary Orthodoxy), sends an important
message to Orthodox Jews who are deeply committed to the uncompromising binding nature of halakha as the word of God. A defining element
of Orthodox ideology is the notion that observance is mandatory as the
command of God, and that this is the authentic (i.e., Orthodox) understanding of the Jewish tradition. In the committed Orthodox community,
someone who does not tow the line religiously will be socially shunned, if
not more formally punished. This sends a clear message, both to
Orthodox members and to non-Orthodox outsiders, about just how seriously the community takes halakhic observance. When the religiousZionist left treats Shabbat violators as equals, and there is little concrete
attempt to treat those who disobey halakha as deviant, then many of the
most committed observant Jews understand intuitively that the religiousZionist left does not appeal to their core values.
A pluralistic Orthodoxy may be defendable on paper, and can be
explained to an intellectual elite. At least conceptually it is true that an
individual “person can be absolutely bound by Torah and mitsvot with-
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out assuming that this obligation implies the rejection of the values or
the world of the other.”54 But this approach may not be emotionally,
socially, or educationally capable of creating this commitment at a
broad-based social level. Intellectuals in the religious-Zionist left want
an open and accepting Orthodoxy precisely because it can create a
“shared foundation upon which to build dialogue with secularization.”55 However, this may not create the social and religious boundaries that are basic to the religious self-understanding of committed
observant Jews.
Mary Douglas’s typology of the relationship of ritual practice to a
group’s social structure reinforces this idea. To isolate and oversimplify
one aspect of her more complex matrix, she argues that the more a
social group has clearly defined borders and the more the individual is
dependent on that collective, the more likely the group is to emphasize
ritual practice and conformity in that ritual practice. The more open
and mobile a community, and the less dependent the individual is on
the collective, the less likely the group is to emphasize ritual and conformity to that ritual.56 Douglas may not describe an inviolable law of
nature, but her analysis does indicate the challenges that face the religious-Zionist left in creating a sizeable and committed observant following. If the creation of boundaries makes it hard for the religiousZionist right to find common ground with secular Israel, the lack of
boundaries makes it difficult for the religious-Zionist left to find common ground with the plurality of committed Orthodoxy.
If this problem is not difficult enough, many spokespeople for the
religious-Zionist left, perhaps unwittingly, increase the chasm between
themselves and their peers to the right. The religious-Zionist left, like all
groups, does draw boundaries and does define deviance: not violators of
halakha, but settlers, haredim, proponents of strong rabbinic authority,
followers of popular religion, and messianists. Hem Mefahadim, a controversial book by independent religious writer Tseviya Greenfield, is an
extreme example, full of bitter contempt for the religious-Zionist right
(and haredim).57 Less vitriolic writers often do something similar. Yosef
Ahitov (a leading intellectual in the religious kibbutz movement) speaks
of his own “‘enlightened’ approach.” He does not take the next step and
speak of the alternatives as “dark,” but he does speak of them as “fundamentalism.”58 Even if this latter evaluation is accurate in many cases, this
language certainly does more to create an “other” against which the religious-Zionist left can define itself than it does to help influence the plurality of observant Jewry. Indeed, Meir Roth criticizes his own camp for
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the “contempt which the religious intellectual holds for religious groups
that are not involved in the integration of ideas of Torah with those of
modernity.”59
Some in the religious-Zionist left understand that the group is a
small ideological minority within the religious-Zionist camp, and is likely to stay that way. They are satisfied with the prophetic role.60 Others
seem unaware of the way in which the ideology makes it difficult for the
group to attract or create a community of followers. Moshe Hellinger
(of Bar Ilan University’s Department of Political Science) for example,
sees religious-Zionism as stuck in an either/or situation, titling his
extensive critique of the religious-Zionist right, “The Religious-Zionist
Movement: Between Death Throes and Possible Revival.”61 If religiousZionism continues on its messianic and isolationist path, this will lead
to “disappearance”62 because religious-Zionism will have nothing to say
to the social and economic problems of a pluralistic and post-modern
Israel. Only if it changes direction and chooses a path of intellectual
openness and a liberal socio-economic agenda can it achieve the “possible revival.” Yet Hellinger’s opening sentence describes a very different
reality: “The weight of men and women who define themselves as religious-Zionist is greater than it ever was.” Hellinger makes no attempt
to explain this growth in religious-Zionism, given his claim that it is
currently so weak and irrelevant. He underestimates the ability of isolationist groups to construct a social reality that makes their ideologies
relevant and plausible to members. He is correct about the growing distance between the religious-Zionist right and secular Israel, but he does
not substantiate his claim that the religious-Zionist right is dying, or
that it will do so soon.
