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an enelitie pew is o alwavs elear, it probably
simply signifies a minor emphasis en the pre-
ceding word, The werd “recdrmvime " would be
translated “the loims of.” as 1 thers were o
arers. [ adklibion, an sesoumd 15 used e indi-
cale posmessve in Clossical Egvphion, ond if 1s
possiblbe thit the soce bere is some varian of
that form.  Ses Antonic Loprieno, Awcient
Egprian: A Lingaiziic fntrodicrion, Cain-
bridge Univeraty Press, 1995, p, 118, [0 thes s
T sz, Thee word wald also be translased “The
loins of ™"

W Devaeian 35:8-11

" Rashi, Ramban, and Aharbianel (ad. loc ) all
ke the case that Slamon i= included in Yehu-
dah’s blessing, but, as Mechama Lichaowilz
noles o her S, this s ool i nimtive
winy b rend the pesadiog

= Sifred Dhvarim, 385 A alternative explana-
fion is offered by Mfialeenl TefulTne 903

* i weakness of using events that happeied
atter the Exodus to explain why Shimsen and
Levi were treated ditferently s that oo fals o
poconmd Tor why Moshe, who was from the
ke o Levi, was chasen 1 lend the Jewash
people befvne Levi distinguished itsel§ duning
il ineident of the Golden Calfl However, the
midrash focuses on the reatonship between
e merality arl Eroatmsmd of Shomon and Levi
a5 tribes, individual members of the inbe coold
presumably be granted posiions of imporance
if they showed themselves Gtting for it [m-
portamly, bMozhe's leadership was o a dy-
nastic position pasaed on o members of his
ribes: afber hus death, the leadersbap of the peo-
mle went o Yehoshun, from the Trhe of
Efmyim ( Hemiahar 13:8)

o B Shofw 1224, 17-19 Peleasfaa 19:1-9;
Sthemrel [ 2T 5-00 e 13- 14; Shervel 11 24:5-
K. ete. Alse, see Jobm Skinner, A Crireal and
Evegetical Commentary on Genesis, Charles
Soriboer’s Sens: Mew York, 1910, po 514,

" Bee, For example, Dewerdim 10E9

" Dpwardn 12218 1427 1511
 feweadiée 49, In comtrast, Targuwm “Yonatan™
{ Hereshiir 497} posits that the reason that Shi-
mien i Levt wene il alloswed 1o rale termie-
res 15l they were too sirong. oot that tlsey
hnd maml flnws

" Bternherg points o (ihid, pp. 467-47 2hat
it i= not at all ¢lear that only Shimen and Levi
bespded the eity: it seema that all of 1w brodlsers
goined begether noihe loabing.

e =i Babavely,” Grst publizied m Be-Tanem
1933, republished in Yahaduwe, dm Felfrua? e
Mt Yisewed, Tel Aviv: Shocken, 2005, pp
240245, R also his Sihor af Parasfur -
Sturvwa, Tarael: Hemed, 2004 pp. [36-137.
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PoLITICS AND LEADERSHIP

Israel: Jewish and Democratic?

BY: Gilah Kletenik

Can Tsmee] be ml ance n Jewish nnd demme
crabic sinbe T Ay atbempd b explore this thammy
guestion must first debine its knolty berms,
“lewash™ ond C“demooratic.” These twao words,
while tamiliar o all, are heavily londed de-
senpdiens thal require nol ondy idendification,
Tt nlso am investigndion into their proctical rels
evanee and application o the modem State of
Ismel

“Demooracy,” lnerally “rule by the peo-
ple.” has come o connole fnr more than ks
simple meaning ond hns o handiul of posable
defimtions. The populor defimtion of “demoe-
racy” Focuses on direct civl parbicipation m
government, whereas the precedurnl dedimtion
15 mare interested m how lenders come B
powver. However, especinlly teday, the term
“democrsoy” connedes Bar more. 1 i used b
descmbe n government thod embraces hheral
democratie volues, such ns eqguahity under the
Inwe, respect tor civil hberties, protection of
humnm righis o dhe safzpoarding of minorin
righis,

Trefiming “Jewish'™ is even more complex
The traditicnal definitions of “Jewish™ foeus
an religion, Jews are a people who share a be-
ligl svstem and warship God through the die-
tntes of the Torah and by follewing halnkhah
By this definitien. “Jewish™ has an endirely re-
ligicus cenedntion and suggests that for [sreel
o b “lewish™ its gevernment ought 1o hayve
religious elemems, Henee, in exploning the co-
nuredrom ¢ lsrael™s Jewish ad demacratic
characienisties, it is appropriae o st invesi-
gnte the relationship between religion and siate
i genersl