In short, the religious-Zionist left, despite its ideological commitment to relevance, is suffering from a deep crisis of irrelevance. The
view of reality from the academic ivory tower of the religious left can be
quite different than the view of reality from the street. What seems
plausible, relevant, and compelling in the social reality of the academy
can be very different from what seems plausible, relevant, and compelling in the religious-Zionist enclave of the right, or, for that matter,
in the day to day reality of secular Israeli culture. For religious academics, life is full of high culture, pluralism, multiculturalism, and tension
between tradition and modernity. While they often address these issues
with deep conviction and honesty, they can miss the experience of the
laypeople, religious or not, who do not have the tensions between
modernity and tradition in the forefront of their consciousness (even if
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academics might, from the outside, be able to describe how this tension
in fact affects them). The social-scientific and humanistic tools which
intellectuals use to explain the world are ill-suited to serve as ideologies
for the so-called common people. Ironically, then, the religious-Zionist
left, the advocates of making Judaism “relevant,” have trouble making
their vision of Judaism relevant, because they have failed to capture the
collective imagination of people outside of a small, self-selected group
of intellectuals.63
CONCLUSIONS
Religious-Zionism is caught in a difficult bind. On the one hand, it sees
itself as the proper understanding of Judaism and of Zionism, and
hopes (expects?) the religious-Zionist vision to provide an influential
alternative to secular Zionism. As an Orthodoxy, religious-Zionism can
only afford to take part in the Zionist enterprise by placing limits on the
legitimacy of cooperation and contact with the non-Orthodox. On the
other hand, the boundary maintenance that is inherent in Orthodoxy
makes it difficult for religious-Zionism to influence the existing secular
Zionism. As strong as the push is toward isolationism, there also a
strong push toward outgoingness and influence. In today’s environment, the religious-Zionist right has chosen the isolationist side of this
dilemma, while the religious-Zionist left has chosen the openness side
of the dilemma. A crisis of communication has developed between
them, in which the religious-Zionist right views the religious-Zionist
left as apologetic and not deeply committed to observance. The religious-Zionist left views the religious-Zionist right as a dangerous messianic fundamentalism. This crisis of communication may reflect an
inherent difficulty in religious-Zionism’s attempt to make itself into an
important force in forming Jewish culture in mainstream Israel. The
more it attempts to protect itself by drawing clear boundaries between
the Orthodox and the heterodox, the further it will find itself from
mainstream Zionist culture. The more it draws closer to secular Zionist
culture, the harder it will be to draw the boundaries that are necessary
for the maintenance of any Orthodoxy.
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NOTES
1. Certainly, Yeshayahu Leibowitz did not share this vision of an integrated
Jewish religious public culture in Israel. He is, as is often the case, an iconoclastic voice in religious-Zionist discourse.
2. For initial studies of the religious practice and attitudes of this middle
ground, see Yair Sheleg, Ha-Datiyim ha-Hadashim (Jerusalem: Keter,
2000), chap. 2-3; and Asher Cohen, “The Knitted Kippa and What is
Behind It: Plural Identities in Religious-Zionism” [in Hebrew], Akdamot
15 (Marheshevan 5765), pp. 9-30.
3. There are also several rabbis and thinkers—such as R. Aharon Lichtenstein,
R. Yuval Sherlo, Prof. Shalom Rosenberg, and R. Shagar—who do not fit
neatly into either group. The differences between them are large enough to
make it difficult to make any fair generalizations about a middle-ground religious-Zionist ideology that is not in orbit around either the left or the right.
4. Moti Karpel, Ha-Mahapekha ha-Emunit (Alon Shevut: Le-khathila, 2003).
Despite the claim of this book that it has transcended the sectarian
approach of religious-Zionism, the ideological content is largely identical
to that of Gush Emunim as it was expressed in the 1970s and 1980s,
which also envisioned itself as above sectarianism.
5. Gideon Aran, “Jewish Zionist Fundamentalism: The Bloc of the Faithful in
Israel (Gush Emunim),” in Martin E. Marty and R. Scott Appleby (ed.),
Fundamentalisms Observed (Chicago: University of Chicago, 1991), p. 296.
6. Avi Sagi, Dudi Schwartz, and Yedidya Stern (ed.), Yahadut Penim vaHuts: Dialog Ben Olamot (Jerusalem: Magnes, 2000).
7. I am not concerned here either with the coherence of either ideology, nor
with the question of which side is ideologically correct.
8. From “The First Ideological Platform” of Gush Emunim, which appears as
an appendix in Gershon Shafat, Gush Emunim: Ha-Sipur me-Ahorei haKela’im (Israel: Sifriyat Bet El, 1995).
9. See, for example, R. Dr. Shimon Federbush, Mishpat ha-Melukha beYisrael (Jerusalem: Mosad ha-Rav Kook, 1952); R. Yitshak Isaac ha-Levi
Hertzog, Tehuka la-Yisrael Al Pi ha-Torah (Jerusalem: Mosad ha-Rav
Kook, 1949); Asher Cohen, Ha-Talit ve-haDegel: Ha-Tsiyonut ha-Datit
ve-Hazon Medinat ha-Torah be-Reshit ha-Medina (Jerusalem: Yad Yitzhak
Ben Tzvi, 1998).
10. R. Dan Be’eri, “To Uproot the Renewed Exile Within Us” [in Hebrew],
Nekuda 103 (Rosh ha-Shana 1987), p. 20. Nekuda is a monthly magazine
of the settler movement.
11. R. Ya’akov Ariel, “Without Ethics There is No Aesthetics” [in Hebrew],
Nekuda 124 (October 1988), pp. 44-45, 56. On attitudes to the arts in
religious-Zionism, see Yael Shenkar, “We Have No Artists: A Nationalist
Religious Community Evaluates its Artists” [in Hebrew], in Ha-Tsiyonut
ha-Datit: Idan ha-Temurot, Asher Cohen and Yisrael Harel (ed.)
(Jerusalem: Mosad Bialik, 2004), pp. 283-322. On fiction, see Ilan
Tzipori, “Literature and Outreach” [in Hebrew], Ma’aynei ha-Yeshu’a 99
(4 Tamuz, 2003), p. 6. (Ma’aynei ha-Yeshu’a is a weekly pamphlet that is
distributed in synagogues. The pamphlet is associated with the group Rosh
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Yehudi, which will be discussed below). It should be noted that the
schools for the arts which were opened for religious-Zionists often did not
turn out the way the rabbinic leadership envisioned them. Instead of creating art that supported the norms of the rabbis, students often produced art
that was perceived as undermining those values.
12. Zevulun Hammer, “Facing the Young Generation” [in Hebrew], Hazofe
(June 27, 1980). My reading of this passage differs from that of Asher
Cohen, “Badlanut u-Petihut: Hityahasutan Shel ha-Itonut ve-haManhigut
ha-Tsiyonit Datit la-Hilonim ve-laHiloniyut be-Tekufat ha-Medina, 19481986,” M.A. Thesis, Bar Ilan University, 1987.
13. The advertisement appeared in Ma’aynei ha-Yeshu’a 115 (29 Tishri, 2004),
p. 3, and in many other places as well.
14. See Michael Rosenak, “Jewish Fundamentalism in Israeli Education,” in
Martin E. Marty and R. Scott Appelby (Ed.), Fundamentalisms and Society
(Chicago: University of Chicago, 1993), pp. 374-414.
15. Even B’nei Akiva does not meet with the strict religious standards of some
members of the religious-Zionist right, and Ariel was founded as a
response to this. See R. Shlomo Aviner, Hesed Ne’urayikh: Tenu’at No’ar
ve-Tseni’ut (Jerusalem: Sifriyat Beit El, 1991); R. Moshe Tzvi Neriah, “On
the Education of Ulpana Girls” [in Hebrew], in Mordekhai Bar-Lev (ed.),
Hinnukh Dati ba-Hevra ha-Yisraelit (Jerusalem: The Hebrew University,
1986), p. 161. For a journalistic account of the drift to the right in B’nei
Akiva, see Talya Halkin, “Hostile Takeover,” The Jerusalem Post Magazine,
Feb. 18, 2005, pp. 12-16.