John Legke is often eredited with pie-
necring the notion of the separafien bebween
religion ared stiate, The Lockean social contract,
which paved the intellectunl road b liheral
demaeracy, maintains that matters of individ-
wil conseience are foo importand o be ceded
e govermment, and are instead betier lef o
e raticnal diseretion of each individual. The
Unifed States Constitution, in this spirit, was
b first document 1o eall for the separation of
religion and state. In the spirit of Locke, the
Framers sought o proteet religion by circum-
senibing the government from emlorsing and
favoring one religion over ancther hecasse
ey were wany of the dangers of religicus per-
segution, To the Framers, this separation be-
tween religion and siate was very much o
mntter af freedom:  civil liberte, without
which America could ned be considensd a lik-
eral demeeracy,

lsrag] does not maintain a separation be-
tween synagogue and staie. And, while the
Dreclaration of the State of lsrael pledges o
“ensure complete equality af seeial and palit-
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cal rights 1o all its inhakitants irrespective of
religion,” the lsmeli govemment endorses the
Jewish religion with pelicies that langely pul
this pledge inta question, These inelede nws
prohibiting publie iransperiation on Shabbat
and fhe public sale of fameis on Pesel. Most
problematic, thaugh, is the Chiel Rabbinate

Comprised of male Orhodey rabbis, it is a
gowvernment ageney granbed ulfimate authoriiy

in matters of divores, marriages and burial

Preeztically, this means that in order for a mar-
riage fo be recopnized by the State of [srael if
must ke hetween a man and a woman wed in a
religious ceremory, This poliey deprives same-
sen and inter-religious couples of marmying and
henefiting from the laws applicabde o married
comiples, Beyornd this, for a woman fo remarmy

b must first be granted a diveree contract or
gt frem ber huskand — and if he refuses e
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grant her one, it is illegal for her 1o remarry
Laws sueh a= these apply fo all citizens of the
state - whether they are furred or S - and
casenlially amount ta the deprivation of civil
liberties’

I “Jewish™ is b0 be defined as a religion,
ihen the govemment of Tsrae] can safely be la-
heled as such, Despite the faed that most of the
state’s beaders are not scrupuloss in following
halakhah, many policies of the state are desply
religivus in seope and are informed by ha-
Iakhah Thiz amounts toos union of svnagogoe
and state which is highly problematic from a
demoeratic perspective. As such, by this reli-
gious delinition of “Jewish,”™ it is clear that [s-
rael canned b at once » Jewish and demoeratic
Flae

Acditferend and often popular definition of
“lewish™ foeuses less on the halakhah of the
previous definition and maere on the Torah's
values This appreach maintains that * Fewish™
conres what has come to be ealled * lewish
values ™ These values refer speeifically to the
Jewish values of morality and secial justice,
ameng edhers. However, there sre o number of
issues in suggesting that the state of lsmel fol-
e “Jewish values™ as opposed to, though not
per s in conflict with, libeml demoeratic val-
ues. The first is the problem with separating

“Jewish values” from the rest of Judaism — ane
there even values beyvend the realm of ha-
lakhah? Mamy, among them Yeshayvaho Lei-
howvite, claim that there is we such notion as
mezrality or values independent of halakhah.*

Mevertheless, even if there are “Jlewish
values" beyvomd the realm of halakhah & gov-
crimend bound by these values is problematic
froam a demoeratic perspective. This is beeanse
here is ne single consensus on what *lewish
values™ means — unlike halakhah, there is ne
hottom-line conclusion on matters of value
And, however reconeilable these “lewish val-
ues” may bie with liberal demecratic anes - that
whigh the Declaration of the Sfate of lsrazl
calls: “justice and pence as envisnged by the
prophets of lsrel™ — desiding where to draw
ilez line is precarions, Why is the seeming see-
anid-class-citizenship of woemen in Judaism
anv less a “Jewish value™ than feeding the
poer! Herein loys the danger in suggesting that
Tsrae] express its “Jewishiness” by follewing
these “Jewish values™ — there are no such
clearly defined “lewish values™ and following
even ene of these values becavse of its “Jew-
ishingss” paves the path for a slippery slope
apen o furiher abuse. Comsistent calls against
ahortien, stem-cell research and same-sex mar-
miage in fhe U5 based an religious beliels, are
a cage in point demenstrating the dangers of
having religisus values inform, even an a per-
sonal bevel, state decisions. All of this imperils
civil litsrties, swhich in turn cenflicts with
demaeracy,

1t is elenr that the definitions of ' Jewish”™
lwnt fescus an halakhah and values are danger-
aus from a demoeratic perspeetive becanss
ihese understandings approach Judpism from a
religious perspective and are consequently in-
compatible with demeeracy, Hoowever, at least
traditionally, “Jewish™ has been used fo de-
senbe primarily people ad e ideas or enti-
fies, In Faed, even thaugh a non-Jlew mday
chocse o convert o Judaism and is reated as
if b or she was born into il primarily. one is
Jewish by wirtue of hirthright. From this per-
speebive, “Jewish,” has a national, even ethnic
caonmatation. In the Deelaration of the State of
lsraed, the tae justifieations for the establish-
meend of the Btate are of national character, The
first fcuses on persecution, supgesting that the
Hioloemust “was another clear demonstration of
the vrgeney of solving the problem of its
hemelessness by re-establishing in Ersts-lsre
il Jewish State.” During the Holocaust, Jews
wre persecided beeanse of their anoestry prd
miod due do their religions or other beliefs - the
attnck was on an ethnicity, o mation. The see-
ol justifieation for the establishment of [sraee]
is naticmal in scope. maindaining that if is “the
matural right of the Fwish people o be mas-
ters of iheir cwn fade, like all other nations, in