16. On ambivalence about military service distracting young men from spiritual growth, see R. Zalman Barukh Melamed, “Torah Giants: The Nation’s
Need” [in Hebrew], Tehumin 7 (1986), pp. 330-334.
17. Neriah, “Ulpana Girls,” pp. 157-162.
18. Though not overtly religious, Makor Rishon markets extensively to the religious-Zionist sector, and is read widely among the religious-Zionist right.
Makor Rishon describes itself as “non sectarian,” but is much more popular,
and markets itself more extensively in religious circles than in secular ones. See
the “about the site” link on the Makor Rishon website, http://www.makorrishon.net/ (accessed August 2003). On opposition to reading secular newspapers, primarily due to their overt sexual content, see R. Shlomo Aviner,
untitled letter in Itturei Kohanim 108 (Shevat 1994), pp. 19-20.
19. See the catalog of Sifriyat Beit El (in possession of the author), which
includes, together with original writers of the religious-Zionist right, translations into Hebrew of works originally published in English by the haredi
Feldheim publishing house. On haredi popular literature, see Yoel
Finkelman, “Medium and Message in Contemporary Haredi Adventure
Fiction,” The Torah U-Madda Journal 13 (forthcoming).
20. See, for example, R. Shlomo Aviner’s reluctant acquiescence to general
education even in high schools, She’al Na: She’elot Shel Benei Ne’urim
(Jerusalem: Sifriyat Hava, 2000), pp. 139-143.
21. R. Ya’akov Ariel, “Science Fiction,” Ma’aynei ha-Yeshu’a, 176 (13 Tevet,
5765), pp. 1, 5.
22. R. Tsevi Yisrael Tau, Tsadik be-Emunato Yihye, Ed. Netanel Binyamin
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Elyashiv (Jerusalem: Yeshivat Har ha-Mor, 2002). Also see the responses in
Alon Shevut le-Bogrei Yeshivat Har Etzion (Tishrei 2003).
23. Shlomo Angel, “Don’t be Righteous, Be Normal” [in Hebrew], Nekuda
(Tevet 2002), p. 48.
24. Peter L. Berger, The Sacred Canopy (New York: Anchor Books and
Doubleday, 1967), pp. 45ff.
25. Yonah Goodman, “There is a Pile of Kids Straddling the Fence” [in
Hebrew], Nekuda 229 (Shevat 2000), pp. 36-39.
26. See Naomi Nevo, “Religiosity and Community: A Case Study of a Gush
Emunim Settlement” in David Newman (ed.), The Impact of Gush
Emunim: Politics and Settlements in the West Bank (London and Sydney:
Croom Helm, 1985), pp. 221-244. Also see Aran, “Jewish Zionist
Fundamentalism,” pp. 302-304.
27. R. Yoel Bin-Nun, “To Fill the Vacuum Left by Gush Emunim” [in
Hebrew], Nekuda 102 (Elul 1986), p. 10.
28. “In Search of the Open Religious Jew: An Interview with R. Yuval Sherlo”
[in Hebrew], De’ot 12, p. 8. (My thanks to Prof. Danny Statman for referring me to this article. Also see Statman’s responses in later volumes of
De’ot).
29. See Dov Schwartz, “Between Temporality and Eternity: Studies in the
Understanding of Secularism in Religious Zionist Thought” [in Hebrew],
in Yahadut Penim va-Huts, pp. 169-181; Idem, Etgar u-Mashber be-Hug
ha-Rav Kook (Tel Aviv: Am Oved, 2001), pp. 45ff.
30. http://www.rosh-yehudi.co.il (accessed November 2004). Also see Yisrael
Za’ira, “Yes: Convert Them to Orthodoxy” [in Hebrew], Nekuda 264
(Tamuz 2003), pp. 50-51. He identifies the direct influence of haredi outreach workers on this approach.
31. R. Shlomo Aviner, Be-Ahava u-beEmuna (Jerusalem: Sifriyat Hava, 2000),
p. 38.
32. Ma’aynei ha-Yeshu’a 93 (11 Iyyar, 2003), p. 1.
33. Ibid.
34. Ibid.
35. On the role of missionary activity in increasing group self-confidence
among sectarian groups, see Leon Festinger, et al., When Prophecy Fails
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1956), pp. 25ff.
36. Ma’aynei ha-Yeshu’a 102 (25 Tamuz, 2003), pp. 1, 5.
37. The first attempt to paint an ideological portrait of this group is Yitzhak
Geiger, “The New Religious Zionism” [in Hebrew], Akdamot 11
(October 2001), pp. 51-77.
38. Uriel Simon, “The Secular Should be More Jewish” [in Hebrew], in Meir
Roth (ed.), Ha-Tsiyonut ha-Datit be-Temurat ha-Zeman (Jerusalem: HaKibbutz ha-Dati and Ne’emanei Torah va-Avoda, 1989), pp. 159-162.
Also see Meir Roth’s dissatisfaction with the fact that “the primary characteristic of [contemporary] secular culture is the fact that it ignores the
Jewish tradition and bookshelf,” in Meir Roth (ed.), Ha-Tsiyonut ha-Datit
be-Re’iya Mehudeshet (Ein Tzurim: Ne’emanei Torah va-Avoda, 1998), p.
11. Also see Hellinger, (cited note 61, below), p. 15.
39. The platform was accessed at www.meimad.co.il/ in June of 2003.
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40. Aviezer Ravitzky, “Novelty from the Torah: On Orthodoxy and Modernity”
[in Hebrew], in Avi Sagi (ed.), Emuna be-Zemanim Mishtanim (Jerusalem:
Sifriyat Eliner, 1996), p. 456.
41. One writer for Oz ve-Shalom argues that, “Democracy has deep roots in
halakha. Its principles and implementation were formulated hundreds of years
before Locke and Montesquieu developed their version of modern Western
democracy. In sum, the democratic form of government is most explicitly the
choice and invention of Jewish sages and scholars versed in all aspects of
Jewish law.” Lucian Lazar, “Judaism and Democracy: Incompatible or
Complimentary,” http://www.netivot-shalom.org.il (accessed June 2003).
42. See, for example, Gili Zivan, “‘Blessed . . . Who Made Me a Woman/
Jewess’: On the Urgent Need to Fix the Blessing” [in Hebrew], in Naham
Ilan (ed.), Ayin Tova: Du-Si’ah u-Pulmus be-Tarbut Yisrael (Tel Aviv: HaKibbutz ha-Me’uhad and Ne’emanei Torah va-Avoda, 1999), pp. 278-301.
In the same volume, Avi Sagi reflects on the limits of this approach. See his
“On the Tensions Between the Religious and the Secular – Between the
Discourse of Rights and the Discourse of Identity” [in Hebrew], p. 425.
43. Avi Sagi is the leading spokesman for this group. See the introduction to
Yahadut Penim va-Huts, pp. 1-4, and his “Discourse of Rights,” pp. 424-425.
44. Ora Cohen, “In the Name of the Need for Dialogue” [in Hebrew], in
Roth, Re’iya Mehudeshet, pp. 63-64. Also see Yosef Ahituv, “To Renew the
Discussion” [in Hebrew], Meimad 12 (April-May 1998), pp. 3-5.
45. The religious-Zionist left is, at times, conscious of the animosity between
itself and the religious-Zionist mainstream. See “Anyone Other than
Meimad” [in Hebrew], Meimad 10 (1997), pp. 18-19, 29.
46. Meir Roth, “Second Thoughts: Why Does Modern Orthodoxy Lack
Religious Experience” [in Hebrew], De’ot 11(Elul 2001), p. 4.
47. The following analysis expands on the older presentations of the same problem in Janet O’dea “Religious Zionism Today” Forum 28-29 (1978), pp.
116-117 and Lawrence Kaplan, “Education and Ideology in ReligiousZionism Today,” Forum 36 (1979), pp. 36-34. The fact that the religiousZionist left still suffers from the same lack of appeal that was described in
these articles twenty-five years ago supports my claim that difficulty to draft a
following is not accidental. Also see Gerald Cromer, “‘The War of the
Torah’: The Israeli Religious Peace Movement’s Struggle For Legitimation,”
Jewish Political Studies Review 13:3-4 (2001), pp. 159-187.
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and inaccessible. Schwartz does not cite references for this characterization, and it seems to me that it ignores the tendency of the religiousZionist left to write abstract scholarly articles, while the religious-Zionist
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